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Commentor No. 1005: Dave Lemak

Response to Commentor No. 1005

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

Sent:  Wednesday, September 06, 2000 8:34:25 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF at Hanford

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear HQ DOE

My family and | strongly support Alternative #1, the restart of the
FFTF for the production ofmedical and commercial isotopes, the
production of Pu_238 and for nuclear research. | am a

cancer patient survivor. If the option of medical isotopes had been
available, | could haveavoided some extremely painful radiation
treatments. Moreover, in 1989 my wife died of largecell lymphoma
and left me a widower with two children aged 2 and 5 (she was 36
when shedied). The research and isotopes available today could
have saved her life. Let's not let even morepeople die because
some radical environmentalists prefer ideology over science.
Restarting FFTFmeans saving lives. Let's get on with it!

Sincerely,

Dave Lemak, cancer survivor

1005-1

1005-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1006: Ernest Empey

Response to Commentor No. 1006

From: Ernest Empey[SMTP:EMPEY1@TELEVAR.COM]
Sent:  Wednesday, September 06, 2000 11:31:41 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| believe that FFTF should be restarted. It is the newest and best
kept reactor in the DOE complex. It Would be unwise to build
accelerators because it is not proven on that large of scale and
would not be cost effective.

Ernest Empey
Ernest@Empey.com

|| 1006-1

1006-2

1006-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s).

1006-2: Seeresponseto comment 1006-1.
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Commentor No. 1007: Steve Chastain

Response to Commentor No. 1007

From: Steve Chastain[SMTP:SMCHASTAIN@USA.NET]
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2000 11:33:29 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: smchastain@usa.net%internet

Subject: Proposed Restart of the FFTF at Hanford

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Sir,

I am sending this message to register my position regarding restart
of the Fast Flux Test Facility Reactor near Richland, Washington on
the Hanford Reservation. | believe it should be restarted to provide
medical isotopes badly needed for treatment of cancer victims.
Perhaps, there are additional missions that the FFTF could be used
for as well. For example, production of Uranium 238 for use by
NASA.

Having reviewed other options for production of medical isotopes,
the FFTF is clearly the best alternative for production of medical
isotopes for the next few decades. Thus it should be restarted.

Steve Chastain

1007-1

1007-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
The commentor should notethat plutonium-238, not uranium-238, fuels
radioisotope power systems.
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Commentor No. 1008: Frank Allen

Response to Commentor No. 1008

From: Frank Allen[SMTP:FRANKA@CMC.NET)]
Sent:  Thursday, September 07, 2000 12:46:09 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Draft PEIS Comment

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Nuclear Infrastructure Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement Draft PEIS Comment Sept 6, 2000

The Fast Flux Test Facility, FFTF is the most flexible option.
It can meet all specified elements for isotope production, nuclear_
based research and development program for the future.

a. It can be a dependable source of research isotopes for medical
and industrial uses.

b. It can produce plutonium_238 for use in advanced radioisotope
power systems for future NASA space exploration missions.

c. It can provide the Nation's nuclear research and development
needs for civilian application.

The FFTF is the perfect solution because it was designed
specifically as a testing facility and is well suited as a training
facility for workforces in the future.

Without the FFTF the US is dependent on others such as Russia
and Germany to meet our planned research and testing programs.
In case of hostilities, these sources may not be available. The US
should not have to rely on others for these critical needs.

The budget for restart of the FFTF should be totally separate from
and must not affect the ongoing Hanford cleanup program. The
budget must also include funds for eventual shutdown and clean up
of the FFTF.at the end of its useful life.

1008-1

1008-2

1008-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1008-2: 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 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.

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



L18¢

Commentor No. 1008: Frank Allen (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1008

Anti_nuclear activists who want to dismantle the FFTF should
realize that more nuclear research will allow design of safer and
more efficient nuclear power. In the long run safe nuclear power
will reduce use of fossil fuels which will in turn reduce greenhouse
gases and save lives in the production of fossil fuels. Far more
lives have been lost in coal production for power plants than lives
lost supporting nuclear power.

Frank Allen, Chemical Engineer
18160 Cottonwood Rd. PMB 229
Sunriver, OR 97707_9317
franka@cmc.net

1008-3

1008-3: DOE notes the commentor's support for the use of FFTF to conduct
nuclear research and devel opment.
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Commentor No. 1009: James Fu

Response to Commentor No. 1009

From: CFU@wnp2.com%internet{fSMTP:CFU@WNP2.COM]
Sent:  Thursday, September 07, 2000 2:25:42 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Support Restart of FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Secretary,

As a nuclear professional, | strongly support the restart of FFTF.
FFTF can produce and supply a large quantity of isotopes for
treatment of cancer, heart disease and arthritis. It also will serve
our nation's need for Pu_238 for space batteries, for "hardening"
computer chips, and research for new non_proliferative fuels and
transmuting our nation's plutonium wastes.

Unfortunately, the decision to restart FFTF is mired in politics, with
irrational and misguided allegations from the anti_nuclear
community. | urge you to make this important decision to restart
FFTF.

James Fu

1009-1

1009-2

|| 1009-1

1009-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1009-2:  Selection of facilitiesand sitelocationsfor 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.

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



618-C

Commentor No. 1010: De Senner

Response to Commentor No. 1010

From: DRSENNER@wnp2.com%internet
[SMTP:DRSENNER@WNP2.COM]

Sent:  Thursday, September 07, 2000 2:24:49 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: RESTART FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart FFTF. This facility is a valuable asset to our nation
and should be used to generate medical isotopes and batteries for

space exploration. | have worked at a Government production 1010-1
reactor (N Reactor) and at the FFTF reactor and they are not in the

same league. FFTF was built and maintained to modern ASME

Section lll, Division Il standards which is very similar to the

requirements that commercial nuclear facilities were 10102

fabricated and operated under. | am quite confident that FFTF
could easily satisfy NRC requirements and scrutiny that commercial
operating reactors are subjected to.

Del Senner
Quality Auditor

1010-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
1010-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for the safety of the FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1011: Scott B. Johnston

Response to Commentor No. 1011

From: Scott_B_Johnston@rl.gov%internet
[SMTP:SCOTT_B_JOHNSTON@RL.GOV]

Sent:  Thursday, September 07, 2000 2:25:54 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: In Favor for the Start Up of FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

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

It is my opinion that FFTF is a safe, state of the art facility. It would
be such a waste to shut down this reactor. This facility will help
keep the United States the leader of medical istope technology and
at the fraction of the cost. This facility will also be producing
electrical power as a byproduct, something that is growing short in
the Northwest. With all the advances in technology today, no one
can say what other discoveries and developments could be achived
through the use of this facility. But WE must have this facility
available for all this to happen. It is a shame that so many people
are uninformed, or just plain ignorant of the many uses a

facility like this could provide to the United States to the World.

Thank You,
Scott B. Johnston

Kennewick, Washington
(509)376_5462

1011-1
| 1011-2

1011-1

1011-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1011-2: FFTFwould not be used for the generation of electrical power under the
proposed action. The purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the
environmental impacts of arange of reasonable alternativesto 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 development needsfor civilian
application.
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Commentor No. 1012: Sandra L. Nuxall

Response to Commentor No. 1012

From: SLNUXALL@wnp2.com%internet
[SMTP:SLNUXALL@WNP2.COM]

Sent:  Thursday, September 07, 2000 3:50:31 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Restart the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF)

Auto forwarded by a Rule

ACTION _ Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes.

FFTF can produce and supply a large quantity of isotopes for
treatment of cancer, heart disease, and arthritis. It also will serve
our nation's need for Pu_238 for space batteries, for "hardening"
computer chips, research for new non_proliferative fuels, and
transmuting our nation's plutonium wastes.

1012-1

Sandra L. Nuxall
Voter in Benton County
Resident of Richland, WA

1012-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1013: David L. Beeches

Response to Commentor No. 1013

From: DLBEECHER@wnp2.com%internet
[SMTP:DLBEECHER@WNP2.COM]

Sent:  Thursday, September 07, 2000 4:02:45 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF Restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Whom It May Concern,

I am fully in favor of restarting the FFTF for the very important
mission of producing medical and other radioisotopes used in
industry. Humanity is in need of these products and it makes sound
fiscal sense.

Regards,

David L. Beeches

Senior Quality Services Auditor
Energy Northwest

(509) 377_4671

1013-1

1013-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1014: kmengbarth@wnp2.com

Response to Commentor No. 1014

From: KMENGBARTH@wnp2.com%internet
[SMTP:KMENGBARTH@WNP2.COM]
Sent:  Thursday, September 07, 2000 4:53:44 PM

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

Please start FFTF for use with medical isotopes. || 1014-1

1014-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1015: John Fleming

Response to Commentor No. 1015

From: John (038) Marti Fleming
[SMTP:FLEMING12@DELLNET.COM]
Sent:  Friday, September 08, 2000 1:39:47 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: cmi@gwt.com%internet

Subject: Fast Flux Test Facility

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Secretary Bill Richardson/Ms. Colette E. Brown,

| am a concerned citizen of Eastern Washington State. | truly
believe the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) located out side of
Richland, WA on the Hanford_site, should be restarted for
production of medical isotopes. As you are aware it can uniquely
provide a wide variety of high grade isotopes, some of which
cannot currently be produced in the U.S. At a minimum many

our fellow citizens are ill with cancer and doctors need the products
to help in curing or developing a cure for them.

So, lets use this operational facility to help the citizens of our
country and those of the world. Please do not throw it away as the
U.S. DOE has done with so many others projects (i.e., the
Supercollider) at the direction of our political establishment just for
the sake of political capital or in some cases lack of interest.

By golly, it may even pay for itself __if money for the sale if
isotopes were applied to FFTF operations, payroll, and
maintenance and kept out of the general fund (the politicians
hands) ....... imagine a government project actually allowed to
operate as a real business.

Regards,

John Fleming

4201 W. Rainy Ln
Benton City, WA 99320
(509) 588_6801

1015-1

1015-2

1015-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1015-2: DOE notesthe commentor'sviews regarding revenues fromisotope
production in FFTF. The estimated costs of the range of reasonable
alternatives are presented in the Cost Report, summarized in Appendix P
of the Final NI PEIS. However, the Cost Report is not a cost-benefit
analysis. Whileit isreasonable to believe that the benefits of medical
isotopes are substantial, the purpose of this NI PEIS is to describe the
nuclear infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), arange of
reasonable alternativesfor satisfying the mission requirements
(Section 2.5 of Volume 1), and the environmental impactsthat would result
fromimplementation of thealternatives. Accordingto40CFR
Section 1502.23, if acost-benefit analysisexists, it must be reported and
summarized inthe NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 1016: yeefoo@aol.com

Response to Commentor No. 1016

From: Yeefoo@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:YEEFOO@AOL.COM]
Sent:  Friday, September 08, 2000 1:56:40 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes I‘ 1016-1

1016-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1017: lyang59854@aol.com

Response to Commentor No. 1017

From: LYang59854@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:LYANG59854@AO0L.COM]
Sent:  Friday, September 08, 2000 1:57:55 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes

I ‘ 1017-1

1017-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1018: butterfly200350@aol.com

Response to Commentor No. 1018

From: Butterfly200350@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:BUTTERFLY200350@AO0L.COM]

Sent:  Friday, September 08, 2000 1:59:12 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Please restart FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart FFTF

|| 1018-1

1018-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1019: Yosen Liu

Response to Commentor No. 1019

From: Liu, Yosen[SMTP:YOSEN.LIU@PNL.GOV]
Sent:  Friday, September 08, 2000 1:03:38 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF Restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart FFTF for producing medical isotopes.
Thanks!

Yosen Liu

|| 1019-1

1019-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1020: clrobinson@wnp2.com

Response to Commentor No. 1020

From: CLROBINSON@wnp2.com%internet
[SMTP:CLROBINSON@WNP2.COM]

Sent:  Friday, September 08, 2000 1:00:33 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: RESTART FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes.
THANKS

CAL

509 377 2379

|| 1020-1

1020-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1021: Keith Reher

Response to Commentor No. 1021

From: WebsterReher[SMTP:WEBSTERREHER@HOME.COM]
Sent:  Friday, September 08, 2000 2:57:12 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Fast Flux Test Facility Restart Proposal

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Sir:

Please consider this communication as part of the public comment
on the proposal to restart the FFTF.

| strongly oppose any atempt to restart the FFTF at Hanford. I| 1021-1
The contamination probelns at the Hanford site are HUGE enough 1021-2
without creating further waste by operating the FFTF.

| urge the DOE to direct the maximum effort to control the existing
plutonium contamination at Hanford, rather than adding to the 1021-3
problem with further reactor operations.

Sincerely

Keith Reher
Sammamish, WA

1021-1:
1021-2:

1021-3:

DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

FFTF restart would not impact the schedul e or available funding for
existing cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s)
selected. 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 radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardouswaste. Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters

of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations and isvery small compared to waste
generated by other Hanford activities. 1tisDOE’spolicy that all

waste be managed (i.e., treated, stored, and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliancewith 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.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.

Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activitiesareahigh 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.
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Commentor No. 1022: Regina Hagen

Response to Commentor No. 1022

From: Regina Hagen
[SMTP:REGINA.HAGEN@JUGENDSTIL.DA.SHUTTLE.DE]

Sent:  Friday, September 08, 2000 3:43:10 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Comment to Draft NI PEIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Mrs. Brown,

| want to limit my comment to the Draft Nuclear Infrastructre
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Draft PEIS) to the
planned production of plutonium_238. The Draft PEIS states, that
this isotope is required "for use in advanced radioisotope power
systems for future NASA space exploration missions". The Draft
PEIS lists three of these missions: Pluto_Kuiper Express (7.4 kg),
Europa Orbiter (3 kg) and Solar Probe (3 kg). In addition, approx.
0.3 kg Pu_238 are said to be needed for each of the NASA Mars
Surveyor missions in RHUs.

1. I know that DoE is not responsible for the planning of NASA but
rather supplies the isotope material requested by NASA for their
missions. When investigating into the above listed missions, | found
that there is contradictory information on the need for isotope
power sources for two of these missions. For Europa Orbiter as
well as Solar Probe, NASA departments have stated that those
missions could be done by using solar panels instead of plutonium
generators. (Pluto_Kuiper Express, however, can only be done if
RTG or the new ARPS generators are used.)

2. The German company ASE in Heilbronn developed LILT solar
cells for Rosetta, ESA's mission to comet Wirtanen. Their
development manager, Dr. Strobl, has repeatedly confirmed that
they could improve those cells to be used up to the distance of
Saturn (cold environment with little light). One NASA department
reported that solar cells are available to deal with the particular
environment close to the sun (lots of light and very hot). Therefore,
for two of the missions, not radioisotope power sources are
required.

1022-1

1022-1: Based on NASA guidanceto DOE on the potential use of radioisotope
power systems for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the
existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately
2005. Potential health and safety impacts associated with future
launches of spacecraft utilizing plutonium-238 are not within the scope
of the NI PEIS analysis, but would be addressed in the specific NEPA
documentation prepared by NASA in support of such missions.
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Commentor No. 1022: Regina Hagen (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1022

3. Missions that can not be done solar should be left to the next
generations. The dangers attached to the production cycle and the
launch are not acceptable. The Draft PEIS says, that RTGs and
RHUs have been used for more than 30 years. "These radioisotope
power systems have repeatedly demonstrated their performance,
safety,m and reliability in various NASA space missions." You do
not, however, mention, that out of 71 US and Russian space
missions that used RTGs or nuclear reactors, 10 had serious or
even fatal problems. If you need more details, see my report
"Nuclear Power Space Missions _ Past and Future" which may be
found at http://www.spacedpeace.org. The failure rate is 1:7 _ not
exactly safe and reliable. The problem is not the safety and
reliability of the RTGs (and RHUSs), but the failure rate of space
launches and missions in general.

4. The production of plutonium_238 will always include the risk of
hazards. Not long ago, eight workers were exposed to above_limit
radiation doses in the course of RHU production. Plutonium
production means that the production cycle would be taken up
again, up to the point were huge amounts of radioactive wastes
must be dealt with. Currently, there does not exist a safe method to
deal with any kind of nuclear waste. And contamination of workers
and the environment can never be fully avoided in the production
cycle. History showed that the dangers related with the process
have always been underestimated and downplayed.

5. The Draft PEIS states, that considerably less plutoniun_238 has
been purchased from Russia than would have been possible
according to the appropriate contract (9 kg out of a maximum of 40
kg). "Larger individual quantities have not been purchased by DOE
due to budget constraints." This is ridiculous. Considering the costs
to take up again plutonium_production plus all costs that will result
from it (including waste management), it is ridiculous to say that
existing plutonium_238 was not purchased "due to budget
constraints".

1022-1
(Cont’d)

1022-2

1022-3

1022-2

1022-4

1022-2: 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.

1022-3: DOE would not conduct any reprocessing to produce weapon-grade
plutonium under any of the alternatives considered under thisPEIS. The
alternativesdo include processing of target material s used to produce
isotopesfor medical and industrial uses, plutonium-238 for space missions,
and nuclear materialsresearch and devel opment. Sections4.3.1.1.13;
4.3.2.1.13;4.3.3.1.13; and 4.4.3.1.13 wererevised to clarify thewaste
management approach for waste resulting from processing of target
materiasfor plutonium-238 production.

1022-4: DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasonsand 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. 1022: Regina Hagen (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1022

The nuclear legacy we leave to the next generations, for many
thousands of years, is huge already. It is fully irresponsible to add
to this burden for the sake of research space missions to the very
deep space. | fully support space exploration _ as long as it is done
sustainably. Nuclear energy is dangerous and must therefore not
be used for space missions. Not for research missions, not for
commercial missions, and not for military ones.

Sincerely
Regina Hagen

Regina Hagen
Teichhausstrasse 46
64287 Darmstadt
Germany

1022-5

1022-5: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions and concern over the use of nuclear power
in military and research missions. The DOE missions to be addressed in
thisNI PEIS, whichincludethe production of medical and industrial
isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy
research and devel opment, can currently only be met using nuclear
reactor or accelerator technologies. Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power
systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions
that require or would be enhanced by their use. These radioisotope
power systems have been used for amost 40 years, and have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions. NASA establishes the need and
reguirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch. None of the DOE missions stated in the
NI PEIS are defense- or weapons-rel ated.
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Commentor No. 1023: Judson L. Kenoyer

Response to Commentor No. 1023

From: Kenoyer, Judson L
[SMTP:JUDSON.L.KENOYER@PNL.GOV]

Sent:  Friday, September 08, 2000 3:46:30 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

FFTF should be identified as the appropriate alternative choice. I‘ 1023-1

Judson L. Kenoyer

Manager, Dosimetry Research and Technology

Battelle, PO Box 999, K3_55

Richland, WA 99352

(509) 375_4574

(509) 375_6936 (FAX)

judson.l.kenoyer@pnl.gov <mailto:judson.l.kenoyer@pnl.gov>
(email)

1023-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1024: James and Janet Hsieh

Response to Commentor No. 1024

Date: September 8, 2000

To: Ms. Colette Brown
97”% M\_,

From: Jomes and Janet Hsieh
955 §. Summitridge .
ramond Bar, CA 91765 geret Haah.

Subject: Comments on the FFTF

art of FETF to produce medical isatopes for cancer treatment,

ung children. Are you aware that every hour one cluld in the United
It is so sad to see bald children suffering from the side effects of
and fragile bodijes.

We support the rest
especially for the yo
Siates gets cancer?
chemotherapy on their young
Restarting the FFTT will give {hem and their parents hope that we are getiing these
children the best possible cure.

1024-1

1024-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF
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Commentor No. 1025: Carol Thayer Cox

Response to Commentor No. 1025

A9/18/2088 2@:53 5423715637 PAZE @l

Carol Thayer Cex
138 Spring Wood Drive
Fredericksburg, UR 22481-7826

Cuferie B Broan

1.5, Department of Energy, NE-50
19601 Ciermaniown Koad
Gemmameom, MD 20874-200

September H). 2000
Dear D, Brown

T am witting in sepport of siopping the nucleanzatiom and weanonization of space 1t is

imperative thai the Department of Energy ceuss its development of Phatoniun-2 IR ror Siture
space missians Why can’t NASA work towards the develupment of saviranmentalty beuign
soufces for space’ missions? The European Space Ageacy (ESA) has now crealed high

'r-etficienuy
soiar calls fir desp sprce smysions, which is imanently safer thar using Plawsnisn 234

I'am concerned thir the plutenium production/fibrication process for space ruclear pawer
missions has recently {ed 10 several worker contamination accidents. An exoansion of praduction
will on¥y worsen this problets, Farthermore, extending the number of lzunches of nuctear
powergd space devices from Cape Caraveral oo rockets with |94 failure rates will anlv increase
the possibililv of a geadhv mishap

The massive cosi of expanded production of plu-238 can net be justified ar 4 time’ whes the
Departrment of Energy admits it azeds over $300 billion (o vlean-up existing problens at its
faviliticss

The military is prometing the use of nuclesr power in space for space-based weapons
technology. It 5 tinie o 1uke stock of the eraveness of this situarion. Using nuclenr power far
spuge war will kave severe enviconmental im plicagions for life on earth, Ficase ga wisal
you can 1o change this calmmtous course towards destruction

Thank v

Sinceroly

Carol Thaver Cux

1025-1

1025-2
1025-1

1025-3

1025-4

1025-1:

1025-2:

1025-3:

1025-4:

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

materials for space missions, interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, and concern over the use of nuclear
power in space-based weapons. Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems,
and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or
would be enhanced by their use. These radioisotope power systems have
been used for ailmost 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 evaluation for each launch. None of the
DOE missions stated in the NI PEIS are defense- or weapons-related.

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.

DOE notes the commentor's opinion and concern about funding available
for cleanup at DOE facilities.

DOE notes the commentor's concern for the use of nuclear power in
space-based weapons. The scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS is
limited to analysis of alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the DOE
missions, which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes,
the production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and
development. Thethree missionsare civilian nuclear energy missions and
are not defense-rel ated.
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Commentor No. 1026: Madedine E. Marcus

Response to Commentor No. 1026

Sep 08 00 :10:04a ABC Pediatrics 509-586-5744 p-l

Date:  Seplember 8, 2000

To! Ms. Coleite Brown
U.S. Department of Enterpy

Fax Numbzr 1-877-562-4592

From:  Madeline Marcus, M.,
Kennewick. Washington

Subject: Comments on FFTF

{1 suppor! the restart of FFTF 0 produce the essentiul medical isolapes for canuer
{reatment. As a Pedistric Oncologist, L............. )

fee] Hatd Hais modalily shows 5%‘14' promise in et
Speeiic homers and iSlokoamias while wruiwiz; &

bar L(%mund. Fzoxie itres,

Hetoricall ropcerns regar ks from

herkarprid  mdisbiou e pew jﬂﬂ ameliorated
ba e use of mpleevial bl ﬁ:hﬂc/grg_s

b MoOrE specfP;‘c% ‘}'ﬁfa_e} & AL cells

&-}iﬂfau W eFfrechve. feslarcle of ned, -

=f %gaereﬂ— can we hope. to
d: diseases, st
e:vld pur eliviCal  peacl,

Medal ks

sveceed. in Hig Moo
heretelor.  have. b

b %&yé y

1026-1

1026-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1027: Erik Ringelberg
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027

KEEP YELEOWSTONE NUCLEAR I'RET

PO BOX 4838 JACKSON, WY 83001 A07-732-2040 www vellowstonenuclearfrec com

DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
{NTPEIS 01341013}

Seprember 8, 2000

Colelte E. Brown,

U.S. Department of Energy, NE-50,
19901 Germantown Road,
Germantown, MDD 20874-i 290

Dear Ms. Brown,

Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free, a Jackson, Wyoming-hased 501c3. has several comments lor the record
regarding the Nuclear Infrastructure Draft PEIS (NI PEIS ©3410D). It is obvious from this Programmatic
Environmental Tmpact Statement that the Department of Energy (DOE} nuclear program is searching
desperately for a post-cold war mission. The premises for programmatic expansion seem based on a
single “expert” panzl’s recommendation and a stated lack of institntional ability (or interest) to use
existing DOE facilities and programs, operating at only 50% capacity ($-4). No compelling rationule is
put forth for support of this expansion, er for how this expansion will avoid the missleps of the previous
DOE nuclear programs.

The expressed primary need for this program and potential related-facilitics ar the Idaho National
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL) is the stated “.. lack of altenative power sources
for space missions.” This basic premise, from whick an entire expansion program hinges upon. is not
sapported by the facts:
MNASA already has a well-developed electric battery fuel cell program. The European Space
Agency has high-efficiency solar cells developed for deep space missions. Numerous private
vendors, with existing agreements with NASA, also have suitable high-efficiency solar cells used
for long-range probes,

Even if this premise was correct, the existing plutoniur production/fabrication process has an cerceious
history, and even recently led to worker contaniination. Further expansion of production will only worsen
this problem and threaten the general public’s safety from radicactive contamination.

Qur own experience with the DOE’s *management” of similar projects at INEEL is that this type of
program leads to massive cost overmuns, worker deaths, and a multi-gencrational legacy of radioactive
contamination. [t is hard to understand why the DOE is planning this massive expansion of plutonium-
238 production when DOE admits it needs over $300 billion to “clean-up™ existing problems al these
same facilities.

1027-1

1027-2

1027-3

1027-4

1027-1: DOE notesthe commentor's views. However, the purpose of the NI
PEISisto evaluate the environmental impacts of arange of reasonable
alternativesto 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
needsfor civilian application.

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

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual 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 NERA C 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 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. 1027: Erik Ringelberg (Cont’d)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027

KEEP YELLOWSTUONE NUCLEAR FREL

P.0O.BOX 4838 JACKSON, WY R3001 307-732-2040 www.yellowstonenuelearfree com

The PEIS disingenuously ignores these currenr problems and the itimnense social resistance to the
expansion of nuclear power und the consequent radicactive contamination. For example, the PEIS
specifically mentions the supportive public commentary in Idaho Falls. 11, Notwithstanding that the EIS
process is not a public vote by [aw, the use of “lactory towns” whose primary income comes from the
DOE a8 the squrce of public opinion is flawed at best and an abuse of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). KYNF and the other plaintiffs of the KYNI et al. vs. Richardson settlement agreement have
repeatedly requested that the DOFE include other cormmunities in it's scoping process that face the direct
environmental consequences of the DOE's radioactive contarmination.

In spite of the obvious bias of the respondents, the DOE identified from public commentary the same
three issucs KYMNF has with this PEIS: increased radicactive waste production and the lack of effective
cleanup, lack of justification for proposal, and cost issues. Nowhere in the PEIS are these issues
addressed.

A second set of NEPA issues slso raised by the plaintiffs, and ignored again in the PEIS, are the use of
very broad categories of alternatives and poorly described options within each category, and the selective
recombination of alternatives/options without substantation of the ditference in impacls between
combinations. 1t is virtually impessible to provide alternative technical analysis and substantive comment
on each combinaticn. This is particularly problematic since no “preferred alternative” has been identified
unt:l the “final”. The net result of the DOE method of outlining alternatives is that reviewers are unable (o
make directed comments (o the substance of the technical issues and have their comments rejected (“out
of scope”), or oversimplified and responded to in vague generalitics.

For example, comments on the premise .. lack of alternative power sources for space missions.”,
although one of the main reasons put forth for the PEIS, are considered “out of scope” N4,1-2;N-8-9).
The environmental impacts of not producing p-239 are in fact part (albeit minor, as it is clearty nota
preferred altemative [see chapter 4.1]) of the PEIS. This is a clear example of the abuse of the intent (il
not the letter of the law) NEPA inherent in the document and the review of public comments.

For a different example of the defective nature of this docament, Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 all involve the
INEEL facility. Each alternative, and in fact. cach oplion suite, has substantially different environmental
and social impacts specific to INEEL. Unfortunately, the DOE uses a “generic site™ approach, with the
details to be parsed out in follow-up documents.

In the rare case where specitic of potential impacts are discussed (in the environmental justice section),
the analysis presents two conditions, well-distributed poverty and patchy minority population distribution
for INEEL. Yet, the analysis states that essentially there are no petential additional environmental justice
impacts. This is belied by the statement that the “estimates...couid be noticeably influenced by
asswmptions..."(K-7). This is our point; the broad estimates and unsupported assumptions in boilerplae
text render this document’s “analysis™ moot. The analyses all assume homogeneous dispersion of
radicactive contamination, an idza refuted by aff actual releases documented by the DOE at the site (pg.
24 INEL Historical Dose Evaluation [Vol. 1], 1991},

Even more disturbing is the tailure to mention the risks and potential impacts of the combinasion of
hazardous and radioactive emissions from this project, or the cummlative risk i combinalion with
INELLS other toxic emissicns. Surely, since both radicactive and hazardous wastes are generated
concurrently, there are at least additive and more likely multiplicative health effects from both operations
and systems failures.

1027-5

1027-6
1l 1027-7 1| 1027-5

1027-5

1027-8

1027-9

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 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 developing 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.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for 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. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use
of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, itis
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted
by approximately 2005. Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would
continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needs for
the 35-year evaluation period considered in the NI PEIS. However,
DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond what is currently available to
the United States through the existing contract would likely require
negotiation of anew contract and may require additional NEPA review.

TheMay 22, 2000, correspondencefrom NASA to DOE identifiesthat
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
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Commentor No. 1027: Erik Ringelberg (Cont’d)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027

KEEP YELLOWSTONE NUCLEAR FREE

P. C. BOX 4838 JACKSON, WY 83001 307-732.2040 www.yellowstonenucleartree.com

The sole technical detail that we can comment on is the estimated generation of 2,593,067 pounds of

nuclear and hazardous waste if INEEL is selected. This waste is completely unacceptable to Keep 1027-10
Yellowstone Nuclear Free and the people of this region who do not have an economic stake in this

preject.

wther substantive comments on the specifics on this progeam. It is our hope that a much more
comprehensive examination of the known and potential environmental impacts of this program is
provided in the Final PEIS.

Smc%; %

Erik Ringelberg
Executive Director

1027-5

Wo do not believe that the Draft PEIS contams enough detail and scope of information for us to make |

reprogramming of fundsto support development of anew radioisotope
power system based on a Stirling technology generator. Thisnew
radioisotope power system, referred to in the subject correspondence,
requires one-third less plutonium-238 as its fuel source. However, the
Stirling technology is developmental and NASA hasrequestedina
September 22, 2000, letter to DOE that large RTGs be maintained as
backup. Section 1.2.2 was revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission
needs.

DOE'sproduction and sal e 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,
and iridium-192 and californium-252 for industrial applications. DOE
only produces commercial isotopes when thereisno U.S. private sector
capability or when foreign sources do not have the capacity to meet U.S.
needs reliably. In contrast, research radioisotopes are typically produced
and sold in small quantities in response to specialty orders from
researchers preparing experimentsin thefield of medicine, with small
quantities of these radioisotopes also purchased by industrial researchers.
Because small-quantity production of research isotopesis not financially
attractive to private-sector producers and is generally not undertaken,
DOE attempts to provide all research radioisotopes that are requested,
subject to production capability, inventory, and financial constraints. As
successful application of a specific research isotope is established, the
production and sales of that radioisotope may shift from research to
commercia status. In recent years, over 95 percent of DOE's sales of
radioisotopes by dollar volume were commercia 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.

1027-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of this PEIS. NASA establishes
the need and requirements for space missions and undergoes athorough
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Commentor No. 1027: Erik Ringelberg (Cont’d)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027

1027-3:

1027-4:

1027-5:

NEPA evaluation for each launch. Plutonium-238 sourcesare used only
when they enabl e the missions or enhance mission capabilities.

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 accidents
that included severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that
theradiological and nonradiological risks associated with plutonium-238
processing would be small.

DOE notes the commentor's concern over DOE's past management and
safety practices and the adequacy of ongoing cleanup activities. DOE
activities associated with this program would not impact the schedule or
availablefunding for existing cleanup activities at candidate sitesfor
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives.

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,
and local laws and regul ations governing radiol ogical and hazardous
chemical releases.

The purpose of this NI PEIS isto evaluate the environmental impacts of
reasonable alternativesto fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions,
which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the
production of plutonium-238 for NASA space missions, and nuclear
research and development. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at INEEL and at the other
DOE sites under consideration are ongoing and independent of the
expanded programsanalyzed herein. However, publicinputisof

immense importance to DOE as part of a policy of encouraging vigorous
public participation on matters of regional, national and international
importance. Indoing so and 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 the mission requirements, and gave equal considerationto all
comments, regardless of how or where they were received. This has
included holding scoping meetingsin communities potentially subject to
environmental, health, or economicimpactsaswell asin communities
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Commentor No. 1027: Erik Ringelberg (Cont’d)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027

1027-6:

removed from any direct or indirect effects but that neverthelesshavea
substantial stakeholder interest inthe stated missions being considered.
Based on the scoping comments received, the scope of the NI PEISwas
expanded in anumber of areas as outlined in Section 1.4 of the NI PEIS.

The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented 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 August 24, 2000. The
report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web site
http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has also
provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the Final

NI PEIS.

The Draft and Final NI PEIS have been prepared in accordance with the
provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and
DOE implementation regul ations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and

10 CFR 1021, respectively). DOE does not agree with the commentor’s
characterization that the alternatives and options presented are poorly
described so as to dissuade substantive comment. The combination of
alternatives and options were selected to provide arange of site locations
and facilities for accomplishing the stated missionsin accordance with
NEPA guidelines. The presentation of environmental consequences for
each alternative option enables clear differentiation between the
alternatives and options on the basis of potential environmental and
human health impacts. DOE’s use of the generic site approach for
Alternatives 3 and 4 wasintended to “level the playing field” with regard
to evaluating the relative merits of the accelerator and research reactor
optionsin the absence of any existing sites' operational constraints. In
doing so, this aso resultsin bounding the assessment of environmental
impacts.

The restart of FFTF or use of any of the other proposed alternative
facilitieswould not impact the schedule or availablefunding for existing
cleanup activitiesat Hanford, INEEL, or ORR. DOE notesthe
commentor's concern regarding waste generation. The NI PEIS
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Commentor No. 1027: Erik Ringelberg (Cont’d)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027

1027-7:

1027-8:

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

DOE notes the commentor's views. Consistent with its mandates under
the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhance its nuclear
facility infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs:
1) to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by apanel of
expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, afuel sourcethat isrequired for deep space missions and
for which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component of
the United States' energy portfolio. Purpose and need are discussed in
Section 1.2 of the NI PEIS.

Figures K-2 and K-3 of Appendix K highlight block groups for which the
percentage of minority and low-income residents, respectively, exceed

the national percentages of minority and low-income personsresiding in
the Continental United States. Although the mapsin FiguresK-2 and K-3
emphasize areas with higher concentrations of minority and low-income
residents, minority and low-income persons reside throughout the
potentially affected areasurrounding Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory. All persons potentialy impacted by
radiological releases under normal and accident conditionswereincluded

in the analyses.

Asdiscussed in Section H.2.2.2 of Appendix H, theanalysesdid not
assume homogeneous dispersion of radioactive contamination. Rather,
the dispersion was estimated from averaged annual meteorological
measurements at the candidate sites. The meteorological datainclude
wind speed, direction, and stability class. AsdiscussedinVolumel,
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Commentor No. 1027: Erik Ringelberg (Cont’d)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027

1027-9:

1027-10:

Section 2.7.1.1 of the NI PEIS, radiological impactsat the candidate sites
aredriven by the geographical dispersion of the surrounding populations
and fabrication/processing activities, aswell asmeteorological conditions.

Theimpactsto humansfrom hazardous chemical and radioactive
emissionsresult in different types of adverse health effectswhich cannot
be combined in ameaningful way. Conservatively, al radiationis
assumed to increase the risk of cancer fatalities. In contrast, hazardous
chemical s can be carcinogenic and/or noncarcinogenic and exposure
need not be fatal. Health effects associated with exposure to
carcinogenic chemicals are measured in termsof total cancers, both fatal
and nonfatal. Noncarcinogenic chemicals have the potential to produce
adverse toxic effects, but not cancer. The measure of health effects for
these chemicalsisthe hazard quotient. If exposure to several of these
noncarcinogenic chemicals occurs simultaneously, the hazard quotients
are summed to give aHazard Index. If the Hazard Index exceeds unity,
adverse health effects may result.

Because of the differences in the types and characterizations of these
health effects, the magnitudes of each type are presented separately in
the NI PEIS, and are not combined. In general, one type of health effect
dominates, and no combination is even necessary.

A detailed discussion of health effects associated with exposure to

radiationisgivenin Section H.2.1.2 of the Draft NI PEIS; adetailed
discussion of health effects associated with exposure to hazardous
chemicalsisgivenin SectionH.3.

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

NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed aternatives in the NI PEIS
will bemanaged (i.e., treated, stored, and disposed) in asafeand
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 1027: Erik Ringelberg (Cont’d)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027

If INEEL were selected for theirradiation of targets and processing

and fabrication of irradiated targets (plutonium-238), the total radioactive
and hazardous waste generation over the 35-year period for nuclear
infrastructure operationswould be about 3,340 cubic meters. Asshown

in Section 4.8.2.4 of the NI PEIS, thiswould represent a small amount of
additional waste in comparison to the INEEL 's current site activities.
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Commentor No. 1028: Ray V. Rose

Response to Commentor No. 1028

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/8/00

Ray V. Rose

4508 Riverhaven Blvd
Pasco, WA 99301
509 547 2006

Leaving a message on the FFTF. As a physician, | am quite
certain my profession is now on the verge of an exponential
increase in the use of medical isotopes, especially for cancer
therapy. Accordingly, | now strongly favor the reactivation of
the FFTF reactor at Hanford, Washington, to minimize our
dependency on importation of these isotopes. Although this
may involve a short term loss, | am certain that it will lead to
a very significant long term gain. Your consideration of

this need will be greatly appreciated. Sincerely.

1028-1

1028-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF
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Commentor No. 1029: Jean Petty

Response to Commentor No. 1029

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/7/00

Jean Petty

400 Sea Berry Drive
#5164

Bloomfield, CT 06002

| am very disturbed at the possibility of getting into production of

Pu_238. Itis very dangerous stuff. If it is involved in space

exploration, it poses many threats in terms of possible accidents

with launches and so forth.

Furthermore, we should be devoting our energy to developing the

solar power. Europe does have and has been working on a
satisfactory substitute, which is far safer.

In no way should we expand and open up new plants to produce

this. Itis very dangerous also to the workers in those plants. | think Il

it is absolutely essential that DOE not go ahead with oking
this plan to expand plutonium production. Thank you.

1029-1

1029-2

1029-3
1029-4

1029-3

1029-1: Asused by NASA, plutonium-238 is encapsulated and shielded to

1029-2:

1029-3:

1029-4:

minimize any hazards to personnel or to the environment, even in the
event of a catastrophic launch accident or inadvertent earth re-entry. In
addition, NASA prepares NEPA documentation prior to each of its deep
spacemissions. The documentation evaluates radiological and other risks
that could result from the entire mission. NASA uses radioisotope power
systems only when they enable the mission or enhance mission
capabilities.

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

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

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to expanding its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238 for use in
future NASA space exploration missions. 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.

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 radiol ogical and nonradiological risks associated with
plutonium-238 processing would be small.
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Commentor No. 1030: Rochelle Becker

Response to Commentor No. 1030

@9;/11/2868 18:42 6192734576 BECKE™ PAGE Bl

Thomas J. Becker, DDS
Rachelle Becker
1037 Ritchie Rd.

Grover Beach, CA 93433

(B0%) 489-7420

Collete E. Brown

US Dept of Energy
NE-50

19901 Germantown Rd.
Germantown, MD 20874
(877) 562-4592

Seprember 11, 2000
Dear Ms. Brown,
We are writing to request that NASA be required to develop alternative (solar) power
sources for space missions. The technology is workable and bas been developed in
Europe.
We stronyly feel the current path of increased Plutonium production is not justified by the
health risks to workers or the safety risks to the public at large. Nor is the astronemical
costs of plu-238 which drains the economy for decades to come.
Please push forward a space program that our county can be proud of and will not

increase possibilities for massive environmental poilution of our earth,

Sip

1030-1

1030-2
1030-3

1030-1

1030-1:

1030-2:

1030-3:

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

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

radi oisotope 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
reguirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch.

Thefacilities evaluated in the NI PEIS 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
implementation of the alternatives, including normal operationsand a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents. The environmental
analysis showed that the radiological and nonradiological risks associated
with each of the aternatives would be small.

DOE notes the commentor's opinion.
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Commentor No. 1031: R. Hamilton

Response to Commentor No. 1031

HAMILTON HEALTHC
(303} 760-2092 / thamiktand

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Sysiems
NE-50

19301 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

Flier BT bl dnddsndid bl dibn il il

i
B

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

| am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
Soffeme fio b //‘Vi; er/Mre M,ﬂnﬁdw
M}Wﬁa e aocz/&.v‘f e WL

L2200/ AN T C & din e, /A'L.{...
. * o LA

) L.’,Jd’ o " Lophr € Dy ] J

Name 12E¥ap_ [/ {005 d1 AMT =

Address /géﬂx £/ { /‘ECM@‘P#M@
City, state/%f?b/ My & /\7 Zi947 Qy:é

1031-1

1031-2

1031-3

1031-4

1031-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1031-2: Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or a 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, Sections4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13dso
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.

1031-3: FFTF and fabrication/processing facilities at the Hanford Site can be
safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential impacts that would be expected to result from
implementation of Alternative 1, including normal operationsand a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents. The environmental
analysis showed that radiol ogical and nonradiological risks associated with
Alternative 1 would be small in the Hanford Site region and essentially

zero in Portland.

1031-4: DOE notesthe commentor's views.
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Commentor No. 1032: Alexandra Nelson

Response to Commentor No. 1032

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portiand, QOregon 97214

TRISHL IMALIGRALION 33 L5A

Ms. Colefte Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systemns
NE-50

19801 Germantown Road

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

| am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
first Kewp Novy  Promise Yo Q\M
(Vour
vo M0t o Vanbk_ biba
ooy Caude H‘\L J\faer il oung
‘ ecled m(”’
g Dioblams | FYS nek Me
‘&O‘CmMQKM& \\34..0/\.‘\'8 US )'.g"g

Name A'\-b{» cwuéwro.. \)\L,\ﬁom 2 s{p ‘\0)
Address Seeim NE 24 due
City, state ?0'(\_\'\‘”“\3\ N O Zip qrrg”

|| 10321

1032-2

1032-3

1032-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1032-2: DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup

mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing

Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecol ogy,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of

Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration

of al partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

1032-3: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to restarting FFTF for expanding
its existing nuclear facility infrastructure. Consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhance its
infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs:. 1) to
support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by apanel of
expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce

plutonium-238, a fuel sourcethat is required for deep space missions and

which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power 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. Costs of
restarting FFTF were analyzed in a separate report.
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Commentor No. 1033: Sharon Lee

Response to Commentor No. 1033

Hanford Watch T .
228% SE Cypress : ; :
Portland, Oregon 87214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
MNE-50

19501 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1220
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
wronmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

| am opposed to restZrt of the Fast Flux Test Factllty reactor because:

Address ﬁ 2 [M( 2 z %& 0 461-

.2§\|\§

City, state L‘pﬂff%ﬂd/ W/ zp_97224

Il 10331
|| 10832
1033-1

1033-1: 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 specifiesmilestones and schedulesfor restoration
of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

FFTFisapproximately 4.5 milesfromthe ColumbiaRiver. Thereareno
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in Chapter
4of Volumel (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.

1033-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1034: Jennifer Smith

Response to Commentor No. 1034

Hanford Watch TR R e

2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 97214

iis. Colelis Brown

U.S. Department of Enargy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1292
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

| am cpposed fo restart of the Fast Fiux Test Facility reactor because: || 1034-1
v Ane. Aheat + dachM. Handprdl.
hoe /x{raw{vll ’ﬂDSCd 4 —tne  Columbia_ 1034-2

River ol e cifingns of
u‘)af,h}mg*ovx and DReagn..

Name ~Tomider  Sparfi—
Address 5554 Fulbnfpon €.
City, state ol O

Zip m053

1034-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1034-2: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and 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.

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

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. 1035: Brad Yazzolino

Response to Commentor No. 1035

Hanford Watch T
2285 SE Cypress ;.
Poriland, Oregon 87214

Ms. Coiette Brown

U.S. Departent of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19501 Germantown Road

Germariown, Maryland 20874-1290
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrasiructure Draft Programmatic
Environmenta! lmpact Statement (NE PEIS)

I am opposed to restan of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:

It s pwt peeded ,  TdoTopes

p2.e pomlible _elcevsmoe, amd

Bantor d o owl pmisSion s

a e vp ~ ol roThinvg elre

Q‘Wf dow;u m-‘c{ Becomw%!ow FﬁFf

Name 5"3/4'0[ V S o fr—

é%'/ & /{ﬁﬂﬂc?ofv o?‘/

Address

Lo ld g 20 1725

City, state

1035-1

1035-2

1035-3

1035-4

1035-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1035-2: DOE hassought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potentia capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopes 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.

1035-3: DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,

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

agreement.

1035-4: Seeresponseto comment 1035-1.
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Commentor No. 1036: Dave Frankunas

Response to Commentor No. 1036

Hanford Watch - i
2285 SE Cypress m L

Portland, Oregon 87214 = ©'1 "3

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Depariment of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Syaiems
NE-50

19901 Germaniown Road

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

| am opposed to resfari of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because: I| 1036-1
IA' "Il.lz LA, (LR ‘
0 )i el 00l T 1o
“4...4_1 A_A H A A_" -’ / 10362
Qs AL ,A v ':‘-rlg,;./aj.! (L ,4’
Iﬁzp Comcl 2

Name .DGKU& Ff:élﬂgu na.s.
Address &‘zoff ADE g‘g\
City, state POISHQnd? ,.'Oe

70 TR

1036-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1036-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and potential risk of contamination to the Columbia
River. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifiesmilestonesand schedulesfor restoration
of al partsof 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 in place outside the Hanford
Reservation as aresult of Hanford activities.

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



§G68-¢

Commentor No. 1037: Phil Mitchdl

Response to Commentor No. 1037

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 20874-12980
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (Nl PEIS)

G-5- 09
| am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
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1037-1

1037-2

1037-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1037-2: DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as

amended, to“ ensuretheavailability of isotopesfor medical, industrial,

and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilianuse.” The purpose of
this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing DOE
resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration 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 specifiesmilestonesand schedulesfor restoration
of al partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.
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Commentor No. 1038: Joe and Beverly Walker

Response to Commentor No. 1038

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Erown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

18901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Marytand 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:
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|| 1038-1

1038-2

1038-3

Name

Zip_Fro80-¢820

1038-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1038-2: Therestart of FFTF would not impact the schedule 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 actions for 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. The waste generated from any of
the proposed alternativesin the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated,
stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and
in compliance with all applicable Federal and state |aws and regulations
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., 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.

1038-3: The commentor’s opposition to the restart of FFTF is noted. FFTF can
be operated safely to accomplish the stated missions. The analyses
presented in this NI PEIS reflect the proposed changes to the reactor
core (including fuel and irradiation targets) to perform the stated missions.
The Record of Decision for the PEISwill be based on a number of
factorsincluding environmental impacts, costs, public input,
nonproliferation issues, schedules, technical assurance, policy, and
program objectives. In the event that FFTF restart is selected in the
Record of Decision, anew Safety Analysis Report, including a
Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA), will be prepared and it will address
any changesin plant configuration, operating conditions and procedures.
The revised safety analyses will be subjected to a thorough independent
review process.

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



1G8-¢

Commentor No. 1039: Jody Heatlie

Response to Commentor No. 1039

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

Li.S. Department of Energy

Oifice of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Gemantown, Maryland 20874-1290
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1039-1

1039-2

1039-3

1039-4

1039-1

1039-1: DOE wastasked by Congressinthe 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 devel opment of activities
related to devel opment of nuclear power for civilian use.” The purpose
of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

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 milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of all partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to
honoring this agreement.

1039-2: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,

and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1039-3: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical

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

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
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Commentor No. 1039: Jody Heatlie (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1039

1039-4:

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopesfrom 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' capabilities to
fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

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.
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Commentor No. 1040: Michele Schmidt

Response to Commentor No. 1040

Hanford Watch ik . 335
2285 SE Cypress ¥ T .
Porttand, Oregon 97214 ¢

Ms. Celetie Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Dafense Power Sysiems
NE-30

19801 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryiand 20874-1290
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)
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1040-2

1040-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1040-2: Theexpressed concernswith respect to the potential health and
environmental impacts of NI PEIS Alternative 1 are noted. The
environmental impacts associated with restart of the FFTF during normal
operations and from postulated accidents are presented in Section 4.3 of
the NI PEIS. Theimpactsto humans and aso to the biosphere (air,
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. Theimpacts to the biosphere (air, water, and land) are also seen
to be small.

1040-3: DOE policy encourages effective public participation in its decision
making process. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the
NI PEIS and the environmental impact 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.
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Commentor No. 1041: Daniel E. Peterson

Response to Commentor No. 1041
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments duectly 10 DOE officials
CExetuming this comment form io the registration desk at the mesting or to the alidress

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

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

* commenting via e-mail: Nuciear Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov
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1041-1

1041-2

1041-3

1041-1

1041-1: DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activitiesare 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. 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.

1041-2: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.

1041-3: DOE notesthe commentor'sview. DOE has sought independent analysis
of trendsin the use of medical isotopes, and of itscontinuing rolein this
sector, consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. In
doing s, it established two expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the
NERAC. 1n 1998, the Expert Panel, which convened to forecast future
demand for medical isotopes, estimated that the expected growth rate of
medical isotope use during the next 20 yearswould 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 projectionsasa
planning tool for evaluating the potential capability of theexisting nuclear
facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. Inthe period
sincetheinitial estimateswere made, the actual growth of medical
isotope use hastracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 wasrevised to incorporate thisinformation
andto clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research and commercia
isotope production needs.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopesfrom foreign producers, most notably Canada. However,
Canadaonly suppliesalimited number of economically attractive
commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not supply
research isotopesor thediversearray of medical and industrial isotopes
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Commentor No. 1041: Daniel E. Peterson (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1041

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's isotope
production role and other producers capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope
needs.
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Commentor No. 1042: Roger A. Rohrbacher

Response to Commentor No. 1042
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Mr. Roger A. Robrbacher
1612 & Dawes 5t

Kennewick, WA 99338

1042-1

1042-2

1042-3

1042-1.
1042-2:

1042-3:

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

DOE notes the commentor's views regarding the use of FFTF to support
international nuclear research and development. Researchersfrom many
foreign countries use DOE's high-flux research reactorsfor materials
testing and experimentation. These facilities have the capability to
maintain a high density of neutronsin a given test volume for materials
testing; shorten the time needed for such testing; tailor the neutron flux to
simulate the different reactor types and conditions; and instrument the
core for close monitoring of the test conditions. Although the NI PEIS
analyzesthe expansion of U.S. civilian nuclear research and development,
it is anticipated that FFTF would play arole in the continuing
international research conducted in the United States. Asdescribed in
Section 1.2.3 of the NI PEIS, some specific areas of research identified are
advanced reactor devel opment including materials and nuclear fuel
research for advanced terrestrial or space reactors and for the Accelerator
Transmutation of Waste system.

The commentor's positions on restarting FFTF and the safety record at
FFTF are noted. 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 (which includes restart of FFTF),
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.
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Commentor No. 1043: Clark B. McKee

Response to Commentor No. 1043

16900 232™ Pl SE
Monroe, WA 98272
425-788-3810
8/29/00

Colette E. Brown, NE-50

U.S. Depariment of Energy

Oflice of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology
19501 Germantown Road. Room A-270
Germantown, MDD 20874-1250

Dear Ms. Brown:

[ am & newcomer to the issue of how io best meet the nation’s needs for radioisotopes and
Pu-238, and have not scen the full PEIS. However 1 did attend the 8/30/00 hearing in
Seartle, and would like to offer some comments based on that experience, plos my ten
years in quality assurance management for the FFTF during its design, construction,
startup testing and imitial operation (until 1981)

First, 1 believe, and am sure you will agree, that the final EIS should be based only on
refevant facts and objective analysis. It was abundantly clear at the Seattle meeting that
those opposed to FETF restart were telling at least some falsehoods (e.g ., adding waste to
the underground storage tanks), disterting the PEIS, and trying to discredit the FFTF by
linking it to other completely unrelated problems and incidents on the Hanford
reservation. Politics may well be a factor in the Secretary’s final decision but must be
kept out of the EIS.

Second, and most important, there was no mention in the 8/15/00 summary of how cach
of the allernatives would alfect the number of fatalities from those cancers and other
diseases that can be treated with radicisotopes. The summary does include the numbers
of fatalities expected from conducting each of the alternatives, but I'm sure that for
alternatives 1, 3 and perhaps 4, the lives to be saved outnumber the added fatalities by
many ordess of magaitude. DOE has a moral obligation to maximize its contribution to
public healthrand safety. In this case that means bringing major additional isotope
production on line as soon as possivle  And that would seem to favor FFTF restart
because FFTF has the largest production capacity and can very likely be brought on line
1 a matter of months rather than years. The ELS must address this question, preferably
quantitatively, but at least qualitatively, If'it doesn’t, DOE could legitimately be accused
of 1ot caring about the people whose lives might be saved with radicisotope treatment.

Third, for each alternative, whai happens to the wastes from the associated processing
facilities?

Finaily, the following question should be asked abour alternative 1 if it hasn't already:
Based on FFTF’s design, construction and operating history, can the plant be considered

1043-1

1043-2

1043-3

1043-4

1043-1:

1043-2:

1043-3:

1043-4:

DOE notes the commentor’s views on the necessity for reliance on
objective, factual information asthe basisfor sound decisionmaking.
DOE iscommitted to providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actionsin accordance with NEPA,
and to providing ample opportunity for public comment on those actions.
Selection of facilitiesand sitelocationsfor accomplishing expanded
civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment and isotope production
missionsisnot apolitical decision. DOE’s Record of Decisionfor the
NI PEISwill be based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental
impacts, publicinput, costs, nonproliferationimpacts, schedules, technical
assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.

No evaluation has been made in the NI PEIS of the health benefits
associated with treating people with the radi oi sotopes produced under any
of the alternatives assessed. The purpose of the PEIS isto determine the
environmental impacts associated with each alternative being considered
for implementation by DOE.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actionsfor
all dternativesand aternative options, including the waste associated with
processing and fabricating theirradiated targets. Thesediscussionscan
be found in the Waste Management sections of Chapter 4 of Volumel.
Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sitesare also
addressed. These programswill beimplemented for the alternative
selected in the Record of Decision. The waste generated from any of
the proposed alternativesinthe NI PEISwill be managed (i.e., treated,
stored and disposed) in asafe and environmentally protective manner and
incompliancewith all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and applicable DOE orders.

DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1043: Clark B. McKee (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1043

saf to operate? For design and construction, my answer would be ves. The plant was
designed {o the highest standards and on the basis of extensive development testing It
was managed by people who had been either in the nuclear navy or in the Westinghouse
divisions that supplied the nuclear navy. It was certified {o the ASME Boiler and
Pressure Vessol code Tt received and passed an NRC operating license review {No
license was issued, of course, because NRC has no junisdiction over federal reactors.).
And we had a quality assurance program then that was at least as rigorous as any in use at
commercial nuclear power plants today.

1 left Westinghouse shortly afier operation began, so had little experience with that phase
Tunderstand, howewver, that its operation was free of major incidents (and that the originat 1043-4
concern about pessible sudden reactivity insertions proved unfounded.) But there is (COI’]t' d)
certainly a wealth of audit reports, management assessments, ctc., that could shed light on
how safely it operated.

Laoking toward the fiture, several factors strongly suggest that the FFTF would centinue
te be safe. One is the absence of corrosion in the vessels and heat transport system
Eiquid sodium is non corresive to the materials of construction and soaks up any oxygen
that happens to get inside, in preference to the stainless steel. The system coperates af low
pressure, and emergency core cooling can be effected through natural convection alone.
And the fact that two employees were recently fired for faisifying records shows that
management remains committed to strong enforcement of the rules.

1 hope these comments will be uscful. Again, [ would like to stress the need for the EIS I | 1043-2
to address the lifesaving potential for each of the alternatives.

Very iruly yours,

(i # V. Lon

Clark B. McKee
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Commentor No. 1044: Mikal Dobbins

Response to Commentor No. 1044

* Draft PEIS Comment Form
or  genusne uy/m eﬁ/;w:, wt Tﬁ! f;crztfamd
/ 7

LHEX
MM.’WM

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

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

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

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

® commeniing viz e-maii: Nuciear. Infrastructure-FEIS@hg.doe.gov

Name (optionaty: Mikal Debbint

O ization:

i
rganization Address (circle one): Mﬂﬂh—ﬂ;—

[10)
1
City: Dn(‘l’(a‘ﬂd Sta!e‘.ﬂ& Zip Code: [ i 2.92_)
Telepk {opticnal).
E-mail (optional): 144N

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

mre Informalion contact: Colstte E. biown, KE-50

U5 Department of Energy - 19901 Ganmanicwn Rood = Germantown, MD 20874
Tol-ree Felephone: 1-877-562-4593 - Toiree Fox: 1-977-562-2592

. E-mail: Nucleerinhasruchure-PES@hq.doe.

TH2/08
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1044-1

1044-2

1044-3

1044-4

1044-3

1044-2

1044-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor.

1044-2: 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). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration
of al parts of theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement. 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.

1044-3: 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. A May 22, 2000,
correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that NASA no longer has
aplanned requirement for small radioi sotope thermoel ectric generator
(SRTG) power systems. This does not mean that NASA no longer
requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium-238 to support deep
space missions. Rather, the suspension of SRTG development efforts
was conducted in order to permit reprogramming of funds to support
development of a new radioisotope power system based on a Stirling
technology generator. This new radioisotope power system, referred to
in the subject correspondence, requires 1/3 less plutonium as its fuel
source. However, the Stirling technology is developmental and NASA
has requested in a September 22, 2000 |etter to DOE that the
plutonium-238 needed for large RTGs 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.

1044-4: The commentor's concern about cancers caused by nuclear productionis
noted. Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and Appendixes H through J provide the
results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be
expected to result from implementation of any of the range of reasonable
aternatives presented in the PEIS, including normal operationsand a

spectrum of accidentsthat included severe accidents. The environmental
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Commentor No. 1044: Mikal Dobbins (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 1044

Public Hearing Fvaluation Form

D Angust 22, 2000
American Museum of Science and Energy
300 South Tulane Avenue
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830

D August 25, 2000
Westcoast Idaho Falls Hotel
475 River Parkway
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83462 Richland, Washington 99352

D August 28, 2000 D September 6, 2000
Hood River Inn Crystal Gateway Matniotnt
1108 E. Marina Way

ood River, Oregon 97031
Angust 20, 2000
Drepon Museum.of Science and Industry
1945 SE Water Avenue

Portland, Oregen 97214
Please circle the appropriate number:

August 30, 2000

800 Convention Place
Seattle, Washington 98101

August 31, 2000

Arlington, Virginia 22202

1700 Jefferson Davis Highway

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

Washington State Convention and Trade Center

Best Western Tower [zn and Conference Center
1515 George Washington Way

Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS before the Hearing 5

Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS after the Hearing

Titne and Date of Hearing

5
:
Location of Hearing {5y

Registration Process

Clarity of Displays and Handouts

Clarity of Presentations

Relevancy of Issues and Concerns Addressed

P
1A

5

5

5

Cpportunities for Discussion 3
DOE Officials’ Willingness to Listen 5
5

L' R

N(SNNNNNNNNN

Knowledpe/Resy from Staft Anendin

[Ty
| ‘ 1044-5

below.

THANK YOU -~ YOUR FEEDBACK IS IMPORTANT TO US

U$ Pepariment of Erergy - DT i

TN

ore information cantack: Colette E. Biown, NE-SO
Road * Germnanlown, MD 20874
Fres Teiephons: 1-677.562-4553 ¢ lolep Fax 1 877562.4552
E-mall. Miciearintrastruchire-PES®NG. doe.gov

Please continue on the other side if you run out of space. Please returmn your
" completed evaluation form 1o the registration desk or mail or fax to the address

1044-5:

analysisshowed that radiological and nonradiological risksassociated with
each of these alternativeswould be small. Specifically at Hanford, over
the 35-year operational period no fatalities would be expected among
workers or in the general public in the vicinity of Hanford or at distant
locations. See, for example, Sections4.3.1.1.9,4.3.2.1.9,and 4.3.3.1.9in
Chapter 4 and the Summary Tablesin Chapter 2 of Volume 1 of the NI
PEIS.

Additionally, the NI PEIS eval uated the maximum cumulative radiation
exposure to the public from all reasonably foreseeable Hanford Site
activities over the 35-year time-frame. Asshownin Section 4.8, less
than 1 additional latent cancer fatality would be expected to occur among
the local population as aresult of radiation exposure from 35 years of
Hanford operations.

The annual doses to the public from the Hanford site and proposed

NI PEIS activities above are insignificant. For perspective, the radiation
dose the average American receives from natural sourcesis about 300
mrem each year. Based on the same 35 year time period used above,
approximately 2,000 latent cancer fatalities would be expected among the
same population as aresult of this natural (non-Hanford related) radiation
exposure . Inthat same 35 years, about 19,000 cancer fatalities from all
causes (non radiological causesincluded) would also be expected inthe
same population.

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 asin the
local 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 address on record. Meeting
notices were al so sent to 6,459 organizations and individuals on the

NI PEISmailing list. Meeting minutes were mailed to 3,576 organizations
and individualsin the States of Washington and Oregon.
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Commentor No. 1045: Bruce K. Gagnon

Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power

in Space

Response to Commentor No. 1045

 Global Network Against Weapons

September 3, 2000

Ms. Colette Brown

Dokl

Office. of Space & Defense Power Systems
NE-50

13901 Germantown Rd.

Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

[ am writing to give our organizatlonal comments to Doli’s Draft PEIS
concerning the expansion of IXoF. facilities in order to produce plu-238 for future
NASA space missions.

First it should be noted that NASA does not need nuclear power for decp space
missions as the European Space Agency (ESA) has now developed high-
cfficiency solar cells for deep space. While NASA claims that this is not possible,
in fact FSA will be sending & mission called Rosetta beyond Jupiter using such
new technologies.

1t is clear to us that NASA and Dok do not want to acknowledge the existence of
such alternatives because it runs counter to plans 16 expand the use of nuclear
power into space.

The expansion of the use of nuclear power into space will of course mean that
there will be an cxponential number of launches from Cape Canaveral in coming
vears on rockets with 10% failure rates. We did not see anything in the PELS that
acknowledged the growing risk to life on Earth in the event of a launch accident
with nuclear devices on-hoard.

We are aware thal very recently eight workers were contaminated at LANL while
fabricating future spacc nuciear powered devices, We are also aware thai prior lo
the Cassini launch there was an epidemic of contaminaticns at LANL while they
fabricated the RTG's for (hat mission. It is obvious to us that the cxpansion of
nuclear power production and fabrication for [uture space missions will only
mean many more cases of contamination of workers and the local environment.

P.C. Box 90083 » Gainesville, FL 32607 » (352) 337-9274

globalnet@mindspring.com ¢ www.spacedpeace.org

and Nuclear Power in Space

9
i%a
0¥

1045-1

1045-2

1045-1: 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 this PEIS. Through a
Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope
power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space
missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. These

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 conducts a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch.

The commentor's concerns about worker and environmental
contamination are noted. Eight workers were exposed to plutonium-238
the Los Alamos National Laboratory on March 17, 2000. Their exposure
to plutonium-238 was caused by a leaking pipe connection in a support
system serving aglovebox. Asaresult of this accident, the Secretary of
Energy ordered a series of actionsto increase worker safety and health
and to avoid further accidental exposures.

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 radiol ogical and nonradiological risks associated with
plutonium-238 processing would be small.
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Commentor No. 1045: Bruce K. Gagnon (Cont’d)
Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power

in Space

Response to Commentor No. 1045

We know that the Pentagon is pushing NASA and DoE to expand nuclear power
production for space. We know that the military has major plans for the usc of
nuclear power for space-based weapons and bases on the moon. Therefore we
understand that the Pentagon must get the DoE to prepare the industrial
infrastructure for this long-range program.

We also understand that the DoE has yet to undertake a serious clean-up of
cxisting plutonium comtamination at their facilities around the country. It is
known that over $300 billion is needed to complete such a clean-up program.
Before DoE undertakes this new agenda for space nuclear power, which will only
worsen the existing problem, we believe that you should spend our tax dollars on
cleaning up the present mess!

The future of life on this planet is already under attack by past DoD and DoE
nuclear activities. Now DoE, NASA and the Pentagon want us to fork ever our
hard eamned dollars to move this nuclear nightmare into the heavens.

We strongly protest this proposed action and call upon DoE o pick the "No
Action™ alternative.

Sincerely,

=

Bruce K. Gagnon
Coordinator

1045-3

1045-4

1045-3

1045-5

1045-3:

1045-4:

1045-5:

The commentor's concerns over the use of nuclear power in space-based
weapons and other space-based facilities are noted, although issues such
these are beyond the scope of this NI PEIS. The nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 are unrelated to the
national defense. Neither nuclear weapons nor components for nuclear
weapons would be produced under the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
described in Section 2.5. The scope of thisNI PEISislimited to analysis
of dternativesto fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions, which
include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production
of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and development.

DOE notes the commentor's opinion and concern about funding available
for cleanup at DOE facilities.

DOE notes the commentor's support for the No Action Alternative 1.

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



698-¢

Commentor No. 1046: Mark Darienzo

Response to Commentor No. 1046

Draft PEIS Comment Form

T oot 7‘4?’ ?‘CSILEVF!_ af ]L}’f’ Feif P{f—uf

Test d?ﬂt’.rl’nﬁ‘;_

TV\H' fee ';{I"'ECMU!{)C, U'ﬂ How f;’YJ 0‘([) C/U“‘(j I

LiJpn,

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

 atiending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

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

® faxmyg your comments wil-free to: 1-§77-562-4592

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

Name (optional): a‘flf( arienTs
Crganization:

rganization Address (circle cne).

1634 N Alecta st

{
Smre:k& Zip Code:m

City:. po‘r i‘ lﬂ X h

Telephone (opticnal):

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

meemlo-mmmcnrwucv“ Comeas Brown. NE-50
U§. Depar Road + fown, MD 2087
'Iuﬂ-ﬁ!ebtepmme lsr?saztsva uvfeerm 1-877- sﬂm

E-mail; Nuclearnfrostruchue-PEISEhG. o

1112100

| ‘ 1046-1

I ‘ 1046-2

1046-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1046-2: 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). Thisagreement specifiesmilestonesand schedulesfor restoration
of al parts of theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.
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Commentor No. 1047: C. C. Clements

Response to Commentor No. 1047

Draft PEIS Comment Form

+rle. . S 2y

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

# anending public meetings and giving your commems directly to DOE officials

« requning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4553

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

# commenting via e-mail: Nucfw,lnﬁasuucrie-;ﬂ?ﬁq.doe.gov

Name (optional): d é- é/qp__,,,,gc o~
Qrganization:

@[ganization Address (circle one): WA TSV a1 Y - s
i
Gry;&edmaeré_*“__ State: ZX 7ip Code: T L0 /
Tetephone (optional): /24 D& 46 —~ 2 B3
E-mail {opticnal): EL . éfﬁf"f

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mone Information contack Colette E, Bown, NE-S0 £
U3, Deparment of Energy - 19701 Gemmaniown Road = Germaniown. MD 20874
Tol-iree Telephone: 1-877-562-4503 = Talrea Fox: 1-877-562-4502
2120 E-mali; Nucleorrfrotiuchie- PES@E.doe. gav

I‘ 1047-1

1047-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1048: Claire Greiner

Response to Commentor No. 1048

Draft PEIS Comment Form

Y f._tdf‘-f/v,f«a« Al pagtagation P
FEre.

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

+ allending public mectings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

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

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

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

Ceasre (gae men
Organization: @ wWen—
Hom@(cimle oney_ 2O [ erRBErr Pamg loé

' /?\ch)/-f Ay s FTBER - p00
City: R ictr iy Suate: U730 Coder_ 2T 25w
Telephome (optional): 509 SA-E5b6E
;Vﬂ T »@r!’.ﬁaaf
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more Information conlack Coletta E. Brown, NE-50

Fn
1.5, Depariment of Energy + 19901 Gemnanlewn < _'
e WY &

Name (optional):

E-mail (optional): < 7¢ur b€ pm 2

Road = Gemanlown, MO 20874
Tol-eg Felephone: 1-877-562-4593 « Toll-hen Fax: 1-877-562-4592
E-mai; Nuclearintrastuchae-PEISGhG.doe.

TH2/00

I ‘ 1048-1

1048-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1049: Duane Burstad

Response to Commentor No. 1049

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

o atcending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

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

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

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.[nfrastrucftijEIS@hq.dca,gev

Name (optional) O “gn e B) vy

Organization:

@Organizatinn Address (circle ong): ERW 4 H_‘ "3 f"‘ ﬂr-

oy West Robrland sadIA Zip cot_XT 25 2

Telephons {optional):

E-mail (optional): burstadd @ 4+drﬂf t
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

intowaation conlact: Colette E. Brown, NE-50

U.5. Department of Enargy « 19901 Sermnnlawnkoc * Gamantown, VD 20874
Toll-hee Talephone: 'l 57? 562 4593 - Toll-nea Fac: 1-877-542-4592

: Huckeor nrcsructwre-PESE MG doe.gov

7/12/00

1049-1

1049-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1050: Lorena M. Holsten

Response to Commentor No. 1050

Draft PE1S Comment Form

| FETE
A edhpoact acotmt o owo ol Teio_ o,

Titoelitas oot

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

o artending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

 refurning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address balow

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

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

* commenting viz e-mail: Nuclearinfrastruciure-PEIS@hqg.doe.gov

Name (optional): e s o '

Crganization:

Homcl()rganiza!ion@ddmssIcircle one): & 2. JBex ¥ 73

City: J‘M QY:ltP'W"fo‘Zip Code: & 5475

Telephone (optional):

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

For morg Infomnation contack Colelle E. Browi, NE-50
U.5. Depadment of Energy » 19901 Gemmentown Road = Germantovn, MD 20824 f
Toll.trae Telephone: 1-B77-562-45¢3 - Toitfres Fax: 1-877-542-4592
£-mal: Nuclearinfrastucture-PEISEha doe gov

112100

I ‘ 1050-1

1050-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1051: Vicki Y. Eddy

Response to Commentor No. 1051

Draft PEES Comment Form

S CotA SO Ao

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

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

® returning this comment form to the registrasion desk 21 the meeting or to the address below

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

# faxing your comments toli-free 10: 1-877-562-4592 T

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

Name (optional): \) ;L)(_‘\ Ny CE, (\\\\I
Organization: 5y \L.\ ne \e\\lgr‘\)?b&k) h F 'FTF

Organizatien Address (circle mtz bna S Basnon

wne e A DBRCAR30
Ciry: State: Zip Code:
Telephone &@m.@ﬁ:ﬁ%ﬁ.ﬁ%_
E-mail (optional):

i3]
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 34, 2000
For maore: conlack: Colette E. Brown, NE-BG
U5, Degortment of Energy » 19901 Gamontown Road + Germantown. MO 20874
Tol-tree Telaphono: 1-877-562-4503 - Toll-free Fax: 1-877-542-4592
22000 E-mail: Nucleorinirastruchae-PES@NG.0oe.gov
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Commentor No. 1051: Vicki Y. Eddy (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1051

August 30, 2000
Dear Ms. Brown,

I understand that I am to give my comments to you as I am asking for
FFTF to be selected as the preferred alternative for Accompiishing Expanded
Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and Isotope Production
Missions.

I have been working at FFTF for the last 13 years as a clerk. My
pasition requires me to spend a great deal of time updating procedures in all
areas of the plant. At FFTF we all undergo continuous safety training and the
qualifications that are required for the work that we each do. We are very
proud of our safety record, our work integrity and our ability te work 1051-1
togather as a family from janitors up to plant managers.

Under a lot of pressures during our years of heing in standby mode, we
have managed to keep our plant in top condition, think positively and have not
compromised our safety standards. In spite of the reputation that our Hanford
Area has inherited, we feel that we are the hope that may be able to
overshadow that reputatien and show that this Avea can produce products that
may someday help to erase the devastating effects of cancer and bone
deteriorations. We have also shown that we are capable of many other missions
in nucjear and industrial research.

We are not the liars or deceivers that environmental groups in
Washington and Oregon are trying ta make people believe. Sg many of those
groups have instilled fear and uncertainty to uninformed people who chose not 1051-2
to take the time to look at the facts for themselves. We are not trying to
“cover up" anything such as bomb preduction which is just ore of the many
fears that they are spreading.

My family moved to this area in 1950 and have lived here ever since
except for the few years I was away. My children and grandchildren all live
here. Our major commodities in fhis area are agriculture and vinyards, land
development and cur retirement communities. Do you think that I, as a mother 1051-1
and grandmother, weuld be working for a company that would bring devastation
to my family, community or nation? If I felt Lhat we were not one of the
safest facilities that I could possibly be warking in, then I would be the
first to stand up and rally against it.

I can see only the good that we can do far our nation. And [ hope that
you can too.

Sincerely,
Vicki Y. éjly

602 Sc. Rainier
Kennewick, WA 99336

1051-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
The purpose of thisNI PEISisto evaluate the environmental impacts
of reasonabl e alternativesto fulfill the requirements of the proposed
missions, whichincludethe production of medical and industrial isotopes,
the production of plutonium-238, and nuclear research and devel opment.
The Record of Decision for the PEISwill be based on anumber of
factorsincluding environmental impacts, costs, nonproliferation issues,
schedules, technical assurance, policy, and program objectives.

1051-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s views and concerns.
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Commentor No. 1052: Michad J. Sullivan
Sheet Metal Workers' International Association

Response to Commentor No. 1052

SHEET METAL
WORKERS?
INTERNATIONAL
ASSOCIATION

1750 New York Avenoe, N,
Washington, 1.C. Z0006-3386
Phone: {202} 783-5880
Fax: (202) 662-0894

MicHAEL J. ST LEIVaN

General President

September 6, 2000

Colette E. Brown, NE-50
U.8. Department of Energy
19904 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

Concerning the NI PEIS alternatives, | am writing this letter in support of restarting the
FFTF. This facility is capable of fulfiling the isotope production responsibilities of the
Department of Energy under the Atomic Energy Act.

The PEIS states, "Of particular need over the longer term are dependable sources of 1052-1
research isotopes and reactor facilities providing high volume flux irradiation for nuclear
fuels and materials testing”. The FFTF is well positioned to quickly and reliably provide this
research and development program. | agree that the nation must move forward in clinical
medicine, scientific research, and industrial endeavors, and this already existing facility has
a praven track record in reliability for this program.

Previous studies have noted inhibited growth in the use of radicisotopes to provide a better
life for our citzens. We have drifted towards a relance on foreign suppliers, which is
detrimental to the best interests of our country. First, we place our country in the position 1052-2
of having to rely on a foreign enfity, but more important we are funding jobs outside: this
country. We need to assure that we take steps to sustain our loyal WOTKers.

| fully support the intent of the NI PELS in trying to determine the best answer to filling the
gaps in the DOE infrastructure. The decision that the DOE has to make is not an easy
one. There are many complex science and technical issues that need to be addressed. 1052-1
Choosing an already existing faclity that is the newest in the DOE complex with a
replacement value of almost $2 billion makes the most sense to me. For the reasons
mentioned above, | urge you o consider restart of the FFTF as the best alternative.

Sincerely,

e G el
MICHAEL J. SULLIVAN
General President

MJSisl
cc: A T. Zlotopolski. Gen. Sec. Treas.

1052-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1052-2: DOE notesthe commentor's viewpoint on the United Statesrelianceon
foreign suppliersfor medical isoptopes. If DOE decidesto expandits
nuclear infrastructure, thiswill reduce our reliance on foreign suppliers

for medical isotopes.
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Commentor No. 1053: Lynn Lewis

Response to Commentor No. 1053

Draft PEIS Comment Form

T e hare . doonier of e Hari}ord?bnig
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O onhw owe - ovd o el oed 4}3

OTIK\L,(L Dlrodu\clﬂm oL. anTHN(M\ wha soeuerl -

i J I
Thaont Tﬂ/\

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

» retarming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the 2ddress below
« calling toll-free and lzaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

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

'

|
Name {optional): .. A

Organizatior:

K?zf-_l—@ntganizarionAddress(circleone): ~57’U’; \QO(L\J‘ QJA&Q}F C/ﬁ'
Cilvacd Q"Uf-r

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

For more informalion contact, Coletle £ Brown, NE-50 &

15. Depanmart of Energy + 19901 Gamantown Read + Germantown. MO 20874 f2
Tob-fiee Telephone: 1.877-562-4593 + Tolltee Fox: 1-877-562-4592 (3

E-mail Nuclearinkosmuchne-PES@ha dos.gov 6

Srme:% Zip Code:%

TN2/0

1053-1

| ‘ 1053-2

1053-1: 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 specifiesmilestonesand schedulesfor restoration
of al partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

1053-2: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1054: Sara M. Garrido

Response to Commentor No. 1054

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

® atiending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
 calling toll-free and leaving your commenis: 1-877-562-4593
: -faxmgyumcommenlsloll -free to: 1-877-562-4592 © 0 TTTTT oot T
Nare (optional): BQ Sqa H ({‘)C? 1a) '-f‘\J
Orgarization: (- !mbzﬁ 6“5“’1 } ma
Fanniu C&
City: KC‘ N L Sta‘lc% Zip Code-_ciﬁil

® returning this ¢comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» commenting viz e-mail: NuclearInfrastructure-PEIS@hq. doe 2OV
f [Botols
deo inu lu -
Homd@dn Address {circle onc): 73p W NS '
(£09) 2828 vy

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

maone Infomiation contack: Colethe €. Brown, NESO

us. bepumnen} of F.nurgy Gemxmlmm » Germaentown, MD 20874
Ebphmi’ 14??-5624593 TefHres: Fac 1-877-5624592
“mal: Hucearinfropnicture-PES@a.dos.

TA20

1054-1

1054-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1055: Kim Burkland

Response to Commentor No. 1055
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1055-1

1055-2

1055-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, or Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operational
Fecilities.

1055-2: Whileall commentsreceived during the scoping periodsfor both the
Plutonium-238 Production EIS and the NI PEIS are part of the
Administrative Record for the NI PEIS, Section 1.4 of Volume 1 and
Appendix N are intended to provide a summary of the issues and
associated trends identified during the scoping process rather than a
tabulation of comments by specificissue. It should be noted, however,
that NEPA and CEQ regulations do not require an agency to include
and respond to each scoping comment asis required for public
comments on a Draft EIS. In preparing the NI PEIS, DOE carefully
considered scoping comments received from the public. Any perceived
discrepancy in the grouping of comments raising any one particular
issue or set of issuesis attributable to the manner in which they were
originally categorized and counted. For example, anumber of
statements, letters, or resolutions signed by multiple persons, such as
city council resolutions mentioned by the commentor, were received by
DOE (both for and against FFTF restart) in response to the request for
scoping comments. Each such comment document was considered and
counted as asingle comment in the NI PEI'S comment tracking system.
The Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology works closely
with the Office of the Secretary to keep him informed of the progress
on the NI PEIS, including stakeholder input.

1055-3: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto restarting FFTF for
enhancing its existing nuclear facility infrastructure. DOE has sought
independent analysis of trends in the use of medical isotopes, and of its
continuing rolein this sector, consistent with its mandates under the
Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two expert bodies, the
Expert Panel and the NERAC. 1n 1998, the Expert Panel, which
convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes, estimated that
the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the next)
20 yearswould range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
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
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Commentor No. 1055: Kim Burkland (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1055
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1055-3

1055-4

1055-5

1055-6

1055-7

1055-6

activities. DOE has adopted these growth projectionsasaplanning

tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear

facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. Inthe
period since theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of
medical isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert
Panel findings. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate
thisinformation and to clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research
and commercial isotope production needs.

Through aMemorandum of Understanding withNASA, 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. Thereare approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds)
of plutonium-238inthe U.S. inventory availableto support

future NASA space missions. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005. Under the No Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet
the space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in
the NI PEIS. However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond
what is currently available to the United States through the existing
contract would likely require negotiation of anew contract and may
require additional NEPA review. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised
to further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.

In January 1997, President Clinton tasked his Committee of Advisors
on Science and Technology (PCAST) to evaluate the current national
energy research and development portfolio and to provide a strategy
that ensures the United States has a program to address the Nation's
energy and environmental needsfor the next century. Inits
November 1997 report responding to thisrequest, the PCAST Energy
Research and Development Panel determined that restoring aviable
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Commentor No. 1055: Kim Burkland (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1055
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1055-8

1055-9

1055-10

1055-11

nuclear energy option to help meet our future energy needsisimportant and

that aproperly focused research and development effort to address the
potential long-term barriersto expanded use of nuclear power (e.g.,
nuclear waste, proliferation, safety, and economics) was appropriate.
The PCAST panel further recommended that DOE reinvigorate its
nuclear energy research and devel opment activities to address these
potential barriers. Section 1.2.3 provides information on the nuclear
energy research and development mission.

Thereis no requirement to conduct all of the proposed actions at one
site. Inthe Record of Decision process, DOE could choose to combine
components of several alternatives in selecting the most appropriate
strategy. For example, DOE could select alow-energy accelerator to
produce certain medical, research, and industrial isotopes, and an
existing operating reactor to produce plutonium-238 and conduct
nuclear research and development. Should FFTF be selected for restart
in support of these missions, DOE expects it could utilize a 15-year
supply of mixed-oxide fuel that would be available from Germany
under favorable economic terms(i.e., no chargefor the fuel).

1055-4: Theconclusions presented inthe NERA C Subcommitteefor 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 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 be viable if operated in concert with producing
plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report states:
“Inlimited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the
high flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volumein FFTF, that
could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is best
suited for commercial interestswho might consider itsusefor isotope
production.” Inrecognition of these constraints onits operational
feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF when coupled
with the other stated missions. While some existing reactors may
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Commentor No. 1055: Kim Burkland (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1055
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9 || 105511

1055-12

1055-13

1055-1

1055-14

possessthe potential capability or capacity to support research
isotope production, as suggested inthe NERAC report, itisunlikely
that reliable, increased production of theseisotopesto support
projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the existing
missionsof thesefacilities.

DOE hastaken the Expert Panel and NERA C 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 publicinformation centers and on the Internet at
www.nuclear.gov.

1055-5: Seeresponse 1055-3. DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia;
however, for supply reliability reasonsand concern of nuclear
nonproliferation, DOE's preferenceisto establish adomestic plutonium-238
production capability. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to further
clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing adomestic plutonium-238

production capability to support NASA space exploration missions.

1055-6: Thecostsand nuclear nonproliferationimpacts of proposed actionsare
not required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto beincluded in aPPEIS.
DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an
informed decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the

NI PEIS. Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agencies are
encouraged to make ancillary decision documents availableto the public
before adecision ismade. DOE mailed these documents to more than
730 interested parties on August 24 and September 8, 2000,
respectively. Both reportswere made availableimmediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and inthe public
reading rooms. DOE has also provided summaries of the Cost Report
and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation |mpact Assessment in
Appendixes Pand Q, respectively, intheFinal NI PEIS.

1055-7: TheNI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts dueto the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions

for dl alternativesand alternative options. Waste minimization
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Commentor No. 1055: Kim Burkland (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1055

1055-8:

1055-9:

programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These
programswill beimplemented for the alternative selected in the Record
of Decision. ItisDOE'spolicy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated,
stored, and disposed) in asafe and environmentally protective manner
and in compliancewith al applicable Federal and statelawsand
regulationsand applicable DOE orders.

DOE notesthe commentor’s request for extension of the public
comment period. The Council on Environmental Quality’s(CEQ)
“Regulationsfor |mplementing the Procedural Provisionsof the

National Environmental Policy Act” (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) requirethat a
minimum of 45 days be allowed for public comment on the Draft

NI PEIS. As stated in the Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.),
the public comment period began on July 28, 2000 and continued to
September 18, 2000. In preparing the Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and
considered both oral and written comments received on the Draft

PEIS during the public comment period and has responded to these
commentsin the Final PEIS. Volume 3 of the NI PEIS contains public
comments received on the NI PEIS and DOE responses to those
comments. Moreover, late comments were considered to the extent
practicable.

Thediscussioninthe Summary and Section 4.8.3.5 of Volume 1 onthe
cumulative impacts for spent nuclear fuel management at Hanford was
revised to clarify that the management of the existing spent nuclear fuel
at Hanford resultsin adose of lessthan 0.1 millirem per year of the
maximally exposed member of the public. Thisdoseiswell within the
DOE limits given in DOE Order 5400.5. Asdiscussed in that Order,
the dose limit from airborne emissionsis 10 millirem per year, as
required by the Clean Air Act; drinking water is 4 millirem per year, as
required by the Safe Drinking Water Act; and the dose limit from all
pathways combined is 100 millirem per year. DOE has committed to
remove the spent nuclear fuel at Hanford for ultimate dispositionina

geologicrepository.

1055-10: DOE assumesthat the commentor isreferring to deactivation, not

decommission. Decommission costswere notincluded for any
dternative. Deactivation of FFTFisnot part of implementing

sasuodsay 30O @ pue SjuswLo) Uaiin—rz Lideyd



¥88-¢

Commentor No. 1055: Kim Burkland (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1055

1055-11:

1055-12:

Alternative 1, FFTF Restart. Deactivation of FFTF is part of
implementing Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 and including the cost of FFTF
deactivationin theimplementation costsfor these alternativesis
appropriate. The Cost Report was structured to identify the
implementation costs of the various alternatives so the Secretary of
Energy would havethisinformation along with other datafor
consideration.

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

Ongoing activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are
high priority to DOE. The current inventory of wastes managed at the
Hanford Siteisidentifiedin Section 3.4.11.1 of Volume 1. Inaddition,
the generation rates of wastes associated with the NI PEIS options

that use Hanford facilities are compared with the current waste
generation rates at the sitein Section 4.3 of Volume 1. Asstatedin
Sections 4.3.1.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13, and 4.4.3.1.13, the generation rates of
wastes at Hanford associated with the options that utilize either FFTF,
FMEF and/or RPL/306-E would be much smaller than the current
waste generation rates at the site. These volumes would also be small
in comparison to the existing inventory at the site (Section 3.4.11.1,
Volume 1). These comparisons were also made for the other options
whichinvolved INEEL and ORR facilities. Asstatedin SectionN.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.

A number of facilities, including those already producing isotopes, were
considered but were dismissed from further consideration (see Volume 1,
Section 2.6). Among the reasons that some were dismissed wasthe
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Commentor No. 1055: Kim Burkland (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1055

1055-13:

fact that they lacked sufficient neutron production capacity, werefully
dedicated to existing missions, were not capabl e of steady-state neutron
production, had insufficient power to sustain adequate steady-state
neutron production, were unableto produce aconstant, reliable source
of neutrons due to dependency on operating schedules of their primary
missions, are under construction with capacity fully dedicated to other
planned mission, or have been permanently shut down. It should be
noted that CLWRswere considered for plutonium-238 production, but
were dismissed from further consideration for medical and industrial

i sotope production because facility modificationsto produceisotopes
withashort half lifewould be significant.

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

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

FFTF and any associated facilitiesremain subject to compliance with
environmental laws regardless of its future operational status. All
Hanford activities are conducted in accordance with the 1998 Tri-Party
Agreement (Washington Department of Ecology, U.S. EPA, andthe U.S.
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Commentor No. 1055: Kim Burkland (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1055

Department of Energy), which setsmilestones and schedulesfor
cleanup and restoration on all partsof thesite. In August 1999, these
agenciesagreed to temporarily suspend FFTF M-81 series milestones
until afinal decisionismade onthefuture of thefacility by the
Secretary of Energy. If adecisionismadeto restart FFTF, these
agencies have agreed to consider the Agreement’s milestones del eted.
Should adecision be madeto continue with shutdown of FFTF,
appropriate negotiations must be made to create an appropriate set of
new TPA milestones and target dateswithin (120) days of receiving
proposed changes. FFTF restart would not affect the schedule or
availability of funding for existing cleanup activities.

The 306-E facility isnot contaminated and isbeing proposed asa
location to conduct activitiesthat do not involveradioactive materials.
Whilethe 325 Building has alarge inventory of radionuclides associated
with ongoing activities at the facility, the building is not contaminated
inworker accessible areas. Operations at the 325 Building are
conducted in accordance with applicable federal and state regulations
and appropriate DOE Orders.

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

The need to restart FFTF isdescribed in Chapter 1 of the Final PEIS.
In Chapter 4, the socioeconomic impactsof restarting FFTF are
described. The economic welfare of Hanford and all DOE sitesis
important to DOE. However, any economic impact is secondary to the
proper expenditure of taxpayer dollars.

Asdiscussedin Section 1.2 of Volume 1, plutonium-238 would be
produced to support NASA's deep space missions. Plutonium-238isnot
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Commentor No. 1055: Kim Burkland (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1055

1055-14:

used to produce nuclear weapons. All missionsconsideredintheNI PEIS
arefor civilian purposes.

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

U.S. Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.
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Commentor No. 1056:

lvan Green

Response to Commentor No. 1056
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1056-1

1056-2

1056-3
1056-1

1056-1: 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 specifiesmilestonesand schedulesfor restoration
of al partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

1056-2: DOE notesthe commentor's views regarding the potential use of FFTF
for expanding DOE's existing nuclear facility infrastructure. Consistent
with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain
and enhance itsinfrastructure for the purposes of addressing three

primary needs:

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

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

3) tosupport civilian nuclear research and development needsin order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfolio. However, no
component of the proposed action is for the purpose of supporting any
defense or weaponsrelated mission. Section 1.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised
to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

1056-3: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, or Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operational

Facilities.
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Commentor No. 1058: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 1058

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

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

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

& faxing your comments toli-free to: 1-877-562-4592

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

Narne (optional):
Organization:
.y B -
,’ﬁ?m}OIganizatiun Address (circle one): 20D S L 4_Jomlr‘]m Rﬁi'
LS. "
K-@ VANE RS o i

/
City: State:

Zip Code:.

Telephone (optional)

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

For morg infomation tontoct Colefte E, Brown, NE-50

U5. Deporiment of Energy « 19901 Gemartown Road « Germaniown, MD 20874
Tolltree Telephons; 1-877-562-2693 « Tolldree Fax; 1-877-542-4592
E-mall. Nucleeninfrastuctuse-PESErhe toe.gov

12100

1058-1

1058-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1059: Crystal Rae

Response to Commentor No. 1059

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

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

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

& calling 1oll-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-FEiS @hq.doe.gov

Name (optionaly: _C¥Yq5tal _ Rae.
Organization; _ NONE.

Organizatiun Address (circle one):PD &D;‘C- J OQ@

Ciy:_[lovelD sl zipcote 4552
Teleph (optionak):
Email (optional: ) SFa¥ie Deaher. net”

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more informtion conlact Gokelte £, Brows, NE-SQ

115, Depariment of Energy * 19901 Gemnonlown Rood + Gesmantown, MD 20874

Toll-froq Takephona: 1-877-562-4593 « Tol-ftee Fax: 1-877-562-4502

E-mal Nuclaor nkostnichre-FRS@HG.d00.00v &)

TI2ZHH0

1059-1

1059-2

1059-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views on the necessity for reliance on
objective, factual information asthe basisfor sound decisionmaking.
DOE is committed to providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions in accordance with NEPA,

and to providing ample opportunity for public comment on those actions.

DOE'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.

1059-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1060: Nathan Koenig

Response to Commentor No. 1060

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

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

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

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

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

Mame (optional): RN ¥nenc

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one): 1A Gareain DI

City: [ f2

Telephone (aptional):

Sute: VR Zip Coder_ V(03]

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

For more informalion canioct: Colette £, Biown, NE-SO &5

WS Department af Ensigy « 19901 Germaniown Road » Gemmanjenn, MD 20874

Tob-free Telephana; 1-877-562-45%3 + Tol-iree Fow: 1-877-562-4592
E-mail; Nuctearinhastuciure-PES@ha.cog.gor

TIL2i00

I ‘ 1060-1

” 1060-2

1060-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,;
however, it should be pointed out that the FFTF is aresearch reactor and
not an electrical power generating facility.

1060-2: 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). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration
of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The FFTF isnot capable of producing power intheform of electricity.
The proposed activity is to produce medical and industrial isotopes,
produce plutonium-238 for NASA space missions, and for research and
development.
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Commentor No. 1061: Jeff and Lori Washburn

Response to Commentor No. 1061

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

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

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

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

* commenting ¥ia e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastmerure- PEIS@hq doe.gav

*_{Cf'")f h.(lshéarw ,épn /L/asf{éarh

Name (optionalk

Organization:

L4909 S A by

~Homs: P~ : R
Q."_()@!Or\gamzanon Address (circle one):

City: LA

Telephone (optional): [(Eea] 9527386

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

Fﬂr more informalion contact: Colette E. Brown, NE-S0O 4

State: hAa Zip Code:_289C/

Us. Department of Energy * Gemaniown Road + Genmaniown, MD 20874
Tol-ree mpm T A Aens ol o Vo 0778004502 )
E-mal: Nuclearrasiuchure-PEIS@Ra.doe.gov

1280

1061-1

1061-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
oppositionto Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor.
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Commentor No. 1062: Pam Ankrum

Response to Commentor No. 1062

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

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

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

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

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

® commenting via e-mail: Nuciear.Infrastractore-I"E1S @hq.doe.gov

Name (optional); Do Anloram
Organization: — S 16 Jns of Wenen fneiwors

Organizaiion Address (circle one): _2 % f Eochgl R{l f

Cigy: )Zénnﬂn' l‘f k State: WFI Zip Code:. 9523 3
Telephons {optionaly (£01) €27~ 1702
Femail (optionaly, _ank spim @ 7-cifleacom

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

t Colette E. Brown, NE-50

us. Depuﬂ‘mqufEmrgy 19901 Gemnunicwn Reod = Garnantown, MD 20874
o8 Telaphons: 1-877-562-4593 « Tod-tea Faxc 1- 877.560-4592

E-mall: Nuclernistiuchs-PEl doe gov

TH200

1062-1

1062-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1063: Marvin Lewis

Response to Commentor No. 1063

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/11/00

Marvin Lewis

3133 Fairfield Street
Philadelphia, PA 19136
215 676 1291

This is a comment for the record. Please don't send me any more
paper. | have enough.

First of all, NASA is not doing enough to develop alternative,
namely solar power sources for space missions.

Two, we have some pretty nasty problems with worker
contamination accidents at some of these production facilities. We
don't need more.

Third, expansion of the number of launches and nuclear power
space vehicles from Cape Canaveral on rockets with noticeable
failure rates, sometimes over 10 percent, will only increase

the possibility of a deadly mishap, like a few pounds of this being
smeared across Washington, D.C. and hopefully not Philadelphia
because that is my address.

The massive cost of expanded production of plutonium_238 cannot
be justified at a time when DOE admits it needs over $300 billion to
clean up it's existing problems at DOE facilities.

The military is promoting use of nuclear power in space for
space_based weapons technology. Using nuclear power for space
war will have severe environmental implications for life all over

the earth, even though | am particularly worried about the U.S.
because that is where | live.

1063-1

1063-2

1063-3

1063-4

1063-5

1063-1: DOE notesthe commentor'sinterest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE
provides radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels
them, for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.
These radioisotope power systems have been used for amost 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
evaluation for each launch.

1063-2: 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.

1063-3: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materialsfor space missions.

1063-4: DOE notesthe commentor's opinion and concern about funding available
for cleanup at DOE facilities.

1063-5: DOE notes the commentor's concern for the use of nuclear power in
space-based weapons. The DOE missions stated in this PEIS are not
defense- or weapons-rel ated.
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Commentor No. 1063: Marvin Lewis (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1063

This whole idea is stupid. The only reason for it is to make money
for global corporations. You can say that the reasons are other
things, but | don't have to believe you and | don't.

Those are my comments, | hope you got them. | hope you got the
flavor of them too. Namely, | don't like the whole idea of
space_based weapons, specially plutonium in space, because it
has a habit of coming back. And it might miss you and hit me, and |
don't need that. Thank you.

1063-6

1063-5

1063-6: DOE notes the commentor'sviews. Consistent with its mandates under
the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeksto maintain and enhanceits
infrastructurefor the purposes of addressing three primary needs:

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

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

3) tosupport civilian nuclear research and development needsin order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States energy portfolio. Section 1.2 of

Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed
action.
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Commentor No. 1064: James O. Dittmer

Response to Commentor No. 1064

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

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

# retzming this commment 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

Name (opticnal): :_75%"!( = c ;fh)ﬂ 7{/M &

Organization: /70"(-’ f/'d ’V¢/ / M(b/&f (gu(w!«ﬂﬁ /}( ﬁt’/@z#)
@UrganlzatzonAddress (circle one): 52¢7 jé:/gl -~

City: o e i £ £ sael? 7ip cotn 7 73559
Telephone (optional): 509~ FEE -GG+ 7
E-mail (optional); ) & A Hoer B pow 6L ale et

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

thaﬂonl:mﬁm:?CDieﬂBE E\:ﬂm NESO

Formore
U-. Deparimen’ ot Encrgy - Getmoniown Road = Gamaniown
mprm 1 877.562.4553 + Yoo Pt L 823 4801

Nuclear Infrasin.chae-PES@ha dos.gov

2100

1064-1

1064-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1065: DouglasJ. McCarron

United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America

Response to Commentor No. 1065

UNITED BROTHERNOOD oF CARPENTERS AND JOINERS 0F AMERICA

Douglas I3 el armm

tieneral President
Seplember B, 2000

Colette E. Brown, NE-509
U.S. Dept. of Energy

19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20674

Dear M. Brown:

The official position of the United Brotherhoed of Carpenters is in suppart of restarting the FFTF as
outlined in the NI PEIS alternatives. The country needs the isotope production capabilities that are the
respensibilities of the Department of Energy under the Atomic Energy Act,

The PEIS stales, "Of particular need over the longer term are dependable sources of research
isotopes and reactor facilities providing high volume flux iradiation for nuclear fuels and materials
testing.” This reactor built by our members is efficient and capable of supparting the research and
development program. America must pursue clinical medicine, scientific research, and industrial
endeavars, and FFTF has & proven frack record in reliability for this pregram.

Studies have noted inhibited growth in the use of radioisolopes to provide a better life for our citizens.
“The health of gur workers is at risk by a rellance on foreign suppliers, which is detrimental to the best
interests of cur country. This alse means we are funding jobs outside this country. We need to be
assured that DOE take the actions to ensure union members keep thelr operating and canstruction
jobs.

Let's go forward under the NI PEIS in trying ta determine the best answer 1o filling the gaps in the DOE
infrastructure. The decision that the DOE has to make is not an easy one. There are many camplex
science and technical issues that need to be addressed. Chaosing an already existing facility that is
the newest in the DOE complex with a replacement value of almost $2 billion makes the most sense to
me. For the reasons mentioned above, | urge to consider restart of the FFTF as the best altemative.

Sincergly,

7 &,
adi—
GEBERAPRESIDENT

DJMIb

o1 Constitiiion Avenue, N W, Washingron, .0, 20001 Phone: (202} 5466206 Fax: (202) 333-3724

1065-1

1065-2

1065-1

1065-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1065-2: DOE NOTES the commentor's view. If DOE decides to enhance its
nuclear infrastructure, thiswill reduce our reliance on foreign suppliers.
However, it is not the intention of the DOE to become the sole supplier
of domestic medical isotopes.
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Commentor No. 1066: Fred T. Matica

Response to Commentor No. 1066

Draft PEIS Comment Form

MATURE KAS givEn US THE GEST MNUCLEAR
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N R e
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ON BARTR USIn THE “TEPAID-FoR” SPACE TECK NG~
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MENT + Sl AfIUD N SHuT Donled fIAN Eoldl -
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O ACTml OF ThiE Dok .
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SAY A HM\\,&LEJ £l NOJ,

Thére are several ways 1o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These Include:

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

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

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

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

Naroe (optional) FR'ED T- M ‘\T [CA

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle ane):

05 NwD 79 TH GORcLe

City: \/&"JCQ\J V&L Smpw{\Zip Code:_i { - ézé}(
Telephone (optiona.l)(B 6(}3 5‘4{3‘ 3 &Qb
E-mail (optional): ——

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

formaiion contoct; Colele E, Beown, NE-50

U.5. Depariment of Energy * T Smmantown Bones - Earmentonm MD 20874
Tol-free: Telgphone; 1-877-562-4593 » Toliree Fax; 1-877-562-4592

Emall; Nucledatintrasmuchure-PEISEha, doe. gav

THLH

1066-1

1066-2

1066-1:

1066-2:

DOE notesthe commentor'sinterest in solar energy. Consistent withits
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is proposing this
enhancement for the purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to
support the increased domestic production of isotopes for medical,
research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by a panel of expertsin
themedical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space exploration
missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238 afuel source that is required for deep space missions and
for which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear energy research and development in order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as aviable component of the
United States' energy portfolio.

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

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifiesmilestones and schedulesfor restoration
of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.
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Commentor No. 1067: Vera Dafoe

Response to Commentor No. 1067

September 6, 2000 Y449 S 62nd Drive
Paortland, OR 97219

Collevte L. Brown

¥F-5G, U,5.Dept. of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
GErmantown, MDD 20874

RE: DRAFT FIS FFTF

Dear Ms. Brown:

T want to register my strong objection to all alter-
natives in the Draft ETS wherein the FFTF would be started
up.

In my opinion, the plan to re-start Lhe nuclear reactor
is insane. e seem to Lihve a group of mad scientists
operating the Department of Energy when they would even
coasider such a plan.

There is already massive, uncontroled contamination at
Hanford. The Department seems unable to ¢lean it up before
the whole mess leaks into the Columbia River.

The general public--and those 1ina Oregon, in particular--
does NOT want the reactor restacrted.

T don't want it restarted,

Hanford is a disaster waiting to happen.

Hov many hearings, how many letters how many phone calls
will it take to get across that we do NOT want this restart?

T say NOf

No reactor startup.

Maney and energy should be directed to cleaning the

existing and dangercus waste that is alrcady at Hanford.

Slnceraly
Y omen g )

Vera Dafoc

L g

1067-1

1067-2

1067-1

1067-2

1067-1

1067-2

1067-1: DOE notesthecommentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1067-2: 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). Thisagreement specifiesmilestonesand 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., 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. 1068: Vincent D. Dobbin

Response to Commentor No. 1068

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

* attending public meetings and giving your ¢omments directly to DOE officials

 returning this comment form 2o the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» czlling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

& comymenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PELS @hq.doe.gov

Moncenl D Dobbin '
Organization: i ¢
@:ngiorgamzauon Address (circle one}:
Zido 5wt Minter B a’m.)FPo sal 4
‘City: ot s b ro
Telephone (optional):ez. 103 AT A OAY
E-mail (optional): ! ]
COMMENTS MUST BE FOSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

mm Information confact: Colathe E. Bown, NE-80

us. of Energy ¢ Rogd » MO 20874 13
Tol-ren rnham l !77\562 4593 - Tol-rea P 1-877-582-45¢2
inkastuchure- PEIS@ha.doe.gov

Name {optionat):

Smt:.QE. Zip Code:_m_wz_-_?i_ﬂ ‘

112000

1068-1

1068-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor.
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Commentor No. 1069: John E. Nolan

Response to Commentor No. 1069
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1069-1

| 1069-2

1069-3

1069-2

1069-1: DOE policy encourages effective public participation in its decision
making process. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the
NI PEIS and the environmental impact 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.

1069-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1069-3: DOE notes the commentor's view. DOE's Record of Decision for the
NI PEIS will be based on scientific merit and a number of other factors
including environmental impacts, costs, public input, nonproliferation

concerns, program objectives and schedul es.
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Commentor No. 1070: Brad Yazzolino

Response to Commentor No. 1070

Ms, Colette Brown

USDOE Office of Space & Defense Power SystemsNE-50
19901 Germantown Road

Germantown Maryland 208741290

Dear Agencies involved with the DOE/E1S-03100 of July 2400,

L think alternative #5 is the only reasonable alternative, and 1 am favor of it I | 1070-1
and only it.

As a Portland native L have been aware of the sad history of llanford for
many decades. 1 lived in Richland for a while in the early 50°s. 1 remember the
landscape there, the sagebrush hills are not at all barren, and not at all a wasteland.
It teems with life. L have toured Hanford twice as a photographer, and I have seen
the Columbia River shores there, [ agree with the great number of fish biologists
that say it is the absolutely the best salmon spawning habitat on the river,

Now that the Army Corps of Engineers and the present administration has
Set aside Hanford reach as A National Monument, and said that they aren’t going
to breach any Snake River dams soon, then that just makes the 119 miles of river or
so of rivershore near Hanford all the more precious. (If your milages differ slightly
from mine, fine.. but don't forget to count both sides of the river and all that island
shoreline too.)

Thave been to a lot of these meetings on FFTF over the last few years and T
agreed with the City of Portland City Council in September 1999 when they said
said “NO” Lo re-starting the FFTF, I commend all the Senators and Congresspeople
who spoke up back then, and all of those who do so now, who still say NO to the re- 1070-2
start. To me the DOE is behaving like a petrified fossil with it’s hand still on the
steering wheel, and they, like Jesse Helms, and Slade Gorton, refose to acknowledge
the tide of history that we people, make with our lives everyday.

1 think that the PEIS recveals that DOE and it’s corporate friends still
actually want to use the FFTF for tritium production, and other things such as the
purpose that is stated on page D-16 of volume two of the PEIS, which says:

“There is particular interest in materials testing associated with extension of 1070-3
commercial nuclear power plant license renewals, ©

‘Well, 1 don’t want to see old ready-to-die nuclear plants retrofitied with
things cooked up in a ce-sacted FFTFE on the shores of our Columbia River.

If FFTF is allowed to restart, in a while we’ll learn that medical isotopes are only
some of the things that it is “good” for,

Restarting this 20 year old liquid sodium cooled reactor in a area that has
been 50 poisoned, and so desparately needs to focus on its difficult clean up mission 1070-4
is totally absurd, and most people outside of the DOE and the Tri-cities area see
that.

Build a new medical isotope reactor semewhere else, somewhere nowhere I | 1070-2

near one of the largest rivers on the continent please, if you must, but do not re-
start the FFTF! It is too expensive, the design is flawed and incomplete, the PEIS || 1070-5 || 1070-6
failed to include costs in a timely manner and the waste stream plan is inadequate I | 7 I | 1070-8
and incomplete.

Brad Yazzolino

6451 SE Morrison Ct

Portland, OR 97215

1070-1:

1070-2:
1070-3:

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

DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to the use of FFTF for the
expansion of its nuclear facility infrastructure. Consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and
enhance its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary
needs:

1) tosupport the need for increased domestic production of

isotopes for medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by
apand of expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear
Energy Research Advisory Committee;

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

3) tosupport civilian nuclear research and development needsin order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfolio. Section 1.2 of Volume 1
was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

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

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

Section 1.2.3 of Volume 1 providesinformation on the nuclear energy
research and devel opment mission.
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Commentor No. 1070: Brad Yazzolino (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 1070

1070-4:

1070-5:
1070-6:

1070-7:

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

and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and devel opment of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilianuse.” The purpose of
this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,

and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.

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.

Although the FFTF is 20 years old, it is DOE's newest reactor, it isin
excellent condition and eval uations have been performed to show that it
has sufficient life remaining to fully support the proposed 35 year
mission.

DOE notesthe commentor's opinion.

Asdiscussed in Section 2.3.1.1, the design of the FFTF, asdescribed

inits Safety Analysis Report, wasreviewed by both the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission and the Advisory Committee for Reactor
Safeguards prior to its operation. While some plant modifications would
be made if DOE decides to restart the FFTF, the design of these
modifications would be subjected to arigorous review process. The
analyses presented in the PEIS, which show very low risk associated
with the operation of FFTF, reflect the changes needed to support the
stated missions.

The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulationsto beincluded in aPEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
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Commentor No. 1070: Brad Yazzolino (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 1070

1070-8:

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 August 24, 2000. The
report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web site
http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has also
provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the Final

NI PEIS.

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

(e.g., seeSection 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management 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, Sections4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13also0
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

DOE hasdevel oped adraft “Waste Minimization and Management Plan
for FFTF to incorporate poll ution prevention and waste minimization
practicesin its consideration of the future of FFTF. If adecision were
made to restart FFTF, this plan would be used to ensure that optimum
opportunities are provided for characterizing potential waste streams,
identifying source reduction and recycling strategies, evaluating
disposition options, devel oping sustainable designs, and implementing
effective management strategies.
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Commentor No. 1071: R. Virgil Donovan

Response to Commentor No. 1071

R Virgil Donovan

14258 Dodson Rd NW
Ephrata, WA 98823-9715
Ph{509)754-0123
Fax(509)754-3919

August 27,2000

Ms. Colette Brown, U. S Department of Energy,
Office of Space and Defense Power Systems, NE-50,
19901 Germantown, Maryland 200874-1290

Nuclear {nfrastructure PEIS Commeni

The United States Department of Energy is being encouraged to produce fritium in the Hanford
FFTF reactor or in the TVA reactors. Lobbyists, potential tritium production contractors and
that camp of politicians that will gain the most from their support in this election campaign are
pushing this defense production with very little knowledge aboul the current stockpile and
economic and nuclear future of US citizens

In the early 1950's our nuclear warhead laboratories had perfected a warhead under 100 pounds
weight that would yield 100 kilotons of blast. We were capable of producing a kiloton of blast
with every pound of weight in a conventional plutonium uranium nuclear warhead, The two
Japanese drops showed us that each kiloton of blast could cause 10,000 immediate and 20,000
total deaths over six months. We could have built our arsenal around 100 warheads of this
simplicity and size and been able to create 200 million deaths without eur fancy delivery and
guidance systems. Perhaps a 1500 foot height detonation would be most efficient.

Terrorists could deliver the same warheads on foot, simply setting it 1o detonate at ground level
A ground level detonation would waste perhaps half of the blast but produce a great cloud of
radiated dust which would travel around a world hemisphere

Instead of such simplicity, we produced 70,000 nuclear and thermonuclear (hydrogen) warheads,
having as many as 36,000 in the stockpile at one time. We absolutely had no need for more than
100 of that production and never utilized any tritium or thermenuclear ability. Total cost was
$4,400 per US citizen for each of 55 years or 58 billion dollars. We must stop grandizing
weapons of mass destruction and reduce the world’s stockpiles to common sense size. Any
nation that has 100 warheads of an average two million civilian kill size needs a new congress and
administrative staff if they are foolish encugh to believe they are going to protect us from total
annihilation.

This election let’s put peaple in office that will do mere than fill their pockets. Llect someone who
knows that we don’t need to spend one third of our delense money in a bloated iresponsible
nuclear game. Lets make our world safer with a sensible stock pile size and no more tritium
production and contaminaticn.

Respectfully yours

R. Virgil Donovan
Former nuclear stockpile coordimator

1071-1

1071-1: DOE notesthe commentor'sinterest in eliminating or reducing the arsenal
of nuclear weapons. |ssues of nuclear weapons production,
dismantlement of weapons, and elimination of weapons systems are
beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The DOE
missions addressed in thisNI PEIS are civilian nuclear energy missions
and are not defense-rel ated.
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Commentor No. 1071: R. Virgil Donovan (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1071

R Virgil Donovan
14258 Dodson Rd NW
Ph.(509)754-0123
Fax{509)754-3919
Ephrata, Wa 98823

January 24, 2000

Dear Editor:

According to the Brookings Institute study released by the government about two years ago the
United States government has spent $58 trillion dollars on nuclear warhead-oriented costs.

This is over the 55 years since entering into such support and production. Figuring 240 million
average US population during this time, that is $4,400 cost per year, per individual US citizen.

Let’s take a look at what a citizen has bought. In the 1940's, we dropped two warheads on Japan
in  wartime situation, These two warheads yielded about 27 kilotons of explosive effect and
killed 132,000 people immediately. About double that many losses occurred as a result of longer
term deaths, radiation and eventual injury tosses. That 27 kilotons of explosive power wiped out
about 20,000 people per kiloton or let us say on average, one quarter of a million people.

In the early 1950s, we showed the world that we could produce 100 kilotons of yield from less
than 100 pounds of atomic warhead, That fittle warhead which could be carried in an sack or
suitcase was not big enough. We had to have a stockpile totally converted to thermonuclear

strength in the 1960s potentially yielding 164 kilotens per warhead; further we required 36,000 of
these at peak stockpile size

Figuring conservatively st one and a half million lives taken per warhead and total detonation we
could annihilate 54 billion lives. There are only 6 billion persons in the world today. It would
appear the American people bought ning times as much stockpile as they needed to wipe out
everyone.on earth. I believe the world would yield to our wishes if we only wiped out one third
of the population. We have spent 27 times as much as we should have and that figures nothing
for the loss of life due to residual radiation,

When are we going to put some politicians in office that can laok out for our future? Those that

have led us down this primrose path for the mighty warhead contractors should be turned out to
pasture.

Respectfully yours,

R. Virgit Donovan
Retired nuclear stockpile coordinator.

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



L06-¢

Commentor No. 1071: R. Virgil Donovan (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1071

R. Virgil Doaovan 14258 Dodson Rd. NW Ephrata, Wa 98823-9715
1 (509)754-0123 FAX 1 (509) 754-3919 rvdonovon{@qosi.net

February 26, 2000

To whom it may concern;

This is an important time in the election process and o More
of us must insist those we elect President and Congres: ast, our
government has wasted our funds in many places and fi r places.

Under 55 years of government leadership, we have spant $4,400 every year tor everyone in the

1J8 on nuclear warheads, mostly thermonuclear { hydrogen warheads). We built 70,000 and kept
35,000 in the peak size stockpile ( about a 22 times overkill). The costs above include the most
advanced delivery, guidance and detonating systems; nothing in the way of hand delivery here. .

This year our government has again stepped forward and launched the planning of 8 systems of
what they call triggers by the Los Alamos laboratory. In truth, 8 complete new warheads are
under design and each is a thermonuclear(hydrogen) requiring the continueus processing of large
amounts of new tritium . The Department of Energy is already pushing for the conversion of a
reactor for tritium production, Tritium has already contaminated large areas of nuclear production
plants, surrounding Jands, residential areas and threatens ground water.

The first 3200 warheads will be converted for the Navy beginning in 2004. In the past, the Navy
has gotter about one third of the laboratory results and the Army and Air force gets about equal
shares so we are looking at another tremendously oversized expensive preduction or conversion
of 9600 thermonuclear warheads. We will certainly continue to have an unneeded 7 times
overkall.

Do we have elected Congressmen that will do more than pork barrel with these wasteful
programs?. Where is the presidential or congressional candidate that will do more than take a
hand cut on this and when do we see this $4,400 per vear cost- per- person go for mere soldiers
pay and conventional defense rather than continuous overbuild and clean- up of the never ending
residual nuclear mess.

100 nuclear warheads requiring no tritium (hydrogen component) still capable of yielding 100
kilotons of blast can produce a kill of 200 million people. That’s one third the population of both
the US and Soviet nations ( twice as much as would be necessary to subdue any two nations).

We never want to see 2 total use of this much stockpile. The lives we could live would only be
what the residual radiation and its results allows, Let’s elect people that think and act on this.

Respectfully yours,

R. Virgll Donovan
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Commentor No. 1071: R. Virgil Donovan (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1071

R Virgil Donovan
14258 Dodson Rd. NW
ph..(509)754-0123
Fax(505)754-3919
Ephrata, WA 98823

August 27,2000

Ms. Colette Brown, U. S. Department of Energy,
Office of Space and Defense Power Systems, NE-50,
19901 Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS Comment:

[ intend to attend the Richland. Washington comment session August 31 at the Best Western
Conference Center. 1 hope to be able to present this letter as well as some of my thoughts at that
presentation.

As you probably know I am a former administrative engineer for the Atomic Energy Commission
which was many years back but that history had a lot of bearing on my thoughts. I'was one of the
engineers following the FFTF through preliminary and design stages prior to any construction. [
transferred to Albuquerque Weapons Headquarters and was a coordinator in nuclear weapons
production, transportation and storage until transferring to Rocky Flats in Colorado. I became the
lump sum contract administrator for weapons facilities there until quitting in 1972 to become
active trying to stop this political nonsense. As a Washington state citizen, | campaigned against
Senator Henry Fackson seriously for two years before the 1980 election but gave up in the face of
huge donations from the nuclear camp.

In 1966 and 67 the Atomic Energy Commission was at the peak of converting the total nuclear
warhead stockpile from fission to fusion warheads and each weapon would the require a hydrogen
component in addition to pluteaium and uranium. The early fusion weapons used

deuterium as a hydrogen component and it was thought that it was somewhat safer than tritium.
Hewever, the government had a large source of tritium as it was a byproduct of every reactor
whether for weapons or power production. This information had simply been classified up till
now but the political powers were zble to convingce our congress to make good use of that cheap
iftusive tritium instead of using 2 more stable deuterium? Naturally the politicians approved and
we went forward to require more tritium than the approved power reactors were producing and
even purchased foreign tritium.

Several other things happened in 1966 and 67 We were at the maximum warhead stockpile size
of 33,000 and the Soviets were still only at 28,000 [t mattered little that seme 19,000 were
strategic and the other 14,000 were of some smaller designation. What did maiter 10 the other
eleven coordinator’s in our two offices at Albuquerque Operations Office were the stories we
were hearing. The new Secretary of Defense was going to reduce the stockpile 1o under a limit
of 2,400. 1t was rumored that only 400 of the stockpile could be used at maximum effectiveness

1071-1
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Commentor No. 1071: R. Virgil Donovan (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1071

or triggered at around 1,000 feet above the ground or ne one could live in the total fallout. Thus
the secretary felt that it sufficient to provide 800 or twice the lethal amount of weapens to each
one of his branches of the service. The Army, the Navy and the Air force would then require
2400 warheads so they would have nothing to fuss about. Secretary MecNamara found a new
position as the world bank chair almost immediately. After all, President Kennedy thought we
needed more weapons at that time, just after the elections.

At the present time, President Clinton and the soviets have an agreement to reduce the number of
warheads in each stock pile. At last count our 33,000 is down under 18,800 and their stockpile
has shrunk semiyearly. How could we have possibly justified converting to more production of
tritium when we can’t even justify the use of tritium ?

We should be moving toward converting back to fission weapons. They are as large as we will
ever use and require no tritium, We decided years ago that large fissionable weapons are not
needed but we keep them up through constant rebuild and retrofit with unneeded ,continuing
expense and contamination. We need 1o look at retiring and cleaning up the production of all
nuclear weapons and stopping the upcoming potential holocaust, not just the FFTF.

Respegtfully yours,

R. Virgil Donovan,

Retired nuciear stockpile coordinator

1071-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 1072: Franklin County Board of County
Commissioners (Sue Miller, Chair; Frank Brock; Neva

Corkrum)

Response to Commentor No. 1072

Neva J. Corkrum
District 1

Kathleen "Sue” Miller

District 2 Executive Secretary
Frank H. Brock Mary Withers
District 3 Clerk To The Board

Board of County Cominissioners

FRANKLIN COUNTY

September 5, 2000

Collette 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

19901 Germantown Read

Genmamown, Marvland 20874

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

Franklin County would like to make clear its unwavering support for restart of the Department of
Energy’s Fast Flux Test Facility {FFTF) at the Hanford Site.

With the multi-billion dollar facility and support infrastructure already in place. restart of the
FFIF is the only reasonable, fair, and prudent use of taxpayer dollars in pursuit of the mission
stated by the DOE in the draft Nuclear infrustructure Programmuatic Environmental Impacr
Statement of July 2000,

Bascd on the facility s availability, capacity for multi-product missions, demonstrated
technology, eost effectiveness, minimal environmental impact, existing infrastructure, skilled
labor force. and an exceltent safety record. it is clear that restart of the FFTF is the only logical
choice for the DOR 1o meet its stated objectives.

There is overwhelming support in Franklin Counly and throughout the Toi-Cities area for the
reuse of this incomparable national asset. We are excited about both the economic benefits
restart could bring to our region, and about the contributions our community can make toward
meeting national and global noeds in isotope research and production.

1016 North Fourth Avenue, Pazco, Weshington 99301-3706 Phane [$09) 545-3535 Fax (509) 545-3573

Fred H. Bowen
County Administrator

Patricia L. Shults

1072-1

1072-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart the FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1072: Franklin County Board of County
Commissioners (Sue Miller, Chair; Frank Brock; Neva
Corkrum) (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1072

Collete E, Brown
Page 2
Seplember 5. 2060

We belicve that when the DOE carefully weighs its alternatives. restart of the FFTT will be the 1072-1
abvious choiee for mecting the Department’s research. development, and production ohjectives s
in the 21" Century. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. (Cont d)

Sincerely.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FRANKLIN COUNTY, WASHINGTON

e Pl

Suc Miller, Chair

L LA Gk

Frank H. Brock. Member

[ 1S Senator, Slade Gorton {WA)
US Senator. Patty Muitay (WA)
LIS Representative. Doe Hastings (WA — Fourth [Mstrict)
Governor of Washinglon. Gary Locke
Board of Commissioners. Benton County
{Gerald Pollett, Heart of America Northwest
Tri-Cities Economic Development Council
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Commentor No. 1073: LyleH. Rath

Response to Commentor No. 1073

Praft PEIS Comment Form

N P | ﬂ,,Aﬁ;j st FETE

,a’.,.n

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

* atiending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE ofEcials

 returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
 calling toli-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4553

+ faxing your comments toll-fres to: 1-377-562-4592
‘s commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name {optional): L YL E H, /?A]/'/

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

cy S TovF R

Telephone (opticnal):

Stte: MO_7ip Cote o TOTE

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

u.5, Department of Energy = 19901 Geananiown = Gemmeniown, kD 20874

7012/00

(3
For mave nfemmation conloct: Colel £ 8w, 1560 Fig
Toll-ree Telephone: ]-lﬂ' 562 4593 10“4]‘59 Fox: 1-B77-542- HUZ 7}
<

1073-1

1073-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1074: Anton Grambihler

Response to Commentor No. 1074

Draft PEIS Comment Form

[ X
Plf«aﬁe 46{1—4 FFTF R,e.g_,c,tﬁ\" s oferabion,

I ‘ 1074-1

ﬁa‘__,/MJ.d.,'r-qL/ l's::"éo!#.s dpd daferge naeds,

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

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

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

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

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

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

Name (optionaly: /4 nfon G ‘Uh_é (b
Crganization:

OrganizmionAddress {cirele one): 2 © 08 Davisen Ave

ciy: Richland SwteW A Zip Code: 21352 ~22 /5
Telephome (optional): (é'a ?} TEE~ 7837
E-mail (optional): {ovambrhler @ wgh.com
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000
Fot morae intammation contack: Colefte E. Brown, NE-50 £
13- Depcm'ma?r u,' Energy +

19901 Gementown Road = Gemnaniown, MD 20874
oll-rea Talenhona: 1-877-562-4593 « Toll-ree Fax: 1-477-662:4662
E-mal: Nuclearinfrasinuchime-PEISEhg doe.gov

TH12/00

1074-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF;
however, it should be pointed out that FFTF would not have any defense
missions under the proposed action.
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Commentor No. 1075: Archie Wilcox

Response to Commentor No. 1075

2268 Indian Court,
Richland, WA $92352
September 4, 2000

Calette E. Brown, NE-S0
U.S. Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

I attended the PEIS meeting in Richland on Thursday. August 31.
2000 and was impressed with your presentation and with the
public input. I offer the folleowing comments.

The FFIF should be restarted for the three missions that are
being considered. This should be dene as rapidly as possible to
support both cancer treatment and cancer treatment research. I
beljeve that the FFTF has the capacity to produce medical
isotopes for both treatment and research,

I hope that the safe cperating history of the FFTF is an
important part of the PEIS. The FFTF operated safely for about
ten years with a very minimal effect on the environment.

Dr. Robert Shenter quoted a figure of 1500 cancer deaths per
day. It would be cof interest to estimate how many of those
deaths would be averted by the use of medical isctotpes produced
by the FFIF.

The cancer occurahces per year should be used to estimate the
following i1tems:

a) the fraction of these cancers that could be treated with
radicisotopes.

b) the percentage of successful treatments.

and c) the costs of treating these cancers.

If these calculations were done, these costs could be compared
tc the costs of conventional treatment. This would be a useful
addition to the PEIS.

Sincerely.

Archie Wilcox, (reti;gﬂ Nuclear Engineer}
Dt Gl i

1075-1

1075-2

1075-3

1075-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1075-2: Theoperational history of FFTF (worker exposure data, annual
radiological emissions, safety history and analysis) was used in the
development of the human health impact assessment for all alternative
options that included the restart of FFTF. DOE agrees that FFTF can be
safely operated to support the nucl ear infrastructure missions described
in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 providestheresults
of the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to
result from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of
FFTF), 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 besmall.

1075-3: No evaluation has been madein the NI PEIS of the health benefits or
monetary costs associated with treating people with medical isotopes
produced under any of the alternatives assessed. The purpose of the
PEISisto determine the environmental impacts associated with each
aternative being considered for implementation by DOE.
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Commentor No. 1077: Larry Egly

Response to Commentor No. 1077

From: Ice@hotrmhmr.org%internet
[SMTP:LCE@HOTRMHMR.ORG]

Sent:  Wednesday, September 06, 2000 6:21:44 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: PEIS On Expanded Production of PLU_238

Auto forwarded by a Rule

U.S. Department of Energy
NE_50, 19901 Germantown Rd.
Germantown, MD 20874 1290

Dear Ms. Brown:

The purpose of this message is to place on the public record my
views for the draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
concerning the DoE plan to expand production of PLU_238 for
future space missions.

My thoughts are summed up in three words: don't do it.

There are a variety of reasons to not expand production of PLU_
238. Some of the more important considerations are listed below.

NASA should develop solar power sources for space missions
before utilizing more nuclear material. The European Space
Agency has already developed high_efficiency solar panels for
deep space use, so we can too.

Rockets launched from Cape Canaveral have had a ten percent
failure rate. Increasing the number of nuclear powered space
devices placed on such unreliable launch vehicles will

certainly increase the possibility of deadly accidents.

DoE has stated that it needs more than $300 billion to clean_up
existing problems at DoE sites. This should be accomplished___
to protect the public and the environment__before any funds are
expended to exacerbate the clean_up back log by

expanding production.

1077-1

1077-2

1077-3

1077-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to the DOE production of
plutonium-238 for use in future NASA space exploration missions.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need
for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

1077-2: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of this PEIS. Through a
Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope
power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions
that require or would be enhanced by their use. These radioisotope
power systems have been used for almost 40 years, and have repeatedly
demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in various NASA
space missions. NASA establishes the need and requirements for space
missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA evaluation for each launch.

1077-3: DOE notes the commentor's opinion and concern about funding available
for cleanup at DOE facilities.

1077-4: DOE notes the commentor's concern for the use of nuclear power in
space-based weapons, although issues such as the use of nuclear power
sources in space-based weapons systems are beyond the scope of this
Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure
PEISislimited to analysis of aternativesto fulfill the requirements of the
DOE missions, which include the production of medical and industrial
isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy
research and development. The three missions, including the production
of plutonium-238 for civilian NASA space exploration missions, are

civilian nuclear energy missionsand are not defense-rel ated missions.
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Commentor No. 1077: Larry Egly (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 1077

Some of this expanded production will probably be used by the
military for space_based weapons. This could have egregious
effects on the earth and all of humankind.

Thank you for adding by remarks to the public record.
Respectfully,
Larry Egly

4400 N. 19th #254
Waco, TX 76708

IMAPEACE

1077-4
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Commentor No. 1078: William E. Schenewerk

Response to Commentor No. 1078

From: Edward_S_Ruff@rl.gov%internet
[SMTP:EDWARD_S_ RUFF@RL.GOV]
Sent:  Wednesday, September 06, 2000 11:55:46 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Dr. William Schenewerk _ Letter To LA Times On Nuclear
Energy
Auto forwarded by a Rule

FYI: Forwarding copy of letter by Dr. William Schenewerk, which I‘ 1078-1
discusses nuclear power and future energy needs of society.

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

Original Message
From: William Schenewerk
[mailto:William.Schenewerk@parsons.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2000 5:51 AM
To: cahodge@home.com; caryn.schenewerk@gte.net;
Edward_S_Ruff@rl.gov;
elkobe@yahoo.com; fred.schenewerk@redriver_ex.army.mil;
Hervitage@aol.com; jbrittin@apsc.com; JSBothwell@aol.com
Subject: Sent the following useless letter to the LA times

William E. Schenewerk william.schenewerk@parsons.com
5060 San Rafael Ave, Los Angeles CA 90042_3239
323_257_6672

1078-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns about future energy needs.
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Commentor No. 1078: William E. Schenewerk (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1078

Re LA TIMES, Sunday 09032000

Lloyd J. Dumas's editorial is the typical anti_technology editorial

that seems to appear on a regular schedule. The words
"arrogance" (false superiority) and "solar energy" seems to be part
of these editorials. After a large number of complaints, there is
offered the crumbs of solar and wind energy. Sometimes we get
offered hemp.

Wind energy had its day 200 years ago. Sail_powered ships
are as fast as early steam_powered ships, under optimal wind
conditions.

Today there are no sail_powered merchant ships. The 1998
California renewable energy production is half the 1988 California
renewable energy production. A random visit to the Livermore CA
wind_energy windmills will show: 1/3 running, 1/3 not running, and
1/3 in pieces.

The economics of solar energy is very bad. Base loaded
solar_thermal power generation is best done using
ammonia_water distillation and recombination for energy storage.
Energy storage cost is roughly 1/4 total cost. All energy storage
methods lose roughly half the collected energy. As a result, any
energy storage doubles collector area. Power production is
roughly 50 W/m”2 of mirror, assuming cooling_water is available.
Annual energy production is roughly 50 kWh/m#2 of mirror, using
250 sunny days, 6 hr/day and 70% plant availability. Materials to
build a house cost over $200/m”2. Tracking mirrors will cost at
least as much, $200/m”2.

Energy storage cost, based on mirror area, is $50/m”2.

Resulting total cost is $250/m”2, based on collector area. At
15% investment and maintenance cost, power costs is a
rock bottom 0.75 $/kWh. This is 8 to 10 times the present cost of
electricity.

This ratio has not improved in the last 30 years. Photo_voltaic
solar gives up any potential advantage over solar_thermal by
requiring batteries for energy storage. Storage battery plates
crumble after a year of deep_cycle use.

For the last 30 years natural gas was by far the cheapest
source of energy. Energy policy since 1974 is based on cheap
natural gas.
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Commentor No. 1078: William E. Schenewerk (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1078

Existing coal and nuclear plants were built before cheap natural
gas arrived by pipeline.

Coal and nuclear plants had to charge $0.10/kWh, largely to
pay off high_interest loans. Until 2000, a jet airplane motor burning
natural gas could sell power at $0.05/kWh and make money.
Regulated utilities charged roughly $0.07/kWh to pay the average
generation cost.

Everybody got amnesia over what happened when the phone
company was broken up. Same cost and worse service. Now we
get utility deregulation. The poor (sniff sniff) utilities got stuck with
theatomic power plants and a few fossil plants. The nukes will be
nearly paid off when deregulation is complete. The utilities, except

Los Angeles DWP, were denied the responsibility of power
generation.

California gas_fired plants were scattered among independent
power producers. Cheap natural gas was supposed to make
everyone's utility bill decrease.

Now the party may be over. Expensive oil and natural gas
arrived on the heels of utility deregulation. Gas_fueled airplane
motors will have to charge $0.10/kWh for electricity. Half this
charge will be spent on natural gas at $5/1000 ft*3. Rising gas
costs and the threat of price controls may cause investors to
cancel planned generating capacity.

It gets worse. Global warming may be arriving sooner than
expected.

We are looking down the teeth of an extinction event.
Mosquitoes are already moving north, carrying pestilence. There
is war, every 20 years or so, over dwindling oil reserves.

Failure to deploy at least 1800 atomic power plants by 2020
will guarantee global warming exceeds +3 Centigrade by 2100,
with no end in sight. 28,000 breeder reactors are needed by 2080
to shut down fossil fuel consumption by 2080. This will hopefully
stop global warming at +2.5 Centigrade. A new light water reactor
is competitive at $0.10/kWh electricity cost. Correct energy policy
requires understanding machines, thermodynamics, resource
production, radiation health effects and population dynamics.

William E. Schenewerk, Ph.D., P.E.
See attached for details.

S35U0CSsY O pUe SIUBWOD UaNIW—g BideyD



026¢

Commentor No. 1145: Laurie Pavey

Response to Commentor No. 1145
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1145-1

1145-2

1145-3

1145-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1145-2: 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). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.

1145-3:  Seeresponse to comment 1145-1.
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Commentor No. 1146: DuaneH. Freeborn

Response to Commentor No. 1146

Hanford Watch S
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon £7214

Ms. Colefte 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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1146-1

1146-2

1146-3

1146-4

1146-2

1146-3:

1146-1: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1146-2: 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).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

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

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.

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. 1n 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC, established
in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice regarding thefuture
form of its isotope research and production activities. DOE has adopted
these growth projections as a planning tool for evaluating the potential
capability of the existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet
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Commentor No. 1146: DuaneH. Freeborn (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 1146

1146-4:

programmatic requirements. Inthe period sincetheinitial estimateswere
made, the actual growth of medical isotope use hastracked at levels
consistent with the Expert Panel findings. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was
revised to incorporate thisinformation and to clarify DOE'srolein
fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope production needs.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF. The FFTF reactor was constructed and initiated
operation in the mid 1980s, making it DOE’s newest reactor. It hasno
structural flaws that would prevent safe operations. As stated in

Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.1.2, several upgradeswould beimplementedif a
decision to restart FFTF was made by DOE. These upgrades would
improve efficiency and reliability, minimize waste, and conform to current
industry standards. Throughout the life of FFTF, the FSAR has been
maintained viaapproved change control and engineering change notices.
All updates and revisions have had the required reviews and approvals.
No deficienciesin the FFTF design, analysis, facility condition, or
operations have been identified or recognized that would prevent FFTF
from meeting the safety objectives and intent of commercial nuclear safety
regulationsfor equivalent facilities. If the Record of Decision concludes
that FFTF should be restarted, a Probabilistic Risk Assessment would be
completed and anew FSAR would be prepared in accordance with
applicable regulations. With planned plant upgrades, FFTF would be able
to operate safely for the 35 year time period being considered in the NI
PEIS.
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Commentor No. 1147: Alberta Gerould

Response to Commentor No. 1147

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 20874-1290
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1147-2

1147-3

1147-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1147-2: DOE notes the commentor’sinterest in reducing the arsenal of nuclear
weapons, athough issues of nuclear weapons production, dismantlement
of weapons, and elimination of weapons systems are beyond the scope of
this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.

1147-3: Hanford tank waste and K Basin issues are not within the scope of this
PEIS, as none of the alternatives considered would add to these waste
volumes. Disposition of these wastes is the subject of the ongoing

cleanup program at Hanford.

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 Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement
specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the
Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.
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Commentor No. 1148: Wendy Bourg

Response to Commentor No. 1148

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portiand, Oregon 97214

b’ T L-- 4 iy
N 2 A S
P2 4@%‘:’

* r-rng "-"

on /55

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power S#
NE-50

19901 Germartown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

‘,i
¥

26 Laldffabufilaldnbadbd bbb dodidad I I

. Y e
Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental impact Statemenit (NI PEIS)

| am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
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1148-3

1148-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1148-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding waste generation. The NI
PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage,
and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for all
alternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at each
of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will
be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain
Nevada, would bethefinal disposal sitefor DOE's high-level radioactive
waste and spent nuclear fuel. Asdirected by the U.S. Congress through
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, Yucca Mountain isthe only
candidate site currently being characterized as a potential geologic
repository for high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel. DOE
has prepared a separate EIS, “Draft Environmental |mpact 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 analyzes the environmental impacts from
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and
eventual closure of apotential geological repository.

1148-3: DOE notes the commentor’sinterest in alternative energy sources,
although issues of research and development of alternative energy sources
are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The DOE
missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development, can currently only be

met using nuclear reactor or accel erator technologies.
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Commentor No. 1149: Todd Ransford

Response to Commentor No. 1149

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Cregon 97214
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Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

“Office 'of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

18901 Germantown Road

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

| am opposed tg restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
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1149-2

1149-1:
1149-2:

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

DOE notes the commentor’sinterest in alternative energy sources and
concern over nuclear waste, although issues of research and devel opment
of alternative energy sources and the cleanup of existing nuclear waste
sites are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The DOE
missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technol ogies.

Asdiscussed in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g. sections4.3.1.1.13,
4.3.2.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13), waste will be generated by all of the alternatives,
including the No Action Alternative. The NI PEIS addressed the
environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the
waste generated by the proposed actions for al alternatives and
aternative options. Waste minimization programs at each of the
proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be implemented
for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. DOE activities
associated with this program would not impact the schedule or available
funding for existing cleanup activities at candidate sites for
implementation of nuclear infrastructure alternatives.
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Commentor No. 1150: Christopher Ann

Response to Commentor No. 1150

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Depariment of Energy

Cffice of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290
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1150-1

1150-2

1150-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1150-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and the risk of contamination to the Columbia River.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

1150-3: The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopes 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.

Supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available from existing
domestic or foreign sources, causing anumber of medical research
programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed. Under the NI
PEIS proposed action and consistent with its mandates under the Atomic
Energy Act, DOE would enhanceits existing nuclear facility infrastructure
to, among other things, more effectively support production of
radioisotopes for medical applications and research. DOE's intent isto
complement commercial sector capabilities to ensure that areliable supply
of isotopesis available in the United States to meet future demand, and to
encourage the commercial sector to privatize the production of isotopes
that have established applications to a level that would support
commercial ventures. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to clarify
DOE's isotope production role and other producers’ capabilities to fulfill
U.S. isotope needs.

1150-4:  The purpose of this NI PEIS isto 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
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Commentor No. 1150: Christopher Ann (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1150

research and development. It is beyond the scope of this NI PEIS to
consider other site-wide issues of safety and environmental
contamination, as mentioned by the commentor, which neither affect nor
are affected by the alternatives under consideration. Section 3.4.9.4 of
Volume 1 does provide a discussion of the accident history of the Hanford
Site asit relatesto existing human health risk. Ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement. The cumulative impacts of the alternatives evaluated at each
of the candidate sites are presented in Section 4.8 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 1151: Kimberly Anderson

Response to Commentor No. 1151

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress I
Portland, Oregon 97214 i°

Ms. Colette Brown
U.8. Department of Energy

Space and Defense Power Systems -
E-56
Ga ermantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290
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11511

1151-2

1151-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1151-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF (With no Further Missions), and the 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 isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.
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Commentor No. 1152: Rayner Ward

Response to Commentor No. 1152

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Poriland, 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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1152-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1152-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding waste generation. The NI
PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage,
and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for all
aternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at each
of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternativesin the NI PEIS will
be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain
Nevada, would be thefinal 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, 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 a separate 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 analyzes the environmental impacts from
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and
eventual closure of apotential geological repository.

1152-3: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to restart of the FFTF.
Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks
to maintain and enhance its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing
three primary needs: 1) to support the need for increased domestic
production of isotopes for medical, research, and industrial uses, as
initialy identified by apanel of expertsinthe medical field and reaffirmed
by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support
future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic
capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel source that isrequired for
deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term, assured
supply; and 3) to support civilian nuclear research and development needs
in order to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asa
viable component of the United States’ energy portfolio. Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed
action. The NI PEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of arange of
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Commentor No. 1152: Rayner Ward (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1152

reasonabl e alternatives for accomplishing DOE’s mission. In addition to
restarting the FFTF, the NI PEIS also evaluates alternatives that would
either employ the use of existing facilities or rely on the construction of
new facilities. Potential cost impacts associated with these alternatives
are presented in an ancillary report.
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Commentor No. 1153: John F. Perfect

Response to Commentor No. 1153

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

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

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

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

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

Mame (optional):. \JQ-/\ r 7L @D(“[e(’T
Opemipation: T 00% Davue o itons ford
rganiz.alion Address (circle one) pO It 5¥.4 [

Gty Ol (odac

Teleph {optional}: % ‘I (15“3 3‘1‘3‘\‘{

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

s irforstiotion contact Colafe €, Broun, KE-50

U Dopartmend of Enpigy « P Sanmomiom Rood ¢ Geraniov, M) 2074
frea Taaphona: 1877.562-4593 - Tokftog fo: ) 877-562 4572

fure-PES@hG. doa.gov

State: LB Zip Code: 9133

712408

1153-1

1153-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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