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Commentor No. 584: Mark Wahl

Response to Commentor No. 584

From: Mark Wahl[SMTP:MATHMAN@MARKWAHL.COM]
Sent:  Sunday, September 03, 2000 7:04:30 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Do Not Restart Hanford's Fast Flux Reactor

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Collette Brown/Secretary Richardson,

Please accept the following as public comments incorporated into
the formaladministrative record and taken into consideration when
adopting the finalrecord of decision on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement on theNuclear Infrastructure EIS.

Restarting FFTF is absolutely unacceptable. More waste is a cruel
jokeconsidering the stalled progress on the waste already at
Hanford. FFTFmaintenance has already gobbled up $100 million
in clean_up money anddistracted from desperately needed
clean_up. Tank wastes are alreadyseeping towards OUR Columbia
River. More wastes must not be added to thosetanks. Clean_up
must be the only priority.

By the way, you have done only an incomplete study and are
asking forcomments. You have not told us how you will deal with
non_proliferationissues or additional waste from FFTF. Should
FFTF be restarted, thatdecision will be illegal under Federal law
and will be overturned! Do theright thing, shut down FFTF now and
save the future of the Columbia River!

Sincerely,

Mark Wahl

Langley, WA

Regards,

Mark Wahl

Director, Mark Wahl Learning Services

Ph: 360_221_8842 Fax: 360_221_6946
416 Fourth Street, Langley, WA 98260
www.markwahl.com

584-1

584-2

584-3

584-4
584-3

584-2:

584-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,

and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

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

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

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

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would 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.

Regarding the migration of contaminantsto the ColumbiaRiver, the
Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention programin place as summarized in Section 3.4.11.8 that would
govern any proposed site activities. More specific to the proposed
activitiespresented inthe NI PEIS, FFTF islocated approximately

4.5 milesfrom the ColumbiaRiver. Thereare no dischargesto theriver
from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous dischargesto the
groundwater. Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS

(e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,45.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4)
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, nowater quality
impactswould be expected as aresult of permanent deactivation of FFTF
Section 4.4.1.2.4). Finally, no wastewould be added to the Hanford
waste tanks as a result of FFTF restart or operation.
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Commentor No. 584: Mark Wahl (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 584

584-3:

584-4:

584-5:

DOE prepared a separate Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary
of Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented inthe NI PEIS. Pursuant to CEQ regulations

(40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents availableto the public beforeadecisionismade. DOE mailed
this document to about 730 interested parties on September 8, 2000. The
report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web site
http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has also
provided a summary of the Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment in Appendix Q in the Final NI PEIS.

Management of wastesthat 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 infrastructureis analyzed inthis 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.

See response to comment 584-1. FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from
the Columbia River. There are no dischargesto theriver from FFTF and
no radioactive or hazardous dischargesto groundwater. Asindicatedin
analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4,4.43.1.4,4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible
impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from
operation of Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 585: Gerald Magness

Response to Commentor No. 585

From: Gerald Magness[SMTP:GERRY@FIDALGO.NET]
Sent:  Sunday, September 03, 2000 11:33:20 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Restart the FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart the FFTF to make medical isotopes. Cancer
runs in our family and we can use allthe help we can get.

Sincerely Yours
Gerald W. Magness

16720 104th St NE
Granite Falls, Wa 98252

I ‘ 585-1

585-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 586: Ken Walter

Response to Commentor No. 586

From: Ken Walter[SMTP:KWALTER@3_CITIES.COM]
Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 12:23:41 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF Restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| am a former Fluor Hanford employee who worked at FFTF for 10
years. Ican speak from experience about the facility. FFTF should
be restarted forproduction of medical isotopes and NASA space
craft power isotopes. Thefacility is in excellent condition and has
many more years of useful life.lt would be a terrible waste of
resources and potential benefits to shut itdown.

The employees | associated with have excellent safety awareness
and takeownership in their work. The two employees who were
recently fired forfalsification of records are an exception and do not
represent the attitudeand work ethic of the majority.

Ken Walter

Operations Specialist (retired)
8714 Bell

Pasco, WA

586-1

586-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 587: Clark Crouch

Response to Commentor No. 587

From: Clark Crouch[SMTP:CECROUCH@OWT.COM]
Sent: Monday, September 04, 2000 12:09:36 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Radiopharmaceuticals from FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To the PEIS team at DOE...
"Isotopes: An Answer for Cancer"

For once, let's not let politics stand in the way of progress. We've
listened long enough to a very vocal minority which has offered
yearsof emotional opposition to recommissioning the Fast Flux
Text Facility.We need now to listen to the more reasoned and
caring voice of themajority and heed the scientific evidence in
support of a life_savingmission for the FFTF... the production of
radiopharmaceuticals

We've already invested in the FFTF and we have a tremendous
opportunityto turn this legacy of the cold war into a life_saving
asset. There isno reason to abandon that investment or to conduct
further studies Noequivalent facility exists anywhere else in the
United States. No othercity has people with the knowledge and
technological depth held by ourscientific community.

Please stop the studies and the procrastination, turn away from
thosefew voices crying "wolf." Commission the FFTF now to
produce thoselife_saving radiopharmaceuticals. It is paid for, it is
clean, it is safe, and it can be a continuing asset to this community
and the nation...a positive image for nuclear energy and the
Departmentof Energy.

For the record, | was employed by the Atomic Energy Commission
and itssuccessors from October 1947 until June 1978 and was

directly involvedin the administration of the design and construction

of the FFTF.

Clark Crouch
1541 Jadwin Avenue, Richland, WA 99352
509 946 1558

587-1

587-2

587-3

587-1: It is DOE policy to encourage public input on matters of regional, national
and international importance as part of its commitment to facilitate a
public participation process that is open and unbiased.

587-2:  DOE notes the commentor's opinion. DOE’s Record of Decision for the
NI PEISwill be based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental
impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules,
technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.

587-3:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 588: William R. Taylor

Response to Commentor No. 588

From:  William R. Taylor
[SMTP:WILLIAMTAYLOR@NECA.COM]
Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 1:30:41 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Oppose nuclear power in space
Auto forwarded by a Rule

| support the positions of a number of scientists against the
use of nuclearfuel or the placement of nuclear weapons in
space.

Thank you

William R. Taylor, M.D.
http://users.neca.com/williamtaylor

588-1

588-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to the use of nuclear materialsfor
space missions and the placement of nuclear weaponsin space. Through
a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. These
radioisotope power systems have been used for almost 40 years, and
have repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions. NASA establishes the need and
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-rel ated.
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Commentor No. 589: Marilyn Dickenson

Response to Commentor No. 589

From: Robert Dickenson[SMTP:FATBOY@GTE.NET]
Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 11:52:31 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

isotopes. There is no reason to importwhen we have the 589-1

Please restart FFTF at Richland, WA to produce medical
capabilities to produce them ourselves.

Marilyn Dickenson
605 S. Buntin St.
Kennewick, WA 99336

589-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF
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Commentor No. 590: Eileen Gottula

Response to Commentor No. 590

From: Richard Gottula
[SMTP:GOTTULA@TELEVAR.COM]

Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 1:23:20 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Restart FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Sirs,

| want to let my voice be heard in support of restarting the
FFTF reactor in Washington for use indeveloping medical
isotopes for the fight against cancer. This is a valuable
resource for peopleof this nation.

Eileen Gottula
1603 Amon Dr.
Richland, WA 99352

590-1

590-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 591: Brenda and Stan Stave

Response to Commentor No. 591

From: brenda h stave[SMTP:BHSTAVE@TELEVAR.COM]
Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 1:58:11 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please add our names in strong support of FFTF being
allowed to resumeoperation producting medical isotopes.
Nothing could be more important.

Brenda and Stan Stave
165 Edgewood Drive
Richland, WA 99352

591-1

591-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 592: John Boland

Response to Commentor No. 592

From: John Boland[SMTP:JOHNBOLAND@EARTHLINK.NET]
Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 4:15:53 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Re_start of FFTF for Medical Isotope Mission

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please objectively study the very positive and well researched
pro_re_start pleas of the many scientists and cancer victims. The
costof re_start and operation of FFTF to produce medical isotopes
isminiscule when compared to the cost per life saved. Our plea is
absolutely backed up with sound science and engineering. The
FFTF is inOUR front yard, not other's backyard. Please reject the
ridiculousjunk_sciece and hysteria of the anti_nuclear
pro_tagonists. We aretotally comfortable as to the COMPLETE
reliability and safety of thereactor, it's minimal and easily handled
waste output, and it'scapability of making a huge impact on many
types of cancer, AIDS,osteoporosis, and many other diseases,
while greatly lowering medicalcosts to the taxpayers in the form of
Medicare, Medicaid, and universalhealth costs.

Thanks
John Boland

509 _582_7608
Fax 586_6139

592-1

592-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 593: Jean Beegle

Response to Commentor No. 593

From: JBEEG@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:JBEEG@AOL.COM]
Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 4:34:39 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

It is very important to restart the program. I‘ 503-1

Jean Beegle
Seattle WA.

593-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 594: Gary L. Troyer

Response to Commentor No. 594

From: Gary and Kris Troyer[SMTP:KANDG@URX.COM]
Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 6:44:00 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Draft PEIS for FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| am in favor of restarting the FFTF for our citizens needs in the
areas ofmedical isotope research and treatment and the production
of energy sourcessuch as Pu238. The Draft PEIS on restart
presents no show stoppers, showsthat restart is the quickest
solution, and that the economics of scale arepositive. Further,
based on current experience, building a new source tooffset the
foreign and marginal supply will be frought with delays just as

the decision about the FFTF has lingered. In this case, an
immediate toolis much better than a promised tool.

It is ironic that the small but vocal anti_FFTF people change their
tunewhen a family member suddenly needs dread disease
diagnostic and treatmenttools possible through medical isotopes.
Such changes to seeking the factsrather than following the anti's
emotions makes it obvious that there is aneed for my government
to support the basic research leading to generalavailability of such
resources.

The availability of new medical tools will directly reduce the cost of
medicare treatments and indirectly reduce personal and family
sufferingfound with many existing and ineffective methods.

Please consider immediate restart a favorable solution to our
country's needs.

Sincerely
Gary L. Troyer

594-1

594-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 595: Frank Trent

Response to Commentor No. 595

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

Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 10:24:03 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Sirs, | guess its time | put in my thoughts on this
reactor, should | say Medical Isotope Center. | do not think
its fair to the taxpayers of this country to go to a foreign
Goverment to buy a medical devise when we already
have a way to do the same thing here. The FFTF can also
produce power in the process.

| think if a poll qas taken here in the northwest you would
find 90% of the people would agree.

Thanks for your time

Frank Trent.

595-1

595-1:  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. 596: Robert J. Thompson

Response to Commentor No. 596

From: Robert J. Thompson[SMTP:RTHOMP4@GTE.NET]
Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 8:57:41 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Fast Flux Test Facility

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please join us in Supporting this great venture. This is a

crucial role in healing many sick people. My 7 year old

nephew has been suffering from a Brain Stem Tumor for the 506-1
past two years. Theabsolute grief he and his family has

been through is incredible. Research cures people, friends

and family.

Respectfully:

Robert J. Thompson

596-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 597: Claudia Wetterling

Response to Commentor No. 597

From: The Wetterling's[SMTP:JMWETT@3_CITIES.COM]
Sent: Monday, September 04, 2000 8:14:19 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Secretary Richardson,

| would like to encourage you to restart the FFTF plant in
Richland,Washington to produce medical isotopes. It is
absurd that the U.S.needs to import 90% of the medical
isotopes currently being used, whenwe have the ability to
produce our own with the simple restart of FFTF. To think
that cancer patients are dying because there are not enough
isotopes to go around is unconcionable. Please consider
seriously therestart of this plant and help save American
lives.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Claudia Wetterling

597-1

597-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 598: JonasA. Lundberg, Jr.

Response to Commentor No. 598

From: jonasmel@netnet.net%internet
[SMTP:JONASMEL@NETNET.NET]

Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 10:32:30 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: My Support

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.

Jonas A. Lundberg Jr.

598-1

598-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 599: Frank Trent

Response to Commentor No. 599

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

Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 10:35:19 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Sirs, | think its about time this goverment started to
think about its people more than giving our resources to
anothe goverment. The FFTF can and should be restarted
to produce electrical power. also, it can be used to
produce the Medical Isotope to fight Cancer. We buy this
isotope from out of this country. When we can produce it
here and put our people to work. This reactor sits on
standby, when we could be spending that money in
Production. | think you will find most people in the greater
northwest will Agree. Think you for your time.

Frank Trent
912 Wright ave Richland Wa. 99352.
Fptrent@aol.com

599-1

599-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. It
should be noted that power production is not one of the missions for
which FFTF would be restarted.

sasuodsay 30@ pue SIuBLLLoD UaRIp—e Bideyd



0cL-¢

Commentor No. 600: Bob Broyles

Response to Commentor No. 600

From: ROBERT BOB BROYLES
[SMTP:BBROYLES@GTE.NET)]

Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 10:48:03 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

PLEASE USE THE FFTF TO MAKE MEDICAL ISOTOPES.
MEMBERS OF MY FAMILY HAVE DIED FROM CANCER
THAT WOULD HAVE BEENBETTER TREATED IF
ISOTOPES WERE AVAILABLE FOR USE.
CO_GENERATION OF ELECTRICITY SHOULD ALSO BE
CONSIDERED TO HELPOFF_SET COSTS.

EVERYONE WINS

THANK YOU

BOB BROYLES
KENNEWICK, WA

600-1

600-2

600-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

600-2:  DOE notes the commentor's interest in offsetting costs of operation of
FFTF by cogeneration of electric power. FFTF was not designed for the
production of electric power, for example it has no turbine generators and
actually requires some electric power for operation (see description of
FFTFin Volume 1, section 2.3.1.1). The other non-commercial reactors
evaluated (see Volume 1, sections 2.3.1.2, 2.3.1.3, and 2.3.1.6) are not
designed for the production of electric power either.
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Commentor No. 601: Castor Hawkes

Response to Commentor No. 601

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

Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 11:25:24 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF RESTART

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To restart FFTF to manufacture isotopes to treat those who
desperately need help should be the number one goal.

Castor Hawkes

I‘ 601-1

601-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 602: Frank Hammond

Response to Commentor No. 602

From: (a)home[SMTP:FRANKHAMMOND@HOME.COM]
Sent:  Tuesday, September 05, 2000 12:42:26 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF Restart at Hanford

Auto forwarded by a Rule

04 September 2000

Secretary of Energy

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

Dear Mr. Secretary,

This letter and an associated email sent to the DOE itemize my
concerns overthe restart of the FFTF at Hanford. | have been
involved, or a closeobserver of the operations at the Hanford
Reservation since the Tri_PartyAgreement was signed in 1989. |
am an ex_physicist and | understand thetechnical aspects of
reactors, nuclear waste, radioisotope production, etc.

In the Tri_Party Agreement DOE agreed, in a legally binding
document, toclean up the nuclear waste at Hanford and to fund this
cleanup as required.In addition, in 1995 DOE promised (also in a
legal document?the HanfordCleanup Agreement) that the FFTF
would be shut down and the funds used tokeep this facility in a
restart state would be used in the cleanup effort.DOE is now in
violation of this agreement as well and proposes to be inpermanent
violation by restarting the FFTF. Furthermore, DOE now admits that
its current budget and target budgets for the next six years are too
low tomeet the Clean_Up Agreement, yet would spend in excess of
$400M in therestart of a facility that is not needed.

602-1

602-1:

602-2:

DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availability of isotopesfor medical, industrid,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to devel opment of nuclear power for civilian use.” The purpose
of this PEISisto determinethe environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns over the restart of FFTF and the
existing cleanup mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this
NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto remedi ate exi sting 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). Thisagreement
specifiesmilestones and schedulesfor restoration of all parts of the
Hanford Site. A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the
milestonesfor FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE
reaches adecision on whether thefacility will be used to meet mission
needs. Public meetingswere held on thisformal milestone change. The
proposed activitiesdelineated in the NI PEISwould not have animpact on
Hanford cleanup activities.

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

DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,

and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF. DOE aso
notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at
Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford
cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
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Commentor No. 602: Frank Hammond (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 602

The majority of citizens of the State of Washington want the FFTF
shut down permanently and want DOE to get on with the cleanup. |
recently attended one of the hearings regarding The Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement(PEIS). | have carefully
considered the reasons why DOE wants to restartFFTF and based
on the evidence available from all sources there are no valid
reasons to restart FFTF or to retain it for future use. The major
argumentsDOE is using are discussed below.

NASA has stated (in an official NASA report) that they have no
need topurchase Pu_238 for the specific space mission used to
justify FFTF restart.

The FFTF will be used for research and commercial production of
radioisotopes. However, DOE is ignoring its own a committee<s
recommendations. The Subcommittee for Isotope Research and
ProductionPlanning, it its report stated "The FFTF will not be a
viable source ofresearch radioisotopes". An adequate supply of
research radioisotopes isavailable from Canada and as far as
commercial applications are concerned itis questionable that a
Government Agency should be in the business ofselling
commercial quantities of medical radioisotopes. In addition, there
are less expensive alternatives to providing commercial quantities
ofradioisotopes by the design of facilities that are specifically build
toproduce these isotopes and possibly this type of facility could be
built byone or a consortium of companies for that purpose.

More than 11 years after the original Tri_Party Agreement was
signed, themost dangerous wastes (those in the 200 Area) are still
in leaking tanks.The Single Shell Tanks are still around and the
contents of radioactive andtoxic waste they contain are leaking into
the soil. It may already be toolate to avoid the contamination of the
Columbia River from the waste thatmay have leaked into the
groundwater. All of the other cleanup efforts atHanford are minor in
comparison to this task. Yet DOE says they have nosolution at this

602-2

602-3

602-4

602-5

602-3:

602-4:

restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,

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

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

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

September 22, 2000 |etter to DOE that the plutonium-238 needed for large
RTG may be maintained as abackup. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing adomestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA spaceexploration
missons.

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

DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutronsand
largeirradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of someradioisotopes, but isbest suited for commercial interestswho
might consider itsusefor isotope production.” Inrecognition of these
constraintson itsoperational feasibility, the NI PEISonly evaluatesthe
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Commentor No. 602: Frank Hammond (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 602

time. | have discussed this situation with twodistinguished (retired)
professors of chemical engineering one a formerdepartment chair
and the other a former department chair and dean of his
engineering school. They claim that this problem can be solved
and that DOEhas ignored a solution. | am convinced that DOE
does not really want toclean up the Hanford wastes but would
rather work on more "exciting"projects such as FFTF restart.

FFTF will only add more radioactive waste to that which we
already have. Donot restart FFTF. | could say much more and in
more depth but this letterwould turn into a book. Thanks for taking
the time to read this.

Sincerely,

Frank Hammond

109 E. Roanoke Street
Seattle, WA 98102 3224
206 329 2212

602-5
(Cont’d)

602-6

602-2

602-5:

use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions. While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
itisunlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of thesefacilities.

DOE'sproduction and sale of radioisotopesfall into two categories,
“commercia” and “research,” and both types of isotope production are
considered under the proposed actions. Commercial radioisotopes are
those that are produced in large, bulk quantities and sold to
pharmaceutical companies or distributors, or to equipment or sealed
source manufacturers. Examples of commercial radioisotopes produced
by DOE include strontium-82 and germanium-68 for medical applications,
andiridium-192 and californium-252 for industrial applications. DOE only
produces commercial isotopeswhen thereisno U.S. private sector
capability or when foreign sources do not have the capacity to meet U.S.
needs reliably. In contrast, research radioisotopes are typically produced
and sold in small quantities in response to specialty orders from
researchers preparing experimentsin thefield of medicine, with small
quantities of these radioisotopes also purchased by industrial researchers.
Because small-quantity production of research isotopesis not financially
attractive to private-sector producers and is generally not undertaken,
DOE attempts to provide all research radioisotopes that are requested,
subject to production capability, inventory, and financial constraints. As
successful application of a specific research isotope is established, the
production and sales of that radioisotope may shift from research to
commercia status. In recent years, over 95 percent of DOE's sales of
radioisotopes by dollar volume were commercial and 5 percent have been
for research. Additional discussion of how DOE's isotope program fits
into the overall U.S. and foreign isotope production capabilities was
incorporated into Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1.

Seeresponse to 602-2. This NI PEIS addresses wastes produced for each
alternative, aswell ascumulativeimpactsrelated to waste production.
Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sitesare also
addressed. These programswill beimplemented for the alternative sel ected
inthe Record of Decision. Discussion of, or resolution of, concernsrelated
to theremediation of existing waste are beyond the scope of thisEISand do
not enter into the decision process.
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Commentor No. 602: Frank Hammond (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 602

602-6:

Asidentifiedin Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, therestart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste

(e.g., solid low-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 wastes generated
by other Hanford activities. I1tisDOE’spolicy that al wastesbe

managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposal) in asafe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and 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.
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Commentor No. 603: Paul Bailey

Response to Commentor No. 603

From: paul bailey[SMTP:USAF85@GTE.NET]
Sent:  Tuesday, September 05, 2000 12:14:52 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

My sister died a couple of years ago from breast cancer. | don't
know ifany isotope from the FFTF could have helped her or not,
but | wish it hadbeen there to try.

I've lived all my life in the Tri_Cities with the exception of the 20
yearsl spent in the Air Force. | was here when the government
released all theradiation from Hanford. | may even suffer from
those releases because | dohave hypothyroidism. But | don't hold
anything against the facility. Itdid what it had to at the time with
the knowledge it had.

I am concerned about the political aspect of all that is surrounding
thestart or non_start of the FFTF. | want common sense and
economical factorsconsidered upmost, not rhetoric. We need the
isotopes. The people hereshould be deciding, not Olympia, not
Portland or Salem.

Thank you,

Paul Bailey

603-1

603-2

603-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

603-2:  Selection of facilitiesand sitelocations for accomplishing expanded
civilian nuclear energy research and development and isotope production
missionsisnot apolitical decision. DOE’s Record of Decision for the
NI PEISwill be based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental
impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules,
technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.
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Commentor No. 604: Nancy Booth

Response to Commentor No. 604

From: Nancy Booth[SMTP:NBOOTH@IJCOMPANY.COM)]
Sent:  Tuesday, September 05, 2000 10:36:16 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: globalnet@mindspring.com%internet

Subject: PLU_238

Auto forwarded by a Rule

We do not have a need in this country to produce any more
PLU_238.Remember, the earth does not belong to you, it is
borrowed from futuregenerations. If you make an attempt to
manufacture this, you will have alot of supporters rallying against
it, and it will not be acceptable orallowed. We will blow this thing
wide open. Why don't you take a vote fromevery American citizen
on this issue and then go from there. You are notletting the
American people decide on what's best for them. And they have
the right to know for one thing, as well as decide on whether or
not this isfeasible. | live near the Oakridge plant, and believe me
they have enoughproblems, without the PLU_238 problem..

I, along with several others urge you to drop this matter at this
time, andmove further no more.

604-1

604-2

604-1

604-1:

604-2:

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. 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 belost. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further
clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238
production capability to support NASA space exploration missions.

DOE notes the commentor’s views and opposition to the production of
plutonium-238. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the environmental
impact analysis of DOE’s proposed alternatives for meeting mission
requirements. In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered
comments received from the public. DOE’s Record of Decision for the

NI PEISwill be based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental
impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical
assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.
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Commentor No. 605: LauraJ. Anderson

Response to Commentor No. 605

From: Anderson/Widener[SMTP:LEMENO@OWT.COM]
Sent:  Monday, September 04, 2000 11:16:24 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Message of support for FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Last year, in an effort to refine a diagosis of a pre_cancerous
breast condition, my physicianrecommended | have a scan
originally designed to diagnose heart disease. (This scan's results
were curiously found to show evidence not only of women's heart
disease, but also highlightingareas of previously unsuspected
active breast cancer growth.)

Specifically, | was given 24.8 mCi of Technetium_99m. As the
technician was preparing theinjection, | asked about the source of
the isotope. | was told it came from the only functioningsource
available to clinics in our area....Canada. And that | was lucky that
the plant hadn't beenshut down recently, so the Tri_City supply was
adequate at that time. And that there had beenmany times, and
would be again, when the test | had been urged to have could not
be offered dueto the unavailability of the isotope.

As a second generation Hanford worker, | have been concerned
about the continued funding notonly of the programs once so
critical to our national defense, but also the development of the
benefits of the "peaceful atom" touted since my childhood years in
Richland. The matchlessFFTF deserves to continue its long
history of versatile technical excellence.

Add this to the long list of messages of support for the continued
funding and development ofisotope production at Hanford's Fast
Flux Test Facility.

Sincerely,

Laura J. Anderson

2100 S. Larch PRSE

Kennewick WA 99337 4268

(509) 582_3368 or (509) 373 4062

605-1

605-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 606: Steve Strickland

Response to Commentor No. 606

From: Steve Strickland
[SMTP:SESTRICKLAND@MEIERINC.COM]

Sent:  Tuesday, September 05, 2000 11:10:00 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF!

Auto forwarded by a Rule

A diamond in the rough! _ Please don't squander this facility,

with so much of our is isotopesbeing used abroad we can 606-1
not afford to eliminate this facility. It needs to be brought

on_line.

Steve Strickland
sestrickland@meierinc.com

606-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 607: Gary Edmonds

Response to Commentor No. 607

From: Edmonds, Gary E(Z99911)
[SMTP:GEDMONDS@APSC.COM]

Sent:  Tuesday, September 05, 2000 11:37:37 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF Restart

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.

THANKS......... Gary Edmonds

607-1

607-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 608: Monica Floyd

Response to Commentor No. 608

From: Monica Floyd[SMTP:IDEVGROUP@MSN.COM]
Sent:  Tuesday, September 05, 2000 1:53:24 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Draft PEIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

As a citizen from Virginia, it is my belief that the FFTP reactor
should beutilizedin order to provide us the important services that
it was created to do.One of the major purposes for returning this
reactor to operation is to makemedical isotopes to support the
growth of this strong anti_cancer medicaltechnology and provide
better treatment opportunities to cancer patients.How couldone
justify not utilizing this reactor, if only for this purpose (we know
that FFTPprovides more than medical isotopes)?

The opposition to this effort claims that there is no need for the
DOE toexpend these funds. | think that there is a real need to not
waste thisfacility,and to promote the general health of the public at
the same time. This isthe largest of DOE's test and irradiation
services reactors and the production of isotopesand support tests
are unavailable from other reactors.

| thank you your time to hear my view on this matter. Itis an
importantissue thatcannot be dismissed quickly. | believe the
advantages of starting up thesitemore than outweight the
disadvantages. Please take this into consideration.

Sincerely,

Monica Floyd
monicafloyd@idevgroup.com

608-1

608-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 609: Costas Spalaris

Response to Commentor No. 609

From: Costas SpalarisfSMTP:CNS7@PACBELL.NET]
Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2000 3:05:32 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

As a taxpayer | object to stopping the FFTF and discarding a
technology which was developed at Taxpayer expense
during the "70 under a HIGH priority DOE Program. The
proposed use of FFTF for producing isotopes for Nuclear
Medicine and other uses in manufacturing operations is a
logical development. Lets have DOE do something positive
for once !!

Costas Spalaris

609-1

609-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 610: The Davison’s

Response to Commentor No. 610

From: The Davison's
[SMTP:CW&JIDAVISON@URX.COM]

Sent:  Tuesday, September 05, 2000 3:18:35 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF For ISOTOPES!

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Gentlemen:

As a taxpayer and a long_time resident of Richland, | would
strongly urgeyour wise consideration of FFTF for the
production of isotopes. Medicalresearch and space
exploration warrant the need. Technology is

here_ PLEASEUS IT!

610-1

610-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 611: John Zaring

Response to Commentor No. 611

From: ControlTech JZ
[SMTP:CONTROLJZ@EMAIL.MSN.COM]

Sent:  Tuesday, September 05, 2000 2:58:22 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

DOE: RESTART THE FFTF. Not to utilize the FFTF would
be another slap in the face to thetax payers of this country.

It is proven facility that needs to be used for medical
isotopes andprobably should be used to produce tritium. Our
government and DOE has already made ashambles of our
needs for the nuclear industry, do not compound it further by
ignoring thisvaluable asset.

Regards,
John Zaring

Pres. & CEO
Control Tech

611-1

611-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
although it should be pointed out that tritium production is not one of the
missions for which it would be restarted.
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Commentor No. 612: Irene Mark Buitenkant Response to Commentor No. 612

From: OHM_NONI@att.net%internet
[SMTP:OHM_NONI@ATT.NET]

Sent:  Tuesday, September 05, 2000 5:19:23 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: ?Check_Subject

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To: doe
From: Irene Mark Buitenkant
Re: Hanford

It is impossible for an ordinary citizen to stay on top
of the exploits of greedy people pushing for profit at
any cost

| thought that Hanford was a dead issue that nuclear
energy isn't cheap that no one planned on getting rid
of its poisons and we could concentrate on the next
prc_JbIem Greedy people count on short memories Of_ 612-1 612-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to activities at Hanford.
uninformed people and pursue every few years fluoridated
water spraying for the gypsy moth and whatever else is
changing the clean water and air that animals have
evolved to need for their health. All these changes
contribute to the scourge of cancer. Instead of

eliminating these causes of cancer other greedy people
ignoring causes make money searching for cures. No
Hanford, no.
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Commentor No. 613: Marshall W. Cook

Response to Commentor No. 613

From: MARSHWAYNE@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:MARSHWAYNE@AOL.COM]
Sent:  Tuesday, September 05, 2000 6:10:08 PM

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

| get tired and distraught by legislation that is based on
sentimentality and/or fear mongering. It is time for those in charge
to stand up for those things that obviously will be of benefit to our
society. The restart of the FFTF certainly falls into the category of
items items maligned by the ignorance of mob rule.

The knee_jerk reactions of the antinuclear crowd is reminiscent of
such things as race hatred (recent) and witch hunting (ca. 1600)
now hopefully overcome. It would seem that it is human to look for
and embrace ideas on which to blame our ills, regardless of the
truth or logic involved, and the complete absense of proof of
responsibility.

Consider the facts:

Safety: There has never been a serious harmful event
connected with the operation and maintenance of the FFTF __ or
any other Fast Flux Reactor.

Recall: The philosophy of the FFTF was basically a machine that
produces more fuel than it burns. President Carter quashed the
building of a prototype facility out of fear that was engendered by
advisors he had gathered around him. However, France and
Japan have used Our technology to build and operate fast flux
reactors that safely and economically have produced power for
over a decade.

613-1

613-2

613-3

613-1:
613-2:
613-3:

613-4:

613-5:

DOE notes the commentor’s views.
Comment noted.

DOE notes the commentor's views. Chapter 4, Volume 1 of the NI PEIS
provides an estimate of waste generation and potential human

health impacts associated with each of the aternatives proposed for the
production of medical, industrial and research isotopes. Any additional
wastes generated in support of these missions would be managed in a
safe and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws, regulations, and appropriate DOE
orders.

DOE's Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a number of
factorsincluding environmental impacts, public input, costs,
nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other policy
and programmatic objectives.

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 613: Marshall W. Cook (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 613

Now:  We do not argue for the obvious long term benefits of
power production (whose time will most certainly arrive), but for
the solution of an immediate humanitarian cause __ that of
producing isotopes for medical purposes.

PLEASE: Do your homework. Try to understand the need for
isotopes, observe the outstanding safety record of the FFTF and its
ilk (a thousandfold safer than fossil fuel energy production) and
recognize the very minimal production of waste material.

WHEN: Are we going to stop making bad decisions based on
unfounded hysteria?

WE NEED THIS REACTOR. WE WANT IT TO OPERATE RIGHT
HERE IN OUR BACKYARD. THE PEOPLE OF THIS NATION
NEED WHAT IT CAN PRODUCE.

Sincerely,

Marshall W. Cook, PhD

613-3
(Cont’d)

613-4

613-5
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Commentor No. 614: Ed S. Ruff

Response to Commentor No. 614

From: Edward_S_Ruff@rl.gov%internet
[SMTP:EDWARD_S RUFF@RL.GOV]

Sent:  Tuesday, September 05, 2000 6:53:30 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: Bryan_D_Coles@rl.gov%internet;

W_F_Jr_Bill_Brehm@rl.gov%internet

Subject: Comments on FFTF Restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please see attached paper by Dr. William E. Schenewerk of
ParsonsEngineering, Pasadena, Calif. Dr. Schenewerk discusses
global population growth and energy demand,atmospheric CO2
levels and global warming.

He cites the need for strong deployment of nuclear power to
prevent globalwarming due to greenhouse effect.

In his scenario, breeder reactor technology plays a central role in
providing energy for the future.

Hence, Dr. Schenewerk believes that FFTF should be retained to
test anddevelope fuels for advanced breeder reactors.

<<atomic power bill schenewerk.txt>> <<World Energy
Production.xls>>

Thanks,

Ed S. Ruff, Sr. Design Engineer

Fluor Federal Services, Hanford Spent Nuclear Fuel Project
MCO and Fuel Basket Fabrication

PO Box 1050, Mail Stop L6_58

Richland, WA 99352

509 376 2140 Phone
509_372_0638 FAX
edward_s_ruff@rl.gov

I‘ 614-1

614-1:

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
However, the purpose of this NI PEIS isto evaluate the environmental
impacts of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the requirements of DOE's
missions, which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes,
the production of plutonium-238, and nuclear research and development
and not the testing and devel opment of fuels for advanced breeder
reactors.
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Commentor No. 615: Loren Wieland

Response to Commentor No. 615

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

Sent:  Tuesday, September 05, 2000 8:53:28 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: replace plu_238_fueled radioisotope power systems

Auto forwarded by a Rule

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

| think it has been demonstrated well enough that nuclear energy
is a very dangerous toy; let's not make any more of it. My reasons
for stopping the development of plu_238 are as follows:

1) 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.

2) 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.

3) 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.

4) 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.

5) The military is promoting the use of nuclear power in space for
space_based weapons technology. Using nuclear power for
space war will havesevere environmental implications for life on
Earth.

Thank you,

Loren Wieland, BS MA
19021 Acorn Road, Fort Myers, FL., 33912

615-1

615-2

615-1

615-3

615-4

615-1:  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.

615-2:  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.

615-3:  DOE notesthe commentor's opinion and concern about funding available
for cleanup at DOE facilities.

615-4:  DOE notes the commentor's concern for the use of nuclear power in
space-based weapons. None of the missions stated in the NI PEIS are
defense- or weapons-related.
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Commentor No. 616: Robert J. Rohnet

Response to Commentor No. 616

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There afe several ways to provide commuents on the Nuclear fnfrastructure
PEIS. These include:

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

® returning this comment form to the registration desk &t the meeting or to the address below
 calling tol!-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4393

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

® commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doz.gov

Nane (optionaly: _ AR, T AR5 er

Organization:

¢ Hor '‘Organization Address (circle one): E AT Ko hie syl 4‘;0,.6‘

City, At > Susele I Zip Coter LFZ25 2
Telephone {optional): _5 ©F —Fr e s
E-mail {optional):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For e informction confack Coeho E. Brown, NE-50

U.S. Depariment of Energy = lrown Road < Geananiown, M DGET4 E
mlmemupm T EREd9s « Tirhos ox 15775624592

Exmall; Nuceariimastruchae-PES@RG.donav Gy

12400

T e, zm,_) e BT [T S T o f‘?‘[;w*/o:\m’w"

616-1

616-1: 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



TvL-¢

Commentor No. 617: Judith Dirks

Response to Commentor No. 617

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

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

« returning this comment form o the registration desk a1 the meeting or to the address betow
# calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4393

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

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

Name (optional): T ﬂL’ﬂ il f'léj'

Organization:

Home/Qrganization Address (circle cne): //ﬁ Z é’)—v“f"\nﬂ/

City: /f? Wﬂ?\af Srare:lzé Zip Cnde:m—_‘_

Telephone (optional):

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

For mara Information confact: Cokstts E. Brown, NE-50

U, D of Energy * 19901 Road * . MD 20874
Tol-req Hlephane 1-877-562-2593 « Toll-dres R 1-877-543-4592

E-mail; Nuclaarinfashuciure-PHSEhG doe.gov

THA2/00

617-1

617-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 618: Glen Davis

Response to Commentor No. 618

Drafit PEIS Comment Form

e r\m(.l frﬁﬂ: Heate reahurt & b

i Ao e o Very Upuises

Use Fives, Londes omdl, fecoofteas.

Plegse. (egonize. e Valve. ol use XL

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

» 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

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

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Intrastructure-EIS @hg.doe.gov

Name (optional}: 6 b m\‘%
QOrganization: ?T.UO(“ HQV\QNQ
gamzal.mn Address (circle one): 'ld‘(é Ql\"“LUOOCDa S'l-

City: Ql(/l'\ {ow\d

Teleph ({optional): C5OC)) G’L’( (571

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

State: W Zip Code: © l’ESZ

For mar Infoemerion confoct; Colati . Brown, ME-50

U.S. i of crergy - 1595 Road = Germaniown, MD 20874

drew Felephone: T aabs  Takivag R 17983 4502
Emel: rinfastruc hure-PEIS@ha doe.gov

TH2H0

618-1

618-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 619: Benton County Board of County
Commissioners(Max E. Benitz, Jr., Chairman;

Leo Bowman; Claude Oliver)

Response to Commentor No. 619

Board of County Commissioners
BENTON COUNTY

P.O. Box 190 - Prosser, WA 99350-0190
Phone (509) 786-5600 or (509) 736-3080
Fax {509) 786-5025

Leo Bowman
DISTRICT 1
Max Benitz, Jr.
DISTRICT 2
Claude L, Oliver
DISTRICT 3

31 August 2000

Colette E. Brown, Document Manager

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems (NE-50)
Office of Nuclear Energy, Science, and Technology
United States Department of Energy

1881 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874

Re: Support for restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility
Dear Ms. Brown,

Benton County would like to restate its long-standing support for the restart and continued
operation of the Department of Energy's Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) at the Hanford Site.

With the multi-billion dollar facility, its support and service infrastructure, @ uniquely-skilled labor
force, and community support already in place, restart of the FFTF is the only reasonable and
prudent use of taxpayer dollars in pursuit of the missions stated by the DOE in the dralt Nuclear
Infrastructure Programmatic Envirormental impact Statement of July 2000.

Construction costs for a new facility comparable to the FFTF would be prohibitive, and such an
alternative is not even under consideration. Therefore, only operation of the FFTF can provide
the DOE and the Mation with the broadest range of research, development, and production
capabilities, including but not limited to:

+ Medical and industrial isotope production:

= Plutonium™® isotope preduction for NASA civilian space missions (US Pu™ supplies

are currently purchased from Russia);

» Fuels, asgsemblies, and flux research for civilian nuclear energy anpplications;

+ Advanced reactor, materials, and waste transmutation research and development;

+ Commercial light water reactor lifetime extension research.

Cperation of the Fast Flux Test Facilty could provide 50C-1000 family-wage jobs for the Tri-
Cities area in the immediate term, with greater potential oppertunities in the future. This high-
level employment boost would be beneficial to the economic stability of aur community as other
Hanford-related employment continues to decline. Furthermore, potential support and spin-off
industries would lend favorably to the long-term viability and diversification of our region’s
SCONGMY.

Contrary to the fears of underinformed datractors, renewed operation of the FFTF would nat.....
+ generate any new guantities of high-level waste;
+ support any military or weapons production programs;
= defract from or divert funding from existing Hanferd Site remedtation programs — the
budgets and appropriations are completely separate.

619-1

619-1: DOE notesthe commentors’ support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF and
opposition to the remaining action alternatives.
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Commentor No. 619: Benton County Board of County
Commissioners (Max E. Benitz, Jr., Chairman;
Leo Bowman; Claude Oliver) (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 619

Based on the facility’s availability, capacity for multi-product missions, demonstrated technoiogy,
cost effectiveness, minimal environmental impact, and excellent safety record, it is clear that
restart of the FFTF is the only logical choice for the DOE to meet its stated objectives.

The Fast Flux Test Facility and its necessary support infrastructure are already in place and
have a safe, efficient, and effective operating record {1580-1982), Restart costs for this facility
are minimal when compared to construction of a new facility. Moreover, alternatives calling for
construction of new “accelerator” facilities, or the use of other existing facilities will not avail the
DOE of the full range of research and production capabilities afforded by the FFTF. It is
paintless and imprudent to mothball or decommission such an underutilized national asset and
investment of pubilc capital when so many community, sclentific, and industrial benefits can be
derived from its use.

We believe that when the DOE carefully weighs its alternativas, restart of the FFTF will ba the
obvious choice Tor meeting the Departiment's rasearch, development, and production objeclives
in the 21st Century. Thank you for the opportunity to comment an this matter.

Sincarely,

BOARD OF COMMISSICNERS,
BENTON CCUNTY, WASHINGTCN

Lo By (el Cle

Leo Bowman Claude Qliver

Max E. Benitz, Jr., Chair

Go: US Senator, Slade Gorton (WA)
US Senator, Patty Murray {WA)
US Representative, Doc Hastings (WA — Fourth District)
Governor of Washington, Gary Locke
Gerald Pollet, Heart of America Northwest
Tri-Citles Economic Development Couneil

619-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 620: Robert G. Stagman

Response to Commentor No. 620

Robert G. Stagman, M.D.
7401 %2nd Place Southeast
Mercer 1sland, Washington 98040

Phone 206-232-4867
E-mail zevdog(@zipcon.com

September 1, 2000
Ms. Colette Brown
U.S. Department of Energy
19801 Germartown Road
Germantown, Maryland 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

Plans to restart the Fast Flux Test Facikity at Hanlord, Washington for the production of
tritium to enhance the destructive power of nuclear bombs have disastrous implications and are,
Frankly, insane, for the following reasons:

1) The radioactive contamination at Hanford, now documented in ground water heading
for the Columbia River, is an ecologic nightmare with profound bealth implications for countless
citizens of the Pacific Northwest. As a head and neck cancer syrgeon having treated many
radiation induced cancers and myself a survivor of a radiation induced thyroid tumor I can assure
you that the public heaith implications of this contamination are potentially catastrophic, and to
inflict this risk on our citizenry is unconscionable.

2) Regtarting the FFTF will add enormously to the radioactive load at Hanford due both to
the end products and the incoming load. The urgent necessity is to decontaminate Hanford as
quickly as possible, not increase the contamination.

3) Costs of keeping the FFTF at the ready plus its operation will inevitably lead to a
depletion of desperately needed clean-up funds. The first priority at Hanford, using afl available I ‘
funds, must be clean-up. Diversion of funds to producc more radicactive waste is outrageous.

4) Committing the FFTF to a mission for which it was not designed is widely recognized to
pose umacceplable risks of a meltdown with devastating release of radivactive material I |
5) More tritium is not needed by our military. Continuing disarmament agreements and
recycling exdsting tritium will provide mote than sufficient materigl for over 30 years. In addition, I ‘
higher killing power for our bombs is hardly necessary.

perhaps the most contaminated site on the planct. Thesc isotopes are readily available from other
sourees.
[ urge you to come down hard on the side of shutting down the FFTF and keeping intact 1
the milestones for cleaning up and closing down Hanford. 1l
Thank you for your help in this vitally important issue for the people of the Pacific
Northwest.

6) Production of medical radioisotopes can hardly justify the continuing deterivration of I ‘

Sincerely,

‘L:M /._/,3_*‘3-51-,—:4.,_,_, LD

620-1

620-2

620-3

620-4

620-5

620-1

620-6

620-7
620-2

620-1: DOE notesthe commentor'sviews. However, the purpose of the NI

PEISisto evaluate the environmental impacts of arange of reasonable
aternativesto maintaining and enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to support production of isotopes for medical, research, and
industrial uses; production of plutonium-238 for use in future NASA
space exploration missions; and U.S. nuclear research and devel opment
needs for civilian application. No component of the proposed action is
for the purpose of producing tritium, nor is it for the purpose of
supporting any other defense or weapons-related mission.

620-2: DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the migration of

contaminants to the Columbia River. FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles
from the ColumbiaRiver. There are no dischargesto theriver from

FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous discharges to groundwater. As
indicated in analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g.,
Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,4.5.3.2.4,and 4.6.3.2.4), therewould
be no discernibleimpactsto groundwater or surface water quality at
Hanford from operation of Hanford facilitiesthat would support the nuclear
infrastructure missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

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

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

620-3: FFTFrestart would not impact the schedule or available funding for

existing cleanup activities. Asstated 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. The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the
treatment, storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed
actionsfor all aternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization
programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These
programswill beimplemented for the alternative selected in the Record
of Decision. Thewaste generated from any of the proposed alternatives
inthe NI PEISwill be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) ina
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Commentor No. 620: Robert G. Stagman (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 620

620-4:

620-5:

620-6:

safeand environmentally protective manner and in compliancewith all
applicable Federa and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
Orders. Asdiscussed in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the PEIS, the waste
generated as aresult of FFTF operationsis very small compared to
wastes generated by other Hanford activities.

Seeresponseto 620-2. 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 befunded by NE, which
has no funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities. Asstatedin
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiological

and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canadaonly suppliesalimited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopesor thediversearray of medica and industrial
isotopes considered inthe NI PEIS. Assuch, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopesto satisfy projected U.S. isotope needswould not
meet DOE's mission requirements.

Although other manufacturers produce medical isotopes, DOE remains
the key provider for alarge number of isotopes that are used in relatively
small quantities by individual researchers at universities and hospitals.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to clarify DOE'sisotope
production role and other producers capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope
needs.
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Commentor No. 620: Robert G. Stagman (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 620

Potential environmental, health, and saf ety impacts associated with the
proposed action are relatively low, and are discussed in detail in Chapter 4
of Volume 1 and associated appendixesinthe Final NI PEIS.

620-7: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

sasuodsay 30O @ pue SjuswLo) Uaiin—rz Lideyd



8v.-¢

Commentor No. 621: Charlie Bryan

Response to Commentor No. 621

September 1, 2000

Ms. Colette E. Brown

NE-50-Office of Nuclear Science, Energy and Technaiogy
U.8. Department of Energy

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, MD 20874

Attn: NE PELS

Dear Ms. Brown:

t am writing to urge the restart of the FFTF reactor in Richtand Washington for
the purpose of ganerating medical isotapes.

| have lived m the Richland area for about 50 years and have not suffered any
adversg effects from the Hanford Energy works. 1 am concerned about the
cteanup efforts staying on track.

| am convinced that the FFTF reactor will generate & mimmal amount of waste,

but please make plans for its disposal prior to startup
Thank yee for your time and atterfion.

ke
¢ ﬂ{é )g’f" ——

Charlie Bryan
220 Goethals Brive
Richtand, WA 89352

|| 621-1
I‘ 621-2
” 621-3

621-1:
621-2:

621-3:

DOE notes the commentor's support for 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
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,

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

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

(e.g., seeSection 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructureisanalyzed in thisNI 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. 622: Grant County Board of County
Commissioners (Deborah Moore, Chairman; Leroy
Allison; Tim Snead)

Response to Commentor No. 622

GRANT COUNTY
OFFICE OF
BOARIY OF COUNTY COMMISSTIONEKRS

POST OFFICE 80X 237
EPHRATA, WASHINGTON 98823
t509) 754-2011

August 3], 2000

Colette E. Hrown. Document Manager

Oflice of Space and Defensc Power Systems (NE-30)
OTice of Nuclear Fnergy, Science. and Technelogy
United States Department of Energy

19901 Germantown Road

CGiermantown. Maryland 20874

RE: Support tor restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility
Pear Ms, Brown:

Grant County would like o make clear its unwavering support for restart of the Department of
Energy's Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTE) at the Hanford Site.

With the multi-hillion dollar facility and support inlrastrueture atready in place. restart of the
FETF is the only reascnable, fair, and prudent use of taxpayer dollars in pursuit of the missions
stated by the DOE in the drali Nuelear Infrastructure Programmatic Environmenmal Impact
Statement of July 2004,

Based on the favility's availability, capacity for muli-product missions. demonstrated
technology. cost etfectiveness, minima! environmental impact. existing infrastructure and skilled
labor Torce, and excellenl safety record. it is clear that restart of the FETE is the only Togical
choice lor ihe DO to meet its stated objectives,

There is everwhelming support in Grant County and thiosghout (he Mid-Columbia region for the
reuse of this incomparable national asset. We are excited about both the economic benefits restart
could bring 10 our area, and about the contributions our community can make toward meeting
natienal and global needs in isotope rescarch and production.

the

vos, rostart of the FFTT wi

die TIOT earefully welghs itn ol
R the DO earefully weighs 8 aiter
ubvious choice for mecting the Department’s rescarch. development, and production obj
the 217 Century. Thank you for the opportunity 1o comrment on this matler,

es in

Sincerely,

. MKM@L Chairman

/ LA La»z{
DKM/ pg U
T(M SNEAD DEBORAH MOORE LERGY ALLISON
DISTRICT | DSTRCT 3 CISTRICT 2

109 ST HATHIR
MURES L AKE . WA SHED)
[URSTYRPLERTEE)

THDS DUUSUN KD, H
WK S TAKI, WA HEAS ¢
MONL 767 3169

EUTERTTRE
WAHDE N, WA URHE [
FHONE 334 2513

622-1

622-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 623: DuaneK. Holsten

Response to Commentor No. 623

Draft PEIS Comment Form

1 lost my father 23 years ago 1o bone cancer which had metastasized from prostate
cancer. He was 66 years old at the time and in good health otherwise. His father bad
also suffered from prostate cancer a generation earlier.

If isctope therapy had been available to my father when the prostate cancer was first

detected, he wauld have been alive today to enjoy his retirement with my mother.
Instead, our family has a hole that can never be filled. All we can do is refresh our
memory of him by recounting family traditions. But, we can also hope that other

families, including my progeny, are spared these devastating events by taking advantage

of technology.

623-1

Because of this medical history and concern for my health in the firfure, I have even

stronger impetus to suggest that the FFTF is the answer to cost-effective medical isotope

production for the U.8. T have warked at the FETF as an engineer from its construction
days. T am proud of the facility and the integrity and knowledge of the people that
operate and maintain it. I recognize that the DOE will be barraged with uafounded and
ill-informed objections to its operation. I must trust the Secretary 1o finally base his
FFTF restart decision on technical and fiscal merits and ignore the ignorant rhetoric.

I strongly support the use of the FFTF for isotope production and other needs for which
i1 is uniguely qualified.

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

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

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

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

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

Name (optional): — Mr. Duane K. Holsten
.‘..‘ 1751 Bismark Steel
Organization: Richiand, WA 9352

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

Clry: Statei_____ Zip Code:
Telephone (optional): 509 FYe (72 7
Ermail (optionaly ___Hwls Fen(@ Fe (e var: com

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

more Infomation cantack: Colett E. Brown, NE-50
\LS. Deparment of Energy * o Gamanionn faed - Serontow, VD 20874
Tolktres Telepnone: )-877.842.4533 - Tolbeo Fax, | 877562 497

: Nuclearinfrastuchua- PEIS@ha.doe gov

12/00

623-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 624: Robert and Cynthia Day-Phalen

Response to Commentor No. 624

Draft PEIS Comment Form

(Je. muf FETE —*’—‘3/,@@ o deotand wﬁ
(e hoeed w’%c w’edm/a Fel xm@/-mc sl feedy
hois d-1mn Qui ‘Fui-smla_). C]&o, i Lot

) . | . J
nall voices bt ?fm )«m} ou}u?fga,
!

AR
NAToh < Vey 1

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

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

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

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

® cammenting vza}uﬁ?l Nuclear. Inﬁasuucn:;/?l ,g>doe gq\éP /
Name (optional} 7= )P Ld ol (_g/ J é 2
Organization:
@rgamzarmn Addms;{j?tle o) ’? é 4 d’ C}kﬁ A DR '
[m.,b JA 99353

Ciry: State: Zip Codex

Telept (optional):

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

e Inlnlrnﬂ!hn ::un\ﬂcl‘ Co’dlh E. Brawn, NE-50 &

For
WS, Depomeni of Energy + 19901 Germantawn Road » Iown, MD 20874
Tol-ree Teiephone: i BY7-542-0653F + Toll-lleﬂ Faox. '\ B77-562-4502
-mal; Nuclearinfestuctue-PEISE .00, gov

T2/

624-1

624-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 625: Frieda S. Walworth

Response to Commentor No. 625
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625-1

625-2

625-3

625-2

625-1: DOE notesthe commentor's concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecol ogy,

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.

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), 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.

DOE did not cover up rel ease information on the two referenced events
(assumed to be PFP event and the year 2000 wildfires at Hanford). The
very low levels involved took several days to quantify. DOE reported
information asit becameavailable.

625-2:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.

625-3:  The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research 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 volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
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Commentor No. 625: Frieda S. Walworth (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 625

of someradioisotopes, but isbest suited for commercial interestswho
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 missions. While some existing
reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to support
research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report, it is
unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to support
projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the existing
missions of these facilities.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canadaonly supplies alimited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not
supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS. Assuch, reliance on Canadian

sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not
meet DOE's mission requirements. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers
capabilitiesto fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasons and concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's
preference is to establish a domestic plutonium-238 production capability.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.
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Commentor No. 626: Fred Miller

Response to Commentor No. 626

_ Draft PEIS CommentFormi-
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There are several ways to provide commenis on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

s 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: 1-877-362-4593

& faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-5624592

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

Narme (optional}: Frod Ailer
Aetton of ed
Address {circle one): 5828 ﬁuwﬁ’v&/?’l

7
Organization: ! ¢ ce

oo ASE

Home/rganizati

City: S a RH f{

Telephone (optiomal):

St Zip Code: Z/ES

Zog s27-%oso
E-maii (optional):___2.9¢ £27-9F85
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

WMWMMCNMEMMM i

U5 Dx of Energy + Road +
Tol-free I'ahphor\e '[~877 £62-4593 ~ IGkHos Fox: 1- 37?562 4592
E-mail: Nuchear intrestuciure-PEISE)

T2/00

626-1
626-2

626-3
626-4

626-5

626-6

626-7
626-8
626-9

626-1:

626-2:

The NI PEISis adequate. This NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance
with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and therelated CEQ
and DOE implementation regul ations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and
10 CFR Part 1021), respectively. DOE prepared a separate Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide additional
pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an
informed decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.
Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1505.1.€)), agencies are encouraged
to makeancillary decision documentsavailableto the public beforea
decisionismade. DOE mailed this document to about 730 interested parties
on September 8, 2000. Thereport was made availableimmediately upon
release on the NE web site http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms. DOE has a so provided asummary of the Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation |mpact Assessmentin Appendix Qinthe
Fina NI PEIS.

Alternative 1 does postul ate that DOE might decide at some point to
import mixed oxide fuel from Europe to fuel FFTF. At thistime, however
DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through any specific port. If
DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it would perform a
separate NEPA analysisto select aport. This review would address all
relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water transportation,
shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, aswell as
safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300 mixed
oxide fuel through avariety of specific candidate ports on the east and
west coasts. It would consider all public comments, including local

resol utions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxidefuel into
the proposed aternative ports.

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
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Commentor No. 626: Fred Miller (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 626

surrounding public from mixed oxidefuel shipmentswould be extremely
smal (e.g., lessthan 1 chancein atrillion for alatent cancer fatality per
shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and lessthan

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

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

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potentia capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of medical
isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings. Section 1.2.1
was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify DOE'srolein
fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope production needs.

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

DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
largeirradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of someradioisotopes, but isbest suited for commercial interestswho
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Commentor No. 626: Fred Miller (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 626

626-3:

626-4:

might consider itsusefor isotope production.” Inrecognition of these
constraintson itsoperational feasibility, the NI PEISonly evaluatesthe

use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions. While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
itisunlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of thesefacilities.

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

Small plutonium-238 fuel ed radi oi sotope thermoel ectric generations
(RTGs) are used to power electronic systems on some strategic weapons.
Some of the strategic weapons have become surplus due to strategic
armsreductions. Although the exact configuration of these RTGsis
classified, the amount of plutonium-238 in each unit isrelatively small and
the assay of the plutonium-238 is unacceptable (too low) for usein RTGs
advanced radioisotope power systems, or radioisotope heater units for
NASA spacecraft. Therefore, itisnot aviable source for consideration
inthe NI PEIS.

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 asits fuel source. However, the Stirling
technology is developmental and NASA hasrequestedina

September 22, 2000, letter to DOE that the plutonium-238 needed for
large RTG may be maintained as abackup. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a
domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.
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Commentor No. 626: Fred Miller (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 626

626-5:

626-6:

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

DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider 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 missions. While some existing
reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to support
research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report, it is
unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to support
projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the existing
missions of these facilities.

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that YuccaMountain
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 asapotential geologic
repository for high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel. DOE
has prepared aseparate EIS, “ Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High
Level Radioactive Wasteat YuccaMountain, Nye County, Nevada’
(DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzesthe environmental impacts
from construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and
eventual closure of apotential geological repository. Spent nuclear fuel
would be stored above ground in an interim storage facility at Hanford
until the availability of ageologic repository.

Comment noted.
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Commentor No. 626: Fred Miller (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 626

626-7:

626-8:

Decommissioning FFTF, including associated costs and cleanup, isnot
within the scope of the NI PEIS. Before decommission activities were
undertaken, DOE would prepare the appropriate environmental reviews
to address the associated environmental impacts. Cost assessments
would also be prepared.

DOE remains committed to cleaning up the Hanford Site independent of
ultimate decision on FFTF. The amounts of wastes associated with
decommissioning FFTF would be small. The schedulefor cleaning up
these other wastes would not be affected if FFTF were restarted.

Deactivation of FFTF is not part of implementing Alternative 1, restart
FFTF. Deactivation of FFTF is part of implementing Alternatives 2, 3, 4,
and 5 and including the cost of FFTF deactivation in the implementation
costs for these alternativesis appropriate. The Cost Report was

structured to identify the implementation costs of the various aternatives
so the Secretary of Energy would have this information along with other
datafor consideration.

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

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration
of al partsof 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.
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Commentor No. 626: Fred Miller (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 626

626-9: DOE hasanalyzed each environmental resource areain aconsistent
manner across all the alternativesto allow for afair comparison among
the various aternatives. DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and
discloseall required information to make adecision on expanding nuclear
infrastructure.

Section 2.7.3 of Volume 1 discusses the rel ative mission effectiveness

of Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 in achieving the goals of the three missions
evaluated inthis NI PEIS (i.e., medical and industrial isotope production,
plutonium-238 production for space missions, and nuclear energy
research and development for civilian applications). However, mission
effectivenessisonly one factor in DOE's decision. Other factorsinclude
environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts,
schedules, technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic
objectives. All of the alternatives will be considered prior to issuance of
the Record of Decision.
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Commentor No. 627: JamesW. and LaVina Hagan

Response to Commentor No. 627

September 1, 2000

Ms. Coletie Brown

DOE Cffice of Space & Dofense Power Systems, NE-50
19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, MDD 20874-1290

Subject. Dratt Programmatic Envitonmentat Impact Statement for Accomplishing
Expanded Civitian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and Isotope Production
Missians in the United States, Including the Rele of the Fast Flux Test Facility,
DOE/E1S-03 10D, dated July 2000

Pear Ms. Brown:

DOF s to be commended for recognizing its responsibilily 1o the people of the United
States for an adequate supply of medical and industrial radioisstopes and for its
comprehensive look at the vasious alternatives for meeting that responsibility.

We beheve Altesnative 1, Restart of FFTF, is ahe best and valy assured allemative in I |
meeting this responsibiliy.

We are disturbed by the apparent weight griven to vocal groups here in the Northwest who
use only thetoric tather than scientific logic i ther arguments. We tind little value i
exaggerated commenis given valy to confuse and frighten (hose unlamiliar with nuclear
techrologics. We would hope that DOE would sort through such rhetoric, do the right
thing in meeting its responsibility and not just lislen 10 who makes the most noisc.

L spent my career in the nuclear industry with a number of those years coordinating safety
research to show that 4 fast reactor like FFTF could be operated without undue risk, Tt
was my personai goal to be part of a national initiative that would ensure that this country
had an adequate energy supply through the breeder program without the disturbing
reliance we see Lday upon foreign oil and the environmental impacts of fossil [uel power
plants. We’ve seen that initiative wanc away through (he lack of forthright government
leadership, coupicd with an uninformed and conlused public.

Let us not lose this opportunity 10 12ke the right initiative [or an assured supply of
medical, industrial and space power radioisulopes through full FFTF utilization

Very truly yours,

%M dLal/.a._-',hF7v~

James W & T.aVina Hagan
2171 Crestview
Richland, WA §9352

627-1

627-2

627-1

627-1:
627-2:

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

It is DOE policy to encourage public input on matters of regional, national
and international importance as part of its commitment to facilitate a
public participation process that is open and unbiased. DOE's Record of
Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a number of factorsincluding
environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts,
schedul es, technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic
objectives.
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Commentor No. 629: Kathryn Roberg

Response to Commentor No. 629

Draft PEIS Comment Form

My g ey

~Hhis tda et o peglat of o Kool oot o b

,A.A.&M_&jﬂ_rm& FEX TN ff'(a.y .e; i‘o«m that

“Algse. heady

gL Cihz b D X n_.& [ h m o @

flo | 2o Flhe - a g7 W e

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

= attending public mestings and giving yow comments dirsctly to DOE officials

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

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

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

}’—(/A +-Lu—-n P loaa\(‘a
|

Name (optional):

Creanization:

Orga.nization Address (circle one): sz 23 WA ( c;( a2y St

c Walls Wall

Telephone (optionat}):

Sme:}uy):& Zip Code:%

E-mail (opticnal): ) (5.nal
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

.5, Dapanment ol Ensrgv 19901 Gefmoriewn Qhigum, MD 20873
Toll-rea Talephone: I 87? -562- 0 ol e Tom, 1877524502
;- Nuclewr Infiosiuchure-PES@ha, dos.gov

T2/

For moxs nformarion cortact; Cosha £ brovn, NE S0 &
= G

629-1

629-2

629-3

629-4

629-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

629-2: DOE notesthe commentor'sviewsregarding the potential use of FFTF
for enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility infrastructure. 1nongoing
clinical testing, therapeutic radioisotopes have proven effectivein treating
cancersand other illnesses while minimizing adverse side effects, making
their use an attractive alternative to traditional chemotherapy and

radiation treatments.

629-3: The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium-238
to support deep spacemissions. 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 letter to DOE that the
plutonium-238 needed for large RTG may be maintained as a backup.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

629-4:  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 Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,

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

agreement.
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Commentor No. 630:

Roy W. Brown
CORAR

Response to Commentor No. 630

ORAR

391

ampolindo Deive

Marags, CA 94556-1551
(925) 2831850

Fax: (923) 284-1850
Femall: corardsilian.com

Henry H. Kramer, Ph.D.. FACNP
Exventize Divecyee

August 31, 2000

Ms. Coletre Brown

IPEIS Document Manager

Office of Nuclear Encrgy, Science and Technolegy
U. 8. Department of Energy, NE-30

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, MDY 20874-1290

Subject. DRAFT Programimatic FIS -, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility
Dear Ms, Brown:

On behalf of the Council on Radionuclides and Radiopharmaceuticals (CORAR), we are pleased to
provide our comments on the above subject, CORAR is a North American (rade association composed of
represenatives from the major manufacturers and distributors of radiopharmaceuticals, radicactive
sources, and research radionuclides used in all 50 States of the United States for thorapeutic and
diagnostic applications, and for environmental, industrial and biomedical research and quality control.

CORAR appreciates the substantial work that the IDOE has put inte developing this notice. The EIS
covers the many issues concerned with the operation of the FFTF. However, one key componcnt, that is
not part of the 18, 15 the fiscal viability of the FETF altor the FFTF has been restarted. It is stated in a
number of places in the LIS that one mission of the FFTE is to produce radienuclides for commercial and
researcii use. Al the same time in the EIS, justification for the FFTF o produce these radionuclides is
based on 2 1997 Frost & Sullivan market study entitled "FFTT Medical Isotopes - Market Study (200t-
2020)". Based on vurrent comimercial and research usage of radionuclides, the assumptions and markcet
projections presented in this masket study were extremely optinustic and are no longer vahid.
Consequently, any business plan that includes revenue to the FFTF {rom the sule of commereial and
research radionuclides based on the very optimistic assumptions und prejeetions of the 1997 Frost and
Suilivan market study will not he achievable.

CORAR sirongly recommends that the DXOE obtain an updated market research study prior to developing
any FITF business plan that intends to include any revenues t the FFTE from the sale of commergial and
research radionuchdes.

Rcspectt‘ul]z*ours,

Roy W. Brown
Chairman, CORAR

630-1

630-1:

DOE notes the commentor's concerns. DOE has sought independent
analysis of trends in the use of medical isotopes, and of its continuing role
in this sector, consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.
In doing s0, 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 yearswould rangefrom 7 to

14 percent per year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per
year for diagnostic applications. Thesefindingswerelater reviewed and
endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert,
objective adviceregarding the future form of itsisotope research and
production activities. DOE has adopted these growth projections as a
planning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period
sincetheinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical

isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information
andto clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial
isotope production needs.
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Commentor No. 631: YvonneHo Hseh

Response to Commentor No. 631

Draft PEIS Comment Form

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

 attending public meetings and giving your contments directly to DOE officials

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

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

® commenting via e-mzil: Nuclear.Infrastrocture-PELS @hg.doe.gov

Name (optional): ;ﬁ‘c’?zm&/ % %;EL

Organization:

@g)rganizationAddmss (circle one):
77T /V tordes, 220

City (2Tt B state: (30, 7ip Code: 2250

Telephone (optional): Se3—-4da7. 2 LK

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

Far more Infomation Gontact Golalta E, Bown, NE-SO

1.5. Bepartent of Energy * 1991 Gemaniown Road + Gemmantown, MD 20874
Tol-fres Telephona; 1-877-562-4593 * Tolldirae Fox: 1-877-562-4592

E-mal; Nuclearinfiastruciure-PES@ha.don.gav

T12/00

” 631-1

631-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 632: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 632

Public Hearing Evaluation Form

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

August 22, 2000 August 30, 2000
American Museum of Science and Energy Washington State Convention and Trade Center
300 South Tulane Avenue 800 Conventien Place
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830 Seattle, Washington 93101
D August 25, 2000 D August 31, 2000
Westcoast Idaho Falls Hotel Best Western Tower Inn and Conference Center
475 River Parkway 1515 George Washington Way
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402 Richland, Washington 99352
D August 28, 2000 September 6, 2000
Hood River Inn Crystal Gateway Marrion
11038 E. Marina Way 1700 Jefferson Davis Highway
Hood River, Cregon 97031 Arlington, Virginia 22202
D August 29, 2000
Oregon Museum of Science and Industry
1945 SE Water Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97214
Flease circle the appropriate number: Very
Good Poor
Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS before the Hearing 5 [(a3] 3 2 1
Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS after the Hearing (5] ] 3 2 1
Time and Date of Hearing 34 3 2 1
Lacation of Hearing e 4 3 2 1
Registration Process {3 4 3 2 1
Clarity of Displays and Handouts {3 4 3 2 1
Clarity of Presentations 5] 4 3 2 1
Relevancy of Issues and Concerns Addressed 3 4 3 2 1
Opportunities for Discussion w4 3| 2 1
DOE Officials’ Willi to Listen 751 4 3 2 1
Knowledge/Resp from Staff Attending 5,] 4 3 2 1

How _could the public hearing fo and matgrials.be improved? ﬂm@ufdﬁw)f@_
7 ?uw%unw ,Z/ KO Lol g
]

'Was the public hearing helpful to you? ﬁrﬁ o e i € ﬁéﬂ’-ﬂwm
PRRLpec e ) swedical] (hoPone ctavay Ledeqg /o
fa ,Lf‘%\ (d/wﬂ% ﬁ"( ,/:"/}gzu o’ AN @ & Coakh z,(/;{-g_
Do d “fuon i s

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

below.
THANK YOU - YOUR FEEDBACK IS5 IMPORTANT TO US
For mors infamation cordcct, Coleh £ rown, .50 &
us. Demnmmlm&mgy 1 Gernonigwn Road artown, MD 20874 £
Tobvme Tochone, 1837 58 4595 « Tolihog P 1877 0404302 el
22700 -moll; Nuclearinhashuchure-PES@NG. doe.gov

632-1

632-1: DOE notes the commentor's interest in Alternative 3, Construct New
Accelerator(s).
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Commentor No. 633: EdnaV. Bowman

Response to Commentor No. 633

Draft PEIS Comment Form

/A/Zl/ﬁ.{ ) 7’/{&6
s, @/

s

e z»(n/ J‘Aé

A il ot e

2 /M'_’;Lc%vm_/
LA

There are several ways lo provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS, These inciude:

* anending 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 toli-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

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

Name (optional}: LA ]/ Fm oo} pag e

Organization:

éom;&e’l)rgamzanon)\dd:ess (circle ome): LSS // /5B e ve

State: S17 Zip CNE:_(ZZ\M_
g F7- JT

Ciry: P e Wi o]
Telephane (optional ). go

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

Fot mor itommation coniact: Colele . Srown, NE50
u.5. D of Energy * Road » , MD 20874

ToﬂfreeTetam T Aaas ~ Yt ok AT 555 4505

E-mal tucisarintasirchire-FEISEha. doe.gov

T/12/00

633-1

633-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 634: Jerome Delvin,
Washington State Representative

Response to Commentor No. 634

FAST FLUX FACILITY ENVIORNMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT HEARINGS
AUGUST 31, 2000
BEST WESTWERN TOWER INN
RICHLAND, WASHINGTON

COMMENTS BY: REPRESENTATIVE JEROME DELVIN

» | strongly urge the Department of Energy (DOE) to adopt alternative 1 of the Draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS} which would reactivate the
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) and use it to produce medical and industrial isotopes,
support space fuet needs and assist with nuclear research.

« The draft ERIS prepared by DOE has identified a clear need for additional reactor
capacity, capacity that can be readily provided by the FFTF. Use of the FFTF will
create the greatest and most efficient use of current resources for our national
research and medical isotope needs. The present cost of building a comparable
facility would exceed $2.5 billion. We are currently expending belween $35 - 40
millian annually o maintain the FFTF facility. Taxpayers would be best served by
putting this facility to work for both the federal government and for the economy of
Central Washingtan.

s With the need for medical isotopes projected to increase dramatically America finds
itself increasingly dependent on overseas facilities to meet its needs. Radioactive
isotopes are frequently used to treat cancer and it is impertant that we develop a
domestic facility for the production of these isotopes. Identified uses of the FFTF
noted on the EIS would produce 1,000 high paying jobs and would likely translate
into many more jobs providing a healthy beost to the lacal economy.

* In recent commaents to the Spokane Chamber of Commerce executives of
Hollister-Stier Laboratorigs, the area’s chief biotech lab, noted thai the Inland
Northwest has the ingredients to spawn a world-class bictechnology industry, The
Tri-City's convenient location to Puget Sound biotech companies, University of
Washington research facilities, and the growing biotech presence of Spokane will
allow isotepe production here 1o spur a technology park environment that can spur
further industrial development and help close economic development gaps between
Eastern Washington and the Puget Sound region,

634-1

634-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

634-2: Itispossiblethat restarting FFTF for the stated missionscould resultin
aninflux of new business. The socioeconomicimpactsof each alternative
were evaluated in the PEIS. DOE acknowledges that some secondary
impact isreasonably foreseeable, but the nature and extent of such
economic growth is speculative at thistime.
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Commentor No. 635: Denelle Friar

Response to Commentor No. 635

Draft PEIS Comment Form

b A—D‘J‘D‘ﬂ.@}\ DAL o‘f. EFTYE  aowd, saxve
vams  Buoen . dhe F‘”ﬂ: Sl Do szAaf_oa/
-+ %m\\udo RENY W ﬂmMnLP‘ o—'f a J‘m@nﬂpﬂ 635-1
/MnméL, [ty . thope. nrﬂ[-nJl X.z._uﬁ'b a,uub-\a i
/W\JULC:‘;:.DU zmvhg')_a.a ! &

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

 attending public meetings and giving your comments dircctly to DOE officials

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

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

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

# commenting via e-maii: Nuclear.Infrastrucrure-PE1S @hg.doe.gov

Narpe (oprionat): Teaelle. Frinl”

Organization:

omejOrganization Addrass (circle one): 3 2055 Caloalio #d

City: K enneo) C:»j( Smle:M_ Zip CME:M

Telephone (optional):

E-mail {optonal):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2600

Fof o Infolmﬂﬂnn !:omncl' Colette £, Brown, NE-50

us Depaﬂmemnffn!lgy 19501 Gemge! Gemmanigwn, MD 20874
free Telephona: l 8?7 562 4593 l'o!*reﬂ Fax: 1-877-562-4592
Infremstructuse-PE| .doa.

T2

635-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 636: Marjorie Worthington

Response to Commentor No. 636

Draft PEIS Comment Form

DL’md’hﬂuH ‘\"u VMAW oL w st et oo o,
hlect hWao bota. To ORE-EMB] dpegded ettadl t
CiLEAN o TGM\. WASTE THAT 1S LEAK NG (NTD

N THAT DA WNTO it Cer ot Bid Beiim £
JJMLUINUL;T!L
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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 meeting or te the addrzss below
# caliing totl-free and teaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

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

7‘/;‘)‘1 mrf o el wm?}?u
t)

+

Name (optional}:

OQrganization:
i 3T s teid Steeel
CH}MOrganization Address {circle one): 7 £ s 0 pdeC BT atueel”

Ciy: E"HWQI‘&- ' S!sm-qv" fi‘l' Zip Code:. c?ydl? s

Telept {optional):

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

. For more informalion cenic, GoieTe €. tokn, ME-0
U, T of Energy * 19901 Germantawn, MD 20874
Tol-ree Tekphone: |77 SRS  Tolias e 187547 482

E-mal Nucleatinhasiuchure PES@ha.dos.gov 4

F12/00

636-1

636-3

636-1

636-2

636-1: Thepurpose of thisNI PEISisto evaluate the environmental impacts of
reasonabl e alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions,
which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the
production of plutonium-238 for NASA space missions, and nuclear
research and development. Asevaluated under Alternative 1inthis

NI PEIS, FFTFwould be restarted to accomplish these nondefense-related
missions. Other unrelated nuclear energy and defense-rel ated
considerations are beyond the scope of this NI PEIS. In compliance with
NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public to
comment on the scope of the NI PEIS and the environmental impact
analysis of DOE's proposed aternatives. DOE gave equal consideration
to all comments. In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully
considered comments received from the public. DOE’s Record of
Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on anumber of factorsincluding
environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts,
schedul es, technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic
objectives.

636-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifiesmilestones and schedulesfor restoration
of al parts of the Hanford Site. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation
of the nuclear infrastructure alternativeswould not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected. DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

636-3: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford. A Tri
Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for 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).
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Commentor No. 636: Marjorie Worthington (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 636

Public Hearing Evaluation Form

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

Awngust 22, 2000 August 30, 2000
American Museurn of Science and Energy Washington State Convention and Trade Center
300 South Tulane Avenue 800 Convention Place

Oak Ridge, Tenmessee 37830 Seattle, Washingten 98101

D Argust 25, 2000

Westcoast [daho Falls Hotel
475 River Parkway
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402

r_‘l Amgust 28, 2400
Hood River Tnn

Anugust 31, 2000

Best Western Tower Inn and Conference Center
1515 Georpe Washington Way

Richland, Washington 99352

September 6, 2000
Crystal Gateway Marriott

1108 E. Marina Way 1700 Jefferson Davis Hhghway
Hood River, Oregon $7031 Ariington, Virginia 22202
D Angust 29, 2000
Cregon Museun: of Science and Industry
1945 SE Water Avenue
Ponland, Cregon 97214
Please circle the appropriate number: Very
Poor
Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS before the Hearing 5 4 s ET
Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS after the Hearing 5 3 2 1
Time and Date of Heating 5 £ 3 2 1
Location of Hearing 5 A 3 2 1
Registration Process 5 > 3 2 1
Clarity of Displays and Handouts 5 4 3 2 1
Clamy of Presentations 5 @ 3 2 1
Relevancy of Issues and Concerns Addressed 5 4] 3 2 1
QOpportunities for Discussion 5 4 e 1
DOE Officials’ Willing to Listen % 5 4 3 LA
KEnowledge/Responses from Siaff Attendil 5 4 @ 2 1

ot e Fbloma gudotion Tlihe ande.

How could the public hearing format and materials be improved?

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

below.
THANK YOU — YOUR FEEDBACK IS IMPORTANTTQ US
For more information confoct: Coletle €. Brown. NE-S0 &
us. Demnmemof&newgv 19901 Semaniown foad - Germaniown, MO 20874
ee Telephone; 1-877-562-4592 = Tokfiee Fax: 1-677-562-4592
0 Emall; Nuclearnfrosiuc ure-PEIS@g.doe. gov
T2

‘o 1t :eA ’”‘lT ﬂaw ng( muww]
Was t.he public hea.nng helptud to yuu’ 4 (gl
Lramenin do totll o Those o8 oloeie Dt PIo
A e, Cnr fo A A Lo ro Peng £t
W) gt P Bates L 4.0 A K T £ [ SO bl R ey
& . : Tic. & i et Uity #e
mwsm "X by * se b st wmcwu&&as - woarned

636-1

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

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 636: Marjorie Worthington (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 636

_ 636-1
FEapean (Zi’ o B ik Ly Thin edamnd Heit ae) dolage 5 Il (Cont'd)
Lot riLot B brel P Crodbie 0t hbafeouikdio Ectizens 636-2

(k. scespants of Tl brigleplinel] + Utte up foecn-
(o Thess {
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Commentor No. 637: J. Perre

Response to Commentor No. 637

Hanford Watch R RN .
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 97214

Ms. Coiette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense P, oys—
NE-50

19801 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1220

;#!.‘!n.l!.‘l}l !1!1]]!1 iiIl‘i!I!n’.!“l’l“j"l'.Eilliﬁi!'ll!slig.i!!;ii

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

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

T evrels Tve Grrentrh. BEncroT T 6 FEw Db

uTus  CPERTIWE THE Porerirag Thgisay T ooy
. PEebE
Name :\_ Q—.:au

i o
Address ___ EQ Doy A

City, state W__gwng:u O, Zip Gﬁb‘\c\

637-1

637-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 638: GlorialL. Loughry

Response to Commentor No. 638

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Porttand, Oregon 87214

Ms. Celette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryiand 20874-1290

DETALLTNT ii)h;ﬂ!ili'ﬂiiiu !I!1sz}nsi'i'l!f;i“iii'lt.s;]].‘es;:!rﬂ]zim

AND Believe me, T2 _VOTE L}
Public comment on Nuclear infrastructure D'r'i_?-t—_P_r;grammatic
Environmental Impact Statement (Nl PEIS)

1.am opposed to restart of the Fastfyx Test Facility reactor because:

’iwf\luc ro ) canng T howdlle il irnplvem
ot a 55 wslich 15 KNDWN 3y be o voape hazard fo

ple_on Hais planet. Tt is NOT & seience we need o pursue,
au\—.%is +|]m-2! T'fwve, o€ S0 vnamuy arrernative e% Sourter oud—
_M . . W b 1 N
feous on thom ke you people do S cu S loneion poisen Se?u,lrcv.e.’.\ Theve
Shoutd be NO RESURRECTIDN nec USE OF Saip FACILITIES of
Hre suwickde-wish indusirulecience. Oenw\w wae. — wst
b ey Hs e ‘:}M—h@ed O\F}osfri‘né._/ Youw f‘:mnm; Jrecct H—
¥ spesal) Se s} el ol
M%o\e_@rm% dispesal) Se you ca \oesy o arI ;Ing

Name _Glovie L. Lou.jbwj with a vdth

‘ NO |
Address T, Box 1595
City, state Wredland LA Zip 486 - 1500

|| 6381

638-2

638-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

638-2: Thecommentor’sopposition to nuclear energy isnoted. Themission of
the DOE includes: the nation’s nuclear weapons capability; Federal power
marketing; energy regulatory and information functions; civilian nuclear
waste responsibilities; strategic and naval petroleum reserves,
environmental cleanup of weapons production and related facilities; and
both civilian and defense research and development (R& D). DOE R&D
encompasses the areas of energy resources, science, national security,
and environmental quality. Within the area of energy resources R& D,
DOE funds conservation, fossil energy, nuclear energy, and renewable
energy (e.g., solar, wind, etc.). During the current and previous Federal
Government fiscal years, DOE funding of conservation and renewable
energy has been three to five timesthe nuclear energy R&D.

The missionsto be addressed in this PEI'S, which include the production

of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
nuclear research and devel opment can currently only be met using
nuclear reactor or accel erator technologies.
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Commentor No. 639: Richard Johnson

Response to Commentor No. 639

Hanford Watch P ’\‘ ST
2285 SE Cypress L
Portland, Oregon 872144 ' T

IS

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Ofiice of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

18901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

ii!‘ii!i‘.iiiE!i':il!!‘iFiliiiii;i!iii;;%!E!iilliﬁl!!ﬁi‘i;iiiiii

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:

j:>un$ \kM—‘:L_, ‘ 5 po“k'-‘\—H&/{L, k! 639-2
] - 7

l/\alért/ﬁwg 0\/-—\(/( s L-’—’w/”( W(ﬂ"{

(oL W[DQ-J\Q[DA{ o/

|| 639-1

Fom

. )
Name KJ/\OWDJ )CL\ASO"\
9731 Sen Al Lok 2/

Aonr o Onr zip 17114k

Address

City, state

639-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

639-2:  The environmental impacts associated with restart of the FFTF during
normal operations and from postul ated accidents are presented in
Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS. Theimpactsto humans and also to the
biosphereair, water, and land) are shown to be small. No fatalities among
workers or in the general public would be expected over the full 35-year

operational period.
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Commentor No. 640: Henry Mansfield

Response to Commentor No. 640

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

19201 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

ETFLS1IRETS ;,’(ismnljsa]s;mi!fs!i;:w??s;}s“ei.:ailizlj;ix;jsiuﬁsui

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

| am opposed io restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because: || 640-1

Lo epocied 7o e B, nnssiens o€ the
7

Do, - Tdend Want fo Supocet predicchien 640-2

cf rockot ficel, modicak /"_(cv-fr'a)s Cr e

regearch j 7The Do &, hasn e vern fincshud

cloanihg S\p Her nwis at Hantud and Hhe s 640-3
el wpo Sfary ik g PerRemy of A C-/e;mmj
Name up /AHanbord sbioalel be o 7 -
"mz'SSf‘c’ﬂ LT Rant Sof et !
Address /1en rﬁxpﬂ,{ a ”J&ff & jel
ce £ 5. ftng =7
dig sgte Porilarcd TR Zip ? IR /Y

640-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

640-2: DOE notesthe commentor'sviews. However, it should be noted that the
production of rocket fuel is not in the scope of the NI PEIS. The
production of plutonium-238 for use as a fuel in radioisotope power
systems that provide on-board electrical service for NASA spacecraft
used for deep space exploration is one of the needs addressed in the Final
NI PEIS.

640-3:  DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecol ogy,
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. 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. 641:. Michael H. Harburg

Response to Commentor No. 641

Mr. Michael H. Harburg ,tf
1130 Quince St. NE L.t
Olympia WA 98506-4057 \L,

/’WS W Bram

Wiy S WA
7 (6/% MWW KA
Y P EY IY 1Y Y JH@"’W}IJJ ?AZV}%‘W/yzwgl? l{

/m Briam, (g 30, 22
oppoe "ty B f/ﬁi/ﬂ FastFuk

W FCM&Z{/Z? lec by.
Nicboar Weapruo au fies
WM%&LS(W oMy W .
{W hes cawaid concend dfisense o
Of%’_g o) %ﬂ?erﬂszmsﬂ T Aave a frwﬂﬂ Wwho
JQ;& MS WJ/@W
Hoan€pp 2 S76 ‘M{'g 2, p&gz%

Siricere 7

I T
R P A=)

641-1

641-2

641-1

641-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

641-2:  Asdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1, the nuclear infrastructure
missions are unrelated to the national defense. Neither nuclear weapons
nor components for nuclear weapons would be produced under the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives (Section 2.5 of Volume 1). Sections4.3
through 4.6 of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
implementation of arange of reasonable alternatives, including normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
Theenvironmental analysis showed that radiol ogical and nonradiological
risks associated with each of these alternatives would be small.
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Commentor No. 642: John E. Madsen

Response to Commentor No. 642

Hanford Watch N Y
2285 SE Cypress :
Portland, Oregon 97214

>}
USA? -

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

18901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1230

EFRE1RTT

PR HH

H !?iil;.’ﬂél!!i!!!jgiiliii.’iﬁilhf

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

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

YGU haen'? Geamed yp 7he O£°(rqo/romﬂ'-w

WASTE, \we bare Ao {oue Tevn S7oras € for 745

STCFE  The prace yow weaur 76 $hcf /7(3/04‘6& r—e?qj

bt 58 profle i, wﬁey v T _STOK The imvmefness auwer

_greeef agel give 7O, vr?

Name [Dr Jetin £ Macliee

Address _ 2734 sos ef3pef

City, state _poryianef o zp 17277

642-1

642-2

642-3

642-4

642-1:
642-2:

642-3:

642-4.

DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

Restoration of the Hanford Site and waste management activities arethe
primary missions at Hanford.

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

Asstated in section 4.3.1.1.4 of the NI PEIS, “the spent [FFTF] nuclear
fuel would be packaged in acceptable containers and shipped to a
geologic repository for ultimatedisposal.” The NI PEISassumes, for the
purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain, Nevada, would be the fina
disposal site for DOE's high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear
fuel. Asdirected by the U.S. Congress through the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act, asamended, Yucca Mountain is designated, and is currently
being characterized, asthe candidate site for constructing ageologic
repository for disposal of high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear
fuel. DOE has prepared aseparate EIS, “ Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear
Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County
Nevada’ (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzesthe
environmental impacts from construction, operation and monitoring,
related transportation, and eventual closure of a potential geological
repository.

DOE notes the commentor's views. Consistent with its mandates under
the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhanceits
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 is required for deep space missions and
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Commentor No. 642: John E. Madsen (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 642

whichtheU.S. hasnolong-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as 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.
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Commentor No. 643: James G. Barrett

Response to Commentor No. 643

Hanford Watch )
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 97214

Nt

\‘; Mr. James G. Barverr

i 1 7610 5K Holgere Bivd

] Y Pordand, OR 97206-3362
ot

A

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

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

I am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because: || 643-1
Woke i T woild like o bave attended
e J;/ 29/ v »m'dr(-,/} at OMSZ Lt 430

e noFiie /ﬁﬂ/ el co/?”) dd et
9 /i/00

2prive J;; iz vty

Neme __ . James O BarreZE
Address PP S /‘79{4»%0
City, state __7Zcv-land , Or Zip 9720%

643-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

643-2:  DOE notesthe commentor’s desire to have attended the Portland,

Oregon public hearing and late receipt of notice of the hearing. However
the commentor was not on the NI PEIS mailing list and was not mailed a
NI PEIS public hearing notice from DOE. The preprinted comment card
and apparently the late public hearing notice were supplied to the
commentor by Hanford Watch. DOE provided notice of scheduled public
hearingsin accordance with the requirements of CEQ and DOE
regulations (i.e., 40 CFR Parts 1503.1 and 1506.6 and 10 CFR Part
1021.313, respectively). Thisincluded announcement of the hearingsin
the Federal Register aswell asinthelocal media. In addition, copies of
the Draft NI PEIS and/or the Summary (including the public hearing
schedule) were sent to each individual or group listed to receiveit at the
addressonrecord. Inaddition to the hearings, the public also had the
opportunity to comment on the Draft NI PEIS through the U.S. mail,
e-mail, atoll-freefax number, and atoll-free phone number. In preparing
theFina NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments received from
the public, regardless of how or where they were received.
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Commentor No. 644: Dianal. Janini

Response to Commentor No. 644

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.8. Departiment of Energy _

Office of Space and Defense Power System.
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

EFATLEDT inhiﬁu;l.d.lu.Lis.L,Jl.-zi.?iimim?iimmilhplxi -

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

1 am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because: I| 644-1
g ” . 7, -y A ” 644—2
644-3
: Py > -
Deonn L. T PAAI

Address yééf//l/i///ﬂ/g(/'ﬁ’/

City, state //4/;'/5 W/ﬁ’ . Zip SHEL=2

644-1:
644-2:

DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

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

The FFTF has not contributed to any air, ground, or water contamination
on the Hanford Site.

The environmental impacts associated with restart and operation of the
FFTF during normal operations and from postulated accidents are
presented in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS. Theimpactsto humansand to
the biosphere (air, water, and land) are shown to be small, and all
generated wastes can be effectively managed to minimize environmental
impacts.

sasuodsay 30O @ pue SjuswLo) Uaiin—rz Lideyd



08.-¢

Commentor No. 645: Jason Halbert

Response to Commentor No. 645

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Cregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road -
Germantown, Maryland 20874-129G
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

| am opposed !0 resiart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:

Thara s vne defrevwse of spnce -based

Pm)
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L)

orsardne amd espeevally te Bt Fleon reacter .

Name \S&Aﬁn l—l;p»lbcﬂ—- &)S"W

Address @ Boy U3

City, state _ Qha-tothesuille VA Zip 22902

|| e451

645-2

645-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

645-2:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to nuclear weapons and the use
of nuclear energy. Through aMemorandum of Understanding with
NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems, and the
plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or would
be enhanced by their use. These radioisotope power systems have been
used for aimost 40 years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their
performance, safety, and reliability in various NASA space missions.
NASA establishes the need and requirements for space missions and
undergoes athorough NEPA eval uation for each launch. 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 the DOE
missions stated in the NI PEIS are defense- or weapons-related.
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Commentor No. 646: Duncan Baruch

Response to Commentor No. 646

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 20874-1290
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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:

K. T
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|| 646-1

646-2

646-3

646-1: DOE notesthe commentor'sopposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

646-2: 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 Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this

agreement.

646-3: Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactivewaste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes. Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additiona
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to wastes generated
by other Hanford activities. It is DOE's policy that all wastes be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposal) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.
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Commentor No. 647: P. Doyle

Response to Commentor No. 647

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 87214

Lk

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19801 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290
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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:

” 647-1

\,-_ \-{{\("\ \\\T{_ i) !'M'\ L 647-2

.I/

Mo,

O\N(‘Q;._Aﬁ‘d( hat
Navle
AddressADD. ST K-k:rcvg\_/(\‘\\.f\-

City, state M&A_Q_L_ zp_ANGOY

Name

647-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

647-2:.  Theheath and environmental concerns expressed in this comment are
noted. The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF
and support facilities at Hanford during normal operations and from
postulated accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of the

NI PEIS. All short- and long-term impacts to human health, land use, and
ecological resourceswould be small intheimmediate area of the Hanford

siteand negligibleat all distant locations.
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Commentor No. 648: William E. Morton

Response to Commentor No. 648

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.8. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power System
NE-50

19801 Germantown Road

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

i am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because: I| 648-1
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648-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

648-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and the risk of contamination to the Columbia River.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration
of al parts of theHanford 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 groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

No food or water restrictions are currently in place outside the Hanford
Reservation as aresult of Hanford activities.
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Commentor No. 649: Monica Maynard

Response to Commentor No. 649

GRS
Hanford Watch R
2285 SE Cypress ‘ P

Portland, Oregon 97214 © . ..

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systemns
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

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

| am opposed to restart of the Fast Fiux Test Facility reactor because:
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649-1

649-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 650: Michael Eury

Response to Commentor No. 650

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown
U.8. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems

NE-50
19901 Germantown Road
Garmantown, Maryland 20874-1290
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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:

[T woytp ViOLATE THE [995 HANFORD

CLEAN - YP AGREEMENT . THE DCE

SHOULD BE CLEANING ypf HANFOED AVD

KEEPING (T CLOSED , NOT RE -OPENING 1T,

Name MICHAEL EURY

address /S0 0 NE 151h AVE.__,#é‘S/ _

ity, state PORTLAND, OREGON _ zip 97232

|| 6501

650-2

650-1:
650-2:

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

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

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. The
aternatives delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on
Hanford cleanup activities because of the differing funding sources.
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Commentor No. 651: Anne Sunrise

Response to Commentor No. 651

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 87214

Ms, Coieite Brown

OfF ice of Space and Defense Power Systems

rmantown Road
fantown, Maryland 20874-1290
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

1 am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
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City, state

|| 651-1

651-2

651-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

651-2:  Therestart of FFTF or any of the other proposed aternative facilities
would not impact the schedul e or available funding for existing cleanup
activities. The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the
treatment, storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed
actionsfor all aternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization
programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These
programswill be implemented for the alternative selected in the Record
of Decision. The waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives
inthe NI PEIS will 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 regul ations and applicable DOE
orders.

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 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. 652: David Berger

Response to Commentor No. 652

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Pertland, Cregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown
Y.8. Department of Energy

Gffice of Space and Defense Power Systems

NE-50
19801 Germantown Foad
Germantown, Maryiand 20874-1280
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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:
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|| 652-1

652-2

652-3

652-1:
652-2:

652-3:

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
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 stated missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

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

Seeresponseto 652-1. Although afew radioisotopes can be produced by
separating them from existing stockpiles of transuranic materialsor other
long-lived radioi sotopes, the two primary meansfor producing radioi sotopes
are through the use of nuclear reactors or particle accelerators. DOE has
evaluated as aternativesin the NI PEIS the use of a new research resctor
or anew accelerator for medical isotopes production.
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Commentor No. 653: Marjorie Kundiger, Bill Josephson

Response to Commentor No. 653

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 87214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Departrent of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19941 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

EEEi!‘.iiﬁ!i.‘iﬁ!“‘g!iiii

Labdlhedaddoddudoadhde

et

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

| am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because: I| 653-1
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653-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

653-2: DOE notesthe commentor's concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecol ogy,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration
of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully 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 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.

ItisDOE's policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored, and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regul ations and
applicable DOE orders. No food or water restrictions are currently in
place outside the Hanford Reservation as aresult of Hanford activities.
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Commentor No. 991: Marc Garland

Response to Commentor No. 991

My name is Marc Garfand and £ live in Washiagton, DC.

I've recently been doing research in reactor production of medical isotopes at the University of Maryland,

particularly studying the production capabitities of the High Flux Isotope Reactor at Oak Ridge and the

Fast Flux Test Facility at Hanford. My analysis of the capabilities of these reactors leads to the conclusion

that both should be important components of the Department of Energy's isotope production strategy.

Orther reactor alternatives being considered by DOE are not truly alternatives at all: they are inferior I |
options.

991-1

There are several reasons why FFTF and HFIR provide superior capabilities relative to conventional water-
cooted nuclear reactors. The primary advantage these reactors possess is their neutron flux. As seen in this
graph of neutron energy versus neutron ftux, the FFTF and HFIR flux spectra have significant epithermal,
fast, and high energy components. This is not the case for conventional thermal reactors which have
essentially zero flux in these regions. This is significant because many medically important isotopes have
large production cross sections in the epithermal region. For these isotopes it should be noted that FETF's
flux can be tailored to match the absorption resonances of the target isolopes in the epithermal region to
dramatically increase production. Further, the fast and high energy neutcons allow the production of certain
isotopes via reactions that can not occur in conventional water-cooled reactors. For example, Cu-67 can be
produced with a very high specific activity by taking advantage of energetic neutrons. Cu-67 is typically
produced by the absorption of a neutron by Cu-66. However, that reaction produces s Cu-67 that is
contaminated by many other isolopes of copper which results in a low specific activity since Cu-67 can't be 991-2
chemically separated from its other isotopes. In FFTF and HFIR, a Zn-67 target can absorb a nesiron and
cject a proton to become Cu-67 which can then be chemically separated from the zinc target to produce a
very high specific activity producl. As seen in this graph of reaction probabilities, the neutron-proton
reaction requires an energetic neutron and essentially does not occur at all in conventiomal water-cooled
reactors. Another advantage refated to flux is the overail substantial flux level. Both reacters have much
higher totat fluxes than conventional water-cooled reactors which provides the ability to produce high
specific activity isotopes in neutron capture reactions.

A second advaniage, at least as far as FFTF is concerned, is the available target volume. FFTF's substantial
volume enzbles the production of substantial quantities of medical isotopes; a capability that will not
otherwise be availablc to meet future projected demand for medical isolopes.

A thizd advantage has 1o do with the fact that these reactors exist, It is much easier to assess the production
capabilities and associated costs of a reactor with an operating and production history than for a reactor that
has anly been scratched out on the back of a napkin. The cost of construction of a new, unique reactor such
as a 50 or 100 MW TRIGA reactor and estimates of its production capabilities and associated cost are very 991-3
speculative. Relying on such an alternative (and again, such a reactor is not really an adequate alternative)
introduces significant risk in cost, schedule, capabilities, and even the possibility that it would never be
completed as has been the case with previously planned preduction facilities.

[ would also iike to address the interpretations of the report issued by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee on isotope production. Some critics have said that the report concludes that FFTF is
not needed for isotope production. That is false. The report only addresses production of research
isotopes, concluding that FFTF is not needed for that purpose, but should be considered for the production
of clinical quantities of isotopes. Without trying ta cast aspersions on the authors of that report since I have
2 tremendous amount of respoct for them, 1 believe that report was flawed in several respects. One respect
arises from the fact that none of the people on the subcornmittee have a background in reactor production 991-4
of isotopes. The negative consequences of that were dramatically illustrated by the report's completely
incorzect analysis of production of I-131. 1t concluded that production of I-131 by fissioning U-235 (as is
done at the Maple reactors in Canada) results in a higher specific activity than production by neutran
absorption by Te—lBO.IMy caleutations show that Te-130 absorption produces a much higher specific
activity than can be achieved through fission production and Nordion's product literature confirms that. [
also disagree with the reports conclusion that FFTF is not a viable source of research isoiopes. As 1 have
said previously, there are certain isotopes that only FFTF and HFIR could produce. Further, the business
model presented by the director of the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory to NERAC last summer

991-1:

991-2:

991-3:

991-4.

DOE considered awide range of reactor alternatives for the NI PEIS,
which are presented in Chapter 2 of Volume 1. Section 2.5 presents
those reactor alternativesthat are analyzed in the PEIS, while Section 2.6
presents those considered and dismissed. All reactor alternatives
considered in the document were carefully devel oped, fully analyzed, and
are considered true alternatives. These alternatives are not considered
inferior when compared to one another or to other non-reactor
alternatives.

DOE recognizes the high energy neutron flux spectrum of the FFTF and
HFIR reactors as compared to the neutron flux energy spectrum of other
nuclear reactor designs and the desirability of this higher energy flux in
producing certain radioisotopes. In addition, DOE is aware of the
availableirradiation volumesfor each alternative analyzed inthe EIS.
The high energy accelerator alternative could also theoretically provide a
high energy neutron flux for radioisotope production but the current
design and size of the accelerator evaluated in the NI PEIS does not
support this. The operational status of FFTF and HFIR, along with their
relatively higher energy flux spectrum and largeirradiation volumes, will
be considered in the DOE decision making process.

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 4, Construct New
Research Reactor. A separate Cost Report was prepared to provide
additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may
make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives presented in
the NI PEIS. DOE believes cost uncertainties are addressed

sufficiently in this report to support the decision-making process.

DOE notes the commentor's views. The Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee (NERAC) was established in 1999 to provide DOE
with expert, objective advice regarding the future form of itsisotope
research and production activities. The members of the NERAC
Subcommittee for | sotope Research & Production Planning were

selected based upon their expertise and experience in the production,
processing, distribution, and application of stable and radioactive isotopes
inthebiologica and physical sciences, andin medicine. The members
included basic and clinical scientists, administrators, and users of isotopes
from academia, industry, and the federal government, with severa
possessing abackground in reactor production of isotopes.
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Commentor No. 991: Marc Garland (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 991

provided for the supply of isotopes to researchers at low cost, There is no evidence that the subcommittes's
report considered that business model; indeed, there is no evidence that the subcommittee performed any
analysis of costs of the alternatives.

In conclusion, the Department of Energy must take advantage of FFTF and HFIR to be able to supply
researchers with the broad range of isotopes that wiil be required to develop the most effective therapeutic
radiopharmaceuticals and to provide the capacity to offer those treatments to the entire patiem populaston
following FDA approval. The volume of FFTF is required for those purposes and the availability of HFIR
to produce research quantities of short-lived isotopes duriog FETF routine shutdowns is necessary to assure
uninterrupted suppiies for rescarchers.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input for this important decision.

991-4
(Cont’d)

991-5

991-5:

The conclusions presented in the NERA C Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely and cost
efficient manner were 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 volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider itsusefor isotope production.” Inrecognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions. While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
itisunlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of these facilities. Asstated in the Final Report, the
Subcommittee had reviewed the FFTF business plan and intended to
submit their observations and suggestions in a separate document. The
discussion of lodine-131 production referred to by the commentor is not
presented in the Final Report.

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
with the use of HFIR to supplement FFTF during routine shutdown.
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Commentor No. 991: Marc Garland (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 991
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Serving Adken & Frigefiedd Gounties.

Fred E. Hlumes
IYrectar

Statement for the Record
DRAFT Programmatic Environmental ITmpact Statement
Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development
September 6, 2000

My name is Emest 8. Chaput and | represent the Econemic Development Partnership of
Aiken and Edgeficld counties, South Carolina. We appreciate the opportunity to provide
comments on this significant strategic document that will govern the firture course of
imporant Department of Energy (DOE) nuclear infrastructure programs.

For the past three years the Partnership has aggressively pursued the promise of current
research in new nuclear medicine procedures. We have been equally concerned about the
disruptions and missed opportunities caused by a medical isotope supply situation
characterized as inadequate, unteliable and too costly. Our involvement first began by
proposing that a private-sector isotope production capability be established as part of
DOE’s earlier proposed Accelerator Production of Tritium facility. DOE did not select
1he APT concep: as the nation’s next tritium souree; however we have continued to
monitor the status of nuclcar medicine research, promote the promise of new nuclear
medicine procedures and support the need for new isolope production capability.

An accurate and reliable forecast of market demand for individual isotopes is essemial to
assessing the adequacy of current and proposed medical isotope production capabilities.
We recently contracted with a nationally renowned firm with specific expertise in the
pharmaceutical industry to conduct a medical isotope market forecast for the peried
2007/2008. The demand forecast assessment is currently in pragress, and we will use its
results, together with other data, to determine the extent thal new isotope preduction
capecity might be commercialty feasible.

Our independent evaluarions 10 date and assessments of other available data are

consistent with, and forther documents, the widely held beliefs that new nuclear medicine

procedures

+ offer the petential for diagnostic and treatment procedures where none exist woday .
and

¢ increase trearmment efficacy, reduce undesirable side effects, reduce cosls, and increase
patient quaiity of life.

Unfortunately, in many instances, this promise is being thwarted because {1) the right
isutope needed for medical efficacy is not available, or (2)1f the night isotope is available
its supply is sufficiently unreliable or too expensive to discourage a 7 to 10 year
commitment to conduct research and clinical trials. We have idemtified instances of new

PFost Office Box 1708 - Aiken, SC 29802 + 171 University Parkway & USCA
(R03) 6483362 » FAX (303)641-336%3  edpsc@aol.com + hitpi/fwww.edpsc.org
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radiopharmaceuticals being abandoned in the latter stages of clinical trials becanse cost-
effective isotopes are not available to support a clinical markel. These arc not new
findings - similar statements have been made by many individuals in the profession and
by respected peer review groups

“Therefare, T come today Lo provide comsment and suggestions on those portions of the
subject Draft Programmatic Impact Statement (DPELS) that wilt affect the supply of
medical isotopes for both rescarch and clinical uses. In summary, our comments are
four-fold:

+ There are additional needs for both reactor-produced and accelerator-produced
isotopes. In all instances, reliability of supply must be increased and fess costly
production cycles must be established.

s DOFE has the opportunity to uiilize marny existing DOFE and other facilities to
aptimally alleeate its limited budgetary reseurces in support of its totzl nuclear
infrastructure mission, ineluding isotope production, praduction of Plutonium 238 for
space missions and nuclear energy R&D for civilian applications, The Fast Flux Test
Facility (FFTF) should not be restarted because it: (1) is not part of a cost-etfective
program strategy. (2) can only suppert a portien of the mission need and (3) its
budget requirements will adversely impact all other parts of DOE’s nuclear encrgy
mission, including production of medical isotopes.

s DOE should take advamtage of the activities and facilities associated with the
proposed Advanced Accelerator Applications program by designing and integrating
their state-of-the-art capabilities into the medical isotope production and other nuclear
energy pragrams.

« The Draft PEIS document contains several significant naccuracies and structural
deficiencies that must be corrected prior to issuance of the Final PETS. Analysis and
conclusions contained therein must be examined and medified accordingly.

Specific comments, conclusions and recommendations follow.
Preduction of Medical lsoopes

To date we have identitied 60 nuclear medicine procedures active in FDA clinical trials
using ningteen different isctopes. Two-thirds of the proposed procedures are therapeutic
and one-third are diagnostic. This data supports the general belief that fiture growth in
nuclear medicine will be in therapeutic applications; resulting in the need for a somewhat
different suite of isotepes which are available in large quantities. Some of the proposed
procedutes (especially diagnostic procedures) use isotopes that are readily available and
gencrally affordable, such as Mo-99/Tc-99, F-18 and E-13). However, many procedures,
most notahly therapeutic, use isotepes that are not carrently available in large quantities

992-1

992-2

992-3

992-4

992-5

992-1

992-1:

992-2:

992-3:

992-4:

992-5:

DOE notes the commentor's views. For the purposes of analysesin the

NI PEIS, arepresentative set of isotopes was selected on the basis of the
recommendations of the Expert Panel, medical market forecasts, reviews
of medical literature, and more than 100 types of ongoing clinical trials
that use radioisotopes for the treatment of cancer and other diseases.
These isotopes are listed in Table 1-1, along with a brief description of
their medical and/or industria applications. Unlike Table C-1, which lists
representative isotopes that could be produced at FFTF, the isotopes
listed in Table 1-1 include both reactor- and accelerator- produced
isotopes. Isotopesin Table C-1 were used to evaluate the health impacts
that would result from implementation of the alternatives described in
Section 2.5 of Volume 1. The absence of any specific isotope from the
Table 1-1 should not be interpreted to mean that it would not be
considered for production under the proposed action. Rather, these
isotopes are a representative sample of possible isotopes which could be
produced, and DOE expects that the actual isotopes and specific amounts
produced as aresult of the proposed action would vary from year to year
in response to the focus of clinical research and the specific market

needs occurring at that time.

DOE has set forth anumber of alternatives, including the use of existing
DOE facilities, in the NI PEIS that eval uate the use of awide range of
DOE and private (CLWR) facilitiesin order to accomplish its stated
mission requirements. The relative costs of these alternatives were
considered in a separate Cost Report.

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

Asdiscussed in Section 2.8 of Volume 1, DOE plansto work
over the next two years to establish a conceptual design for an Advanced
Accelerator Applications facility.

This NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR
1021, respectively). DOE has made every effort to obtain and evaluate all
of theinformation it needs to make a decision on expanding civilian
nuclear energy research and development and isotope production missions
in the United States.
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and usually have high cost. Lack of availability and high cost is impacting progress in
pre-clinical trial research and formal clinical trial programs. In some instances,
availahility and cost issues have resulted in abandonment of development efforts, with
additional efforts likely to be abandoned in the future.

in addition to procedures in clinical trial, researchers have identified many other isotopes
a5 Necessary to their pre-clinical trial discovery and basic development efforts. Based
upon literature reviews and personal contacts, we estimate that approximately twenty
additional isotopes are impaertant for or acitvely used in pre-clinical trial activities

When both clinical tiial and pre-clinical trial activities are considered, our data indicates
that substantial quantities a1 low ¢ost are nceded for about forty different isotopes. Some
of the isotopes are available from commercial sources and some are being produced “in-
house;™ but the majority will, at least initialty, look to DOE as an isotope supplier. Tn
general terms, one-third of the forty isotopes are uniquely produced in accelerators (to
include cyclotrons), one-forth are unique to reactors, twenty percent can be produced in
both reactors and acceleratars and aboul ten percent are recovered from fission products

1o this repard, your DPESS is significantly deficiem and misieading Appendix C, page
C-3 includes Fable C-1 Representative Candidate Medical Isotopes. Table C-1is
described as “medical isotopes that are evaluated in this programmatic environmental
inpact statcment,” and ““representative considering current and future . . demand .
DOE’s Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee (NURAC), Subcommittee for
Tsotope Research and Production Planning (April, 2000) and the DOE funded Expert
Panel: Forecast Futute Demand for Medical lsotopes (September, 1998) have identified a
total of 26 medical isotopes as being impostant for the development, testing and
production of new nuclear medicine procedures. (The NURAC Subcommittee has
endorsed the recommendations of the Expert Panel report). This is an important baseline
because both of thess reviews included personages with world renown reputations in
nuclear medicine research and the commercial radiopharmaceutical industry. Therefore
il is disappointing that DOE did not include almost ane-half (12 of 26) of the specific
isotopes identified by these rccognized expens in Table C-1. Fusthermore, it is especially
troublesome that all of the missing isotopes are not suited for reactor-based production,
but rather require use of eyclotrons, accelerators or separation from existing stocks of
fissien products or fissile materials. We believe that these omissiens result in a
significant distortion in the demand for medical isotopes and calls into question the
credibility of the entire body of medical isotope-related analysis in this DPE1S. Table C-
| and related analysis must be revised to include the isotopes recommended by DOE’s
own experl advisors as well as other isotopes that are being actively used in medical
research, including clinical trials.

The final PEIS should also be restructured to include a new and separate altemative to
construct and operate a small accelerator to meet only medical isotope and nuclear energy
R&D needs, excluding the Plutonium 238 mission. The DPELS currently includes only
one alternative for new accelerators, totaling $1.1 Billien for construction of the
irradiation source. In this aternative, accelerator size and cost are dictated solely by

992-1
(Cont’d)

992-6

992-6:

Section 2.5.4 of Volume 1 of the Draft NI PEIS discussed that the
Record of Decision can select any alternative or combination of
alternatives or elements of alternatives. The low-energy accelerator for
the production of medical and industrial isotopes in combination with
Alternative 2 for the production of plutonium-238 was used as an
exampleinthediscussion. Itisnot unrealistic to assumethat the Record
of Decision would consider the low-energy accelerator for the production
of medical and industrial isotopes if the No Action Alternative with the
procurement of Russian plutonium-238, or Alternative 5 in combination
with the procurement of Russian plutonium-238 element from the No
Action Alternative, or Alternative 2 was selected.

Some DOE facilitieswere considered and dismissed as reasonable
alternatives because surplus capacity at these was not available on a
continuous basis. For example medical isotopeswill be produced at the
Los Alamos Neutron Science Center Linear Accelerator |sotope
Production Fecility. The Isotope Production Facility will be run asa
parasitic load when the accelerator isin operation for other missions. It
would not be cost effective to run the accelerator for only the medical
isotope mission. The Sandia Annular Core Research Reactor is operated
on a campaign basis by the primary user of the facility. While there may
be periods during the year when this reactor could be available for the
production of isotopes, these periods are not available consistently
throughout the year and therefore this reactor could not support the
production of a constant and reliable supply of medical and industrial
isotopes.
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production requirement for the Plutonium 238 mission. Data internal to the DPEIS
states that an accelerator sized to meet only medical isotope needs will cost $33 Million
DOE has several options for meeting the Pu 238 mission, but has only one option for
providing additional accelerator-based isotope production — that being construction of a
small new accelerator. It is unrealistic to expect that the currently identified option
would be used for production of medical isotopes if Pu 238 production were 10 be mct by
a reactor of procurement option. The final PELS skould include 2 separate option for
DOE to construct and operate a small accelerator for isotope preduction independent of
programmatic decisions for production of Pu 238 for the space mission.

We further recommend that DOE fuily fund its existing accelerator and reactor-based
medical isotope production facilitics. Existing acceterators should be provided additional
operating funds so that they are available throughout the year. DOE should also either
complete finding for the Sandia Annular Core Research Reactor (ACRR) privatization
effort or reassume its operation as a DOF operated facility. These are all low-cost steps
which can increase, in the short run, the avaitability of medical isotopes.

We also strongly recommend that DOE take advantage of the potential for production of
medical isotopes in the new accelerator facilities proposed by Congress as part of the
Advanced Accelerator Applications (AAA) program. The AAA concept offers the
potential for cost-sharing a large capable accelerator complex which should result in the
lowest cost and Fastest means of achieving new medical isotope production capacity.

Optimally Allocate Available Resources

DOFE is currently facing severe budget shortfalls and this situztion will not improve in the
near fiture. Therefore, it is important for DOE to allecate its nuclear energy R&D and
isotope production funding in the most cost-effective manner. Allocating $314 Million
for the restart of 1the FFTF facility is not a cosi-eflective usc of scarce DOFE and taxpayer
funds.

Analysis of the data included in the DPEIS indicates that DOE has many options for
meeting the defined nuclear energy mission and that options are available for meeting ail
missions for considerable less than the $385 Million associated with FFTF restart. For
example, the following scenanio will meet all missions, with total construction costs
heing less than 3100 Miilion and annual operating costs of less than $30 Million:

* Use commercial light water reactors for production of Pu 238

+  Construct 2 small aceelerator to produce medical isotopes

*  Fully fund and use available DOE and other reactors to produce smedical isotopes
{including ATR, HFIR, ACRR and non-DOE facilities such as MURR).

= Use the unique capabilities of ATR to conduct nuclear fuels and advanced reactor
development activities

992-6
(Cont’d)

992-7

992-7:

DOE notes the commentor's concern and his proposed preferred
alternative consisting of elements from Alternative 2 (Use Only Existing

Operational Facilities) and Alternative 3 (Construct New Accelerator(s)).

Asindicated inthe NI PEIS, the Record of Decision can select
implementation of elements from one or more aternative evaluated in the
NI PEIS.
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In addition to lowest cast, this scenario will result in tess environmental impact than
FFTF restart. Facilitics and capabilities associated with the proposed Advanced
Accelerator Applications program will serve o further enhance mission performance in a
cost-cffective manner.

Other factors that argue against the restart of FFTF include:

» Reslart of FFIF, by itself, will not meet all DOE mission requirements, Specifically,
FFTF cannot meet the increased need for medical isotopes unique to accelerator
production.

+ ATR is more suited 1o devclopment and iesting of thermal reactor fuel than FFTF

s The cost estimate for FFTF restart must be viewed with considerable skepticism. As
compared to the cost estimates for other allernatives, there is essentially no project
description or estimate detail and justification in the DPE1S. 1s the estimate based on
detailed design and has it been subjected to external independent review? We also
note that modifications to nuclear facilities have demaanstraied the highest potential
for cost overruns and schedule slippage

« Restarting the FFTF reactor will present an unattordable financial commitment to
DOE’s nuclear energy programs, cesulting in further degradation and losses in the
non-FETF intrastructure — especially programs and facilities essential to the
production and separation of medical isoiopes

1t is also noted that the April, 2000 NURAC Subcommittee report recommended that

FFTF not be considered as a viable long-term source of research isotapes.

Integrate the Advanced Accelerator Applications Program into the Nuclear Energy
Program

Integration of the facilities and capabilitics associated with the proposed Advanced
Accelerator Applications program inte DOE’s nuclear energy activities can significantly
enhance mission performance in a cost-effective manner. In addition to legislative
mandates for APT backup technology, transmutarien of spent nuclear fuel and waste,
material science and other advanced accelerator applications, AAA facilities can also
suppon production of medical isotopes, many noclear energy R&D requirements and,
depending on accelerator size, production of Pu 238,

A major potential facility mission is its use as an irradiation source for the iarge-scale
commercial production of medical isotopes, such as proposed for the APT project. Such a
private-public partrership would farther DOE’s privatization objectives, minimize
facility conseruction and operating costs and provide revenues back to DOE. By cost
sharing with other internal DOE programs and with external public and private
organizations, DOE has the unique opportunity to obtain and operate a multi-faceted and
highly capable state-of-the-art research and productien facility in the most cost-cffective
manner.

h

992-4

992-8

992-9

992-1

992-4

992-8: Theability of each alternative to meet mission objectivesisoneof the
factorsthat will be evaluated by DOE in its decision making process.
Each radioisotope production technology, including FFTF and
accel erators has unique advantages and disadvantagesrel ative to their
specific designs. The devel opment and testing of thermal reactor fuel,
which would be more suitable for the ATR, is only one factor in the
assessment of each alternative.

992-9:  DOE notes the commentor’s view. DOE has confidence in the FFTF
restart cost estimate. Restart of FFTF will result in asignificant increase
in the domestic infrastructure available to support the production of
medical isotopes.
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Correction of DPELS Struciural Deficiencies and Inaccuracies

This section summarizes the stnicrural deficiencies and data inaccuracies included in the
DPE1S that must be corrected before issuance of the final PEIS

1. The programmatic justification for production of medical isotopes {Fable C-1) must
be corrected to include all isotopes {1) recommended by DOE’s NURAC advisory
committee and {2) those involved in active medical research, including clinical trials,
1f DOE chooses 10 not inciude these isotopes in the final PELS, the rationale for that
decision should be included therein.

&)

. A separate aiternative be cstablished for construction and operation of a small
accelerator for production of medical isotopes. Absent a new alternative, cost and
impacts of meeting individual missions are not easily ascertained and the
management decision proeess s not consistent with DPEIS alternatives,

3 The cost of FFTF deactivation must be included in afl programmatic aliernatives
cansidered in the final PE1S, orin no alternative, FFTF deactivation will occur at
some point in time, whether the facility is restarted or not. To only include it in the
non-EFFTF resiart alternatives is to provide an unwarranted and erroneous reduction in
the total cos1 of the FFTF restart aption.

4 The cost estimate Tor a large accelerator associated with production of Pu 238 should
be reexamined in light of engineering development advanees and design activities
which have occurred since the referenced 1997 APT Conceptual Design Report. APT
preliminary design is now aver fifty percent complete. Project cost estimates bave
been examined by three Congressional review teams and DOE’s Independent Cost
Evaluation (ICE) team. The most recent review was completed this summer. Al
reviews support the project estimate and contingeney allowance. Accordingly,
melusion of $457 Million in excess contingency in the Alternative 3 cost estimate is
not supperted and should be removed from the cost estimate. Table 5-4 in the “Cost
Repont for Alternatives™ document should be revised accordingly. In a similar vein,
we recommend that the estimating basis for FFTF restart be reexamined to assure that
the proper level of contingency is included.

W

. Programs and Facilities associated with the proposed Advanced Accelerator
Applications program should be included in the final PEIS. This initiative has a
significant petential for providing solutions to nuclear energy mission needs, and its
inclusion wil! enharce the likelihood that the final PELS will be consistent with DOE
management options

Thank you for the opportunily to provide comments on your Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement,

992-1

992-6

992-10

992-11

992-4

992-10:

992-11:

The cost of deactivating FFTF is presented separately in the cost tables

of the Cost Report and can be considered separately and subtracted from
the combined estimated costs. Deactivation of existing facilities (FFTF,
ATR, and HFIR) is not part of the proposed action addressed by the

NI PEIS and was therefore not included in the Cost Report. As described
in Section 2.5 of the NI PEIS, FFTF would be deactivated if other
facilities were utilized for the production of isotopes. Deactivation of
FFTF costs were therefore estimated for the Cost Report and included in
the combined estimated costs of Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5. DOE has
provided the summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the

Fina NI PEIS.

DOE acknowledges that development of the Accelerator Production of
Tritium (APT) described in Conceptual Design Report LA-UR-97-1329
April 15, 1997), has progressed. However, with two exceptions, the
estimated cost and contingency allowances assigned to system
components of the APT were accepted for the high-energy accelerator
system considered in Alternative 3 of the NI-PEIS Cost Report. The
exceptions, as noted on page A-2 of the Cost Report, were the
contingencies used for the target/blanket system and the accel erator
system itself. Theinclusion of additional contingency factors in the Cost
Report reflects the difference between the two accel erator's spallation
targets, uranium for the production of plutonium-238 (NI PEIS) and
tungsten for the production of tritium (APT). In any event, the target
blanket systems for these accelerators have not been tested under full
scale production conditions. Although not identified in the Cost Report,
the estimated FFTF restart costs (Alternative 1) from Hanford included
contingency factors.
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FRAMATOME COGEMA FUELS

Septernber 5, 2000
GRO00-114.doc

Ms, Colette Brown, Document Manager

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems (NE-50)

Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology

U.S. Department of Energy

19901 Germantown Road

Germantows, MDD 20874

Atiention: NIPEIS

Re: Draft Programmatic Enviranmental Impact Stetcment for Accomplishing
Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy R h oand Dy pment and

Isatope Production Missions in the United States, Including the Role of
the Fast Flux Test Fagility

Dear Ms. Brown;

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the subject document. As we have
previously stated in writing, we fully support making the U1.§, self-sufficient in supplymg
2 c.rmcal element of the nation’s docp-space program by establishing x domestic
capability to produce Plutonium-238 (Pu-238), We also cndorse planming for the
increased demand for medical and industrial isotopes o support scientific rasearch and
activities associated with the development of muclear power for civilian use.

993-1

In qur review of the subject document, however, we fecl that inadequate consideration
has been given to the use of commercial light water reactors (CLWRs), possibly becanse
of a_lack o( familiarity with their design and operation. This concern is particularly home
out in the discussion of Alternative 2 - Use Only Enisting Operational Facilities. We cite
page 8-18 as an example.

“Muodification of CLWRs 10 cnable onling insertion and retrieval of targets
for the medical and industrial isotope production missions was evaluated
and dismissed as a reasonable alienative. This decision was made
beriause the required facility modifications would be significant and would
irclude penetrations into the reactor vessel and, potentially, the
contamment vessel. Additional facility modifications wonld be required
to enable loading of the targets into a shielded cask for transport to a
processing facility. Pecforming these modifications would require an

993-2

Framatome Cogams Fuals

32315 OH Foreit Aosa, P.O. Box 10835, kynohbury, VA 24506-0908
Telaphuny: 804-832-0400 Fax: B0O4-832-2663

993-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
993-2:  Whilethe commentor iscorrect in stating that existing Westinghouse

pressurized water reactors have amoveable incore flux mapping system
that could be used to produce medical radioisotopes, other operational
considerations would limit the usefulness of this method. During the fuel
cycle, technical specifications require aminimum frequency for incore
flux mapping to ensure that axial and radial power peaking factor limits
are not exceeded. These periodic (i.e., usualy on amonthly frequency )
incore flux mapping operations would require that any medical isotope
targetsin the thimble tubes be removed and replaced by the flux
detectors. For radioisotopes requiring alonger incoreirradiation time,
each removal and replacement process would require repetitive handling
of radioisotopes with commensurate shielding and worker doses. In
addition, theincore flux detector isasmall cylinder that moves axially
within the thimble tube. To produce the desired quantities of medical and
industrial radioisotopes, much longer target rods would need to be inserted
into the thimble tubes. The presence of these long neutron absorbing
radioisotope producing targetsin the fuel assembly center thimble tubes
would affect the power and neutron flux distribution within reactor core
fuel assemblies since a strong neutron absorber would be placed into a
normally empty thimble tube. The utility would need to calculate revised
peaking factors to demonstrate that technical specification peaking limits
are not exceeded. Such peaking factorswould be affected by the

specific target material for radioisotope production, location in the core,
and the time dependent production of radioisotopes with its
commensurate change in heutron absorption during acore cycle. Short
half-life radioisotopes require on site processing to separate the desired
radioisotope from the target material and other radioisotopes that may
have been produced during incoreirradiation. Commercial light water
reactors do not possess this separation capability. The handling of
radioactive targets after removal from the bottom of the reactor vessel
would involve a system that shields the targets, loads them into an
appropriate shielded container and transports the container outside
containment. Thiswould require design modifications to the compartment
below the reactor vessel and frequent access by utility staff to this
relatively high radiation area during operation. The commentor is correct
inidentifying an error on EI'S page B-14 regarding standard fuel cycle
length. Thiserror has been corrected in the final PEIS. A typical

CLWR fuel cycle length of 18 monthsis correctly identified in PEIS
Volume1l, Section 2.3.1.4.
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Letter to Ms. Colette Brown

September 5, 2000

Page 29f2

extended refueling oulage (with a resulting loss of power peneration
revenue to the CLWR owner) 2nd could potentially extend subsequent
maintenance or refueling outages to inspect, teat and maintain the insertion
and retrieval system, ceactor vessel penetrations, and potential
contawment vesse! penetrations. In the event that CLWRs are used for
medical isofope production, the selection of isatopes to be produced would
be limited to those with relatively long halflives because there are mto
CLWR sites with facilities for processing trradiated targets.”

Many of the existing pressurized water reactors in the United States inciude systems that
could be used to support short-term irradiation of medical isotopes. Specifically, the
movezbls flyx mapping system in Westinghouse units could deliver & medical-isotope
target to the reactor core and retrieve the targst after an appropriate length of fradiation.
Penefrations into the reactor vessel and the fundamental syslem to perform these
operations already exist at many nuclear reastors. Fuzther, an extended refueling outage
would not be required and the shipment of the irradialed targets from a commercial LWR
waould be oo more of an issue than similar shipments from other facilities.

Another example of an incorrect statement can be found on page B-14 that states that

“fuel assemblies . . . are rotated at about {80 day intervals . . . Standard fuel cycles for | ;hir i

mast operating CLWRs extend from [8 to 24 months at which intervals fuel-shuffle SPatr A

patterns arg cxecuted. Such erroneous statements indicate a need for futther study of the | cimn gy,

CLWR. option. Ay }:;1
P fﬁ/aﬁr—f

Framatome has discussed the production of medical and industrial isotopos and Pu-238 ’

with several utilities. Florida Power Corporation remeirs interested in the Pu.238 effor,

while Brtergy has expressed an interest in smdying the production of medical and

industrial jsotopes. Using these existing facilities should be the least expensive means of

producing these isotopes because the cost of operations of these units s currently

absorbed through sales of electrical output. We strongly urpe that DOE perform ay we  Baus

appropriate cost-benefit analysis for using CLWRs, if not as the main source of i ST Brrmops,

production, at least as a backup. Sl
£E A ‘Ao

Very truly yours, Ctr? B

)
Thomas A, Co]emarf; 'f:’mzz-z/p; ‘d

Vice President
Govemment Relations ( iar # mposl vt
sl "'&f/" 7 )

TAC;jid

993-2
(Cont’d)

993-3

993-4

DOE notesthat there are nuclear power utilitiesthat areinterested in
studying the production of medical and industrial isotopes and plutonium
238intheir operating reactors. Options4, 5, and 6 of Alternative 2, Use
Only Existing Operational Facilities, will be given equal consideration
among the other alternativesand options during DOE’s decision process.

A summary of Mission effectivenessfor Alternatives 1 through4is
providedin Section 2.7.3 of Volume 1.

993-3:

DOE notesthe commentor'sview on using CLWRsasanirradiation
source for the production of medical and industrial isotopes and
plutonium-238.

993-4:

The CLWR is considered areasonable alternative for the plutonium-238
production mission. Asindicated in Volume 1, Section 2.6.1, CLWRs
were considered and dismissed as areasonabl e alternative for the
production on medical isotopes. DOE prepared a separate Cost Report
to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so
that he may make an informed decision with respect to the aternatives
presented in the NI PEIS. Estimated costs for the range of reasonable
alternatives evaluated in the NI PEIS are presented in the Cost Report,
and are summarized in Volume 2, Appendix P, of the Final NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 994. Raphad S. Daniels

Response to Commentor No. 994

Draft PEIS Comment Form

S trve i Goha o pog T frocwn o § Pomcon forum

hrafp o Nbpo257 o TRY Be addomledipiic. of

ﬁfyﬂ%—) <-<é; o g pud Dpdrows .

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

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

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

# faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-362-4392

& commenting via einJai:) Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe. gov

Name (optionaly, __/~aeip bhaes S Triarefs
Organization: 7)/%/,‘1(/3
’Hm@'ganimtirm Address (circle one): />N/:95
(5?3 [reliena év-r’ M) SewheTon
Citys Lttty i Statel X2 zip Coder%
Telephone (optiomal): 2O, - ’6 (f 5[ - 7k
B-mail (optional); £ Y22 @_DNESES . G oL/
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For mont informatin confact: Colet E. Brown. NE-50
U5, o Energy » 15901 Road + MD 20874
Tol-ree lephone: 1-877-562-4593 « Toll-kae Fax: 1-877-562-2592

E-malt Nuciecrinfroshuchure-PESE@Ra. dos.gov

T2/80

” 994-1

994-1: Themanagement of neptunium-237 at SRS (including stabilization and
storage) wasfully analyzed in thefinal environmental impact statement,
“Interim Management of Nuclear Materials” (DOE/EIS-0220,
October 20, 1995), and further discussed in subsegquent Records of
Decision, thelast of which was published inthe Federal Register of Friday,
November 14, 1997 (page 61099). If DOE decidesnot to retain this
neptunium-237 inventory for possi blefuture plutonium-238 production, then
the material management strategi es discussed in these documentswould be
implemented.
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Commentor No. 995. Darlene Coyne

Response to Commentor No. 995

SEP-05-2000 W=D 10:01 AM MARKEL BHG FAX HC. 509 736 144 P31

Draft PEIS Comment Form

NUCLEAR INFRASTRUCTURE EIS

We support the restart of the FFTF Reactor Facility at

Hanford to mest the nationdl needs for medical isotopes
and other peaceful nuclear materials. The FFTF is the

most economical., safe, and environmertal friendly method

available toc mee: these needs.

Very truly yours,

There are several ways lo provide commenis on thi- Nuclear Infrastructure
-PEIS.. These include: .

» anénding public meetings and ngmg your GOMmments due.c!ly 10 DOE officials

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

# faxing your comments toll-freé tor 1-877-562-4592

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

Mame (optional); Akve. Covpa

Organization: Ca\mu Cpnc foodlgon

'OrganizanunAddress {eircle one): o 5. feldna

Ciry:_fe v &

State: B30 Zip Code: E33

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

Fnrmme informaticin conloet: Coletta E.
us. De;unmm of Eneroy 1 Germantow Road + Gamaniown, MDzua‘M
Tail weelelemme 1-872e56d383 - Tob-ree Fox 1-B72-842.4592 (3
E-mal: Nuclearnhostnicurs-PRSEHa.doe gov

1L

995-1

995-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 996: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 996

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/5/00
Anonymous

Hi. | am calling in regards to Colette Brown's message and

information given out to me onrequest. This is regarding the || 996-1

current issues of your nuclear waste carelessness. | would
just liketo say that you shouldn't start that reactor until it's
safe for operations. Thank you.

| ‘ 996-2

996-1:

996-2:

DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding radioactive 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 aternatives and alternative options. Waste
minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.
These programs will beimplemented for the alternative selected in the
Record of Decision. The waste generated from any of the proposed
aternativesinthe NI PEISwill be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and
applicable DOE orders.

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiological

and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

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



€08-¢

Commentor No. 997: Lois Powers

Response to Commentor No. 997

20710 *d

Draft PEIS Comment Form

NUCLEAR TNFRASTRUCTURE EIS

We support the restart of the FFTF Reactor Faci'lity at

Banfocrd tc meet the national needs for medical isoiopes
and other peaceful nuclear materials. The FFTF is the 997-1
most econcmiecal, safe, and environmental friendly method

avallable to meet these needs.

Very truly yours.—

1 )
A

d‘/ LA

There are several ways to pmwd‘e comments on rhe Nuciear Infrasiructure
PEIS. These include:

» auending public meetings and giving your comments digectly to DOE officials

s retaming this comment form o the registration desk at the meeting or to the. address below

« calling toll-free and leaving your comuments: 1-877-562-4593

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

» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrasaiicture-PEIS @hq.doe.gov
" Name {optional): _MS_E&@ <
Organization: . - '. - T
: gmﬁzation Address (circle me):_@cj_i%%

: caw:w_ suel M 7ip o ﬁi;?

Teleph (optional): -c)_aq 5?( 73 //
E-mail {optional): et €L v Co
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY Seplember 18, 2000
Us. Dapenmat ot ergy e o iearmano M) 20036

20872
ol-traa Talophona: 1-477-682-4503 + Tuiliras Fax: 1-811-562 l502
Emak: Mocfl‘”’ﬂllmcm -PELS@ha.doe.gov

712100

0781 G4 BOS 'OR XEA DHR TR WY 20101 43M 0C0e-90-445

997-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 998: Jack Henneberry

Response to Commentor No. 998

SEP-06-2000 KED 10:08 AM MARKEL BHG Fag N0, 523 735 144) Fo01

Draft PFIS Comment Form

NUCLEAR INFRASTRUCTURE EIS

We support the restart of the FETF Redclor Faclility at

Hanford Lo meet the national needs for medical isotopes

and other peacdeful nuclear materjals. The FETE is the

most economical, safe, and environmental friendly method

available - tc meet these nédeds.

. _Very truly yours.

‘ <7

8

7

There are several ways 1o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrasu'ucture
PEIS. Thése include:

» atiending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials .
# returning this form o the registration desk-at the mesting or to the address below
« calling toll-free and lavmg your comments: 1-877-362-4593
s faxing your comments toll-free ta: 1-877-562-4592
» commenting via 6-mail: Nuclear Infrasmmucnure-FEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (optionat): ,AC: /. ///A/Mféil-f[l/

Organization:

Otgamzatlon Address (cuc]f- one): MMM—

Ave.
Ciry K EURERNGK sueddd zipcuefl3iG

Telephone {optional): .— -
E-puil {optienal): Lo
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

or mor [Mommation conaet, Colette £ Bragn, M.

s, by of Enargy + o foad * Mnmna
Tol-tos Tiophang: 1-1 m £672-2503 » Tolliibe Fax 1-817-543-4502
E-mal; Nuciear koo PES@ha o8 gov

T

998-1

998-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 999: Angel Kelly

Response to Commentor No. 999

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/6/00

Angel Kelly
503_231_4114

| am calling because | am looking at the summary of the
PEIS. It seems like there are so manyunanswered
questions, and in particular, with regard to accidents and
cleanup and stuff. It justdoesn't seem very clear to me. |
am not in favor of this project moving forward. | believe | am
in favor of Alternative 5.

| am not in favor of new development of nuclear research
and nuclear energy in the northwest orany part of the
country.

| think that DOE should prioritize cleanup and containment
of leaking waste as their number onepriority. | think they
have an obligation to do that before they start anything else.
Thank you.

999-1

999-2

999-3

999-4

999-1:

999-2:

999-3:

999-4:

The commentor's concern about the clarity of the accident and waste
cleanup presentationsin the NI PEIS isnoted. Theimpactsfrom
postulated accidents in facilities associated with nuclear infrastructure
operationsare presented in Volume 1, Chapter 4, “ Environmental
Consequences.” Detailed discussionsand cal culational methodologiesare
giveninVolume2, Appendix I, “ Evaluation of Human Health Effects
from Facility Accidents.” The management of wastes generated asthe
result of nuclear infrastructure operations is also discussed in Chapter 4,
along with potential impacts to the environment.

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

DOE notes the commentor's views. Information on the need for nuclear
energy research and devel opment isprovided in Section 1.2.3 of
Volume 1.

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

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to
honoring thisagreement. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
thenuclear infrastructure alternativeswould not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 1000: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 1000

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/6/00
Anonymous

This message is in care of Colette Brown. Just calling as a
concerned citizen of the state of Washington. The nuclear reactor
here should not be restarted for obvious reasons, such as public
safety.

There was plutonium released into the air after the recent fire.
There has already been people downwind of Hanford getting
cancer, and the Columbia River already has nuclear waste in it.

We don't feel that it is a very good idea to restart this nuclear
reactor. In fact, it is crazy because we know medical isotopes, that
is what they are called, will not cure cancer. They may help cure
cancer in some way, but Hanford is not a good place to make them.
There are other capacities besides a nuclear facility that are safer to
make it, which should be the first priority, and there is not as much
of a need as NASA expressed in the letter openly stating they don't
need isotopes as they did before. Please do not restart this.

There will be a lot of people calling as well. | wish you would take
their concerns into consideration. Your job first is safety and
second to make money. Actually it should be about 20th on your
list, but | am sure that it what it is second.

Do not restart the FFTF nuclear reactor.

1000-1

1000-2

1000-1

1000-3

1000-4

1000-5

1000-1

1000-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Included inthe NI PEIS are the results of analyses that show that therisks
associated with operating the FFTF arevery small.

1000-2: Withregard to the Hanford wildfire of 2000, the DOE Richland
Operations Office, the State of Washington Department of Health, and
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency performed environmental monitoring
on and around the Site to assess potentia radiological impacts. The
wildfiredid not cause arelease of radioactive materialsfrom any
Hanford facilities but did result in resuspension of radioactive materials
which were already in the environment. The very low levels of
radioactive materials that were resuspended were slightly above natural
background levels and required several days of analysisto quantify.
Information on this event has been made available to the public and can
be accessed at http://www.Hanford.gov/envmon/indes.html. Thissite
also provides alink to information on the independent offsite air
monitoring that was conducted by the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency.

Asdiscussed in Section 3.4.9.3 of Volume 1, the question of whether
residentsin the Hanford area are subject to elevated cancer ratesis
unresolved. Existing studies and data suggest that cancer mortality rates
in counties adjacent to the Hanford Site are not elevated. Prevailing
winds at the Hanford Site blow toward Grant County, Washington from
the south (14.2 percent of the time) and south-southwest (11.5 percent of
the time) directions. Hence, Grant County would be expected to bear a
major burden of wind borne contamination from the Hanford Site.
However, if an excess cancer mortality risk is present in Grant County, it
was too small to be identified at the county-level of resolution in the
survey and available National Cancer Institute datadiscussedin

Section 3.4.9.3. Epidemiological studiesin Benton and Franklin counties
provided no conclusive evidence of elevated congenital defectsinthetwo
counties.

Asdiscussedin Section 4.3 of Volume 1, implementation of the
alternatives described in Section 2.5 would not be expected to have a
significant impact on the ColumbiaRiver. Therearenoradiological liquid
effluent pathways to the Columbia River from FFTF.

1000-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to restarting FFTF for enhancing

itsexisting nuclear facility infrastructure. Inongoing clinical testing,
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Commentor No. 1000: Anonymous (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1000

therapeutic radioi sotopes have proven effectivein treating cancersand
other ilInesses while minimizing adverse side effects, making their usean
attractive dternativeto traditional chemotherapy and radiation treatments.
Although afew radioisotopes can be produced by separating them from
existing stockpiles of transuranic materials or other long-lived
radioisotopes, the two primary means for producing radioisotopesis
through the use of nuclear reactors or particle accelerators.

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 isresponsible 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. Although research to identify other potential fuel sources
to support these space exploration missions has been conducted, no viable
alternative to using plutonium-238 has been established. Based on NASA
guidance to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systems for
upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238
inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005. Without an assured
domestic supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ability to support future
NASA space exploration missions may be lost.

A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium-
238 to support deep space missions. Rather, the suspension of SRTG
development efforts was conducted in order to permit reprogramming of
funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system based
on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires 1/3 less plutonium as
itsfuel source. However, the Stirling technology is devel opmental and
NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000, letter to DOE that the
plutonium-238 needed for large RTG may be maintained as a backup.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
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Commentor No. 1000: Anonymous (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1000

1000-4:

1000-5:

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

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
gave equal consideration to all comments. In preparing the Final NI PEIS,
DOE carefully considered comments received from the public.

The health and safety of workers and the public is a priority of the
nuclear infrastructure program, regardless of which approach is chosen.
Operation of the facilities would comply with applicable Federal, State,
andlocal lawsand regulations governing radiological and hazardous
chemical releases.
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Commentor No. 1001: Frank Reckendorf
Reckendorf & Associates

Response to Commentor No. 1001

BI/BE/ 2008 18:83 SB3-339-342]

RECKENBIORF & ABBOCIATES

RECKENCORFEASSOC. FAGE 01

950 Market St. NE amkil: frecin@opeiiin (503 sm-gsg:
Salem, DR 97301-1130 . i Fax; (503) 399-94
ok
y
",
7

September 9, 2000

U.S. Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Rosad
(Germantown Road, MD
20874 -
(FAX) 1(877) 562-4598

Dear Sir:

 Pacility, since it still has twenty

[ am concemned with the shurdown g the Fast Flux :
on foreign sources of

years of remaining design life. Thittleaves us 90%
isotopes that could be produced by R
We need FFTF, Please restart this i8ictor.

Sincerely,

T

Frank Reckendorf

1001-1

1001-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
It should be noted that FFTF would operate for 35 years under
Alternative 1.
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Commentor No. 1002: Ken Stowell

Response to Commentor No. 1002

From: Ken Stowel[SMTP:KSTOWELL@BENTONREA.COM]
Sent:  Thursday, September 07, 2000 11:36:15 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Fast Flux Test Facility

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Hello!

| just wanted to share my thoughts on the restart of FFTF. | FULLY
support the restart of FFTF.As an employee of Hanford, | know the
Hanford Project is currently in cleanup mode. ISTRONGLY feel
the Hanford area needs a mission once again. We NEED a
mission here tokeep our many talented people here, working to
better our future. Hanford and the surroundingcommunity has
already lost many, many talented people since the mission of
production days. Inthe not so distant past, Hanford and it's
workers have developed countless revolutionary products

and ideas that have benefited the private sector as well as the
Government. It would be a sin toabandon all that has been
accomplished as a result of the Hanford Project.

| don't want to sound like | am praising nuclear weapons and such,
but what | am commending isall the team work, projects, ideas,
that were results of the Hanford Project. So much
wasaccomplished by many very talented people that were united
by the Hanford area. FFTF is "themission" that will keep it all
together. FFTF is very capable of doing almost any task that it will
be assigned. It is the mission to keep the great people we have,
working together, bettering ourfuture for many years to come.

Thanks for allowing me to provide feedback on this very important
issue.

Ken Stowell

P.O. Box 70

Mabton, WA. 98935
kstowell@bentonrea.com
kb7csp@wa7v.#sewa.wa.usa.noam

|| 1002-1

1002-2

1002-1

1002-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1002-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for using the FFTF for the
enhancement of its nuclear facility infrastructure.
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Commentor No. 1003: Elizabeth Marie Heaston

Response to Commentor No. 1003

From: Liz Heaston[SMTP:LLLHEASTON@HOTMAIL.COM]
Sent:  Wednesday, September 06, 2000 5:25:14 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Restart FFTF!!

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Secretary Richardson:

Over 1500 people die of cancer each day. The Fast Flux Test
Facility is our nation's newest, most versatile reactor capable of
producing large quantities of high quality medical isotopes for
treating cancer, arthritis and other diseases.

We already face isotope shortages for research and treatment.
Human clinical trials for breast cancer were cancelled due to a
unavailability of Cu_67. Last year, the Seattle area faced shortages
for the isotope "seed" treatment for prostate cancer.

The FFTF is desperately needed to produce isotopes for the
treatment of bone pain associated with cancer. If you have ever
witnessed a family member or a friend with terminal cancer with
excrutiating bone pain, you know what a God_send pain relief from
medical isotopes are. This type of isotope cannot be produced in
an accelerator__it must be produced in a reactor.

Restarting the FFTF will save lives and enable us to utilize
cutting_edge technologies for the 21st century.

| implore you to make the right decision for the citizens of our
nation. RESTART the FFTF!!!  The life you save may be that of
a family member, a friend, or your own.

Elizabeth Marie Heaston
3010 22nd Ave. #13
Forest Grove OR, 97116

1003-1

1003-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1004: Alan Wang

Response to Commentor No. 1004

From: Alan Wang

[SMTP:ALAN W@STAVELEYNDT.COM]
Sent:  Wednesday, September 06, 2000 7:05:01 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes

I‘ 1004-1

1004-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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