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Commentor No. 231: Form Letter A
Columbia Riverkeeper

Response to Commentor No. 231

This Hearing is to comment on the draft Environmental Impact
Statement on FFTF Restart. Tell USDOE :

« Your compilations of prior public comment are seriously lacking and show your failure to listen
to the public. You fail to give any numerical breakdown for the 7000 comments received. You only say
“Many of the commentors who attended the meetings in Seattle, Portland and Hood River were
strongly opposed to the restart of FFTT.” Then you go on to say “Most of the comments received at
the Richland meeting were in support of restart.”  You need to state the numbers on these comments
50 Sec. Richardson is clear on where the people of the Northwest stand.  You put the numbers in when
il is 10 your advantage and leave them out when they are opposed. You also failed 10 mention the 5
City Council Resolutions opposing FFTF restart which means you have representatives of entire cities
oppasing it and their numbers should be included.

+ You've failed to demanstrate a compelling need for the production of 1) plutonium for space, 2)
medical or research isotopes or 3) nuclear cnergy research. Neither is there adequate justification for the
need to produce all of them at one site. Neither is there justification for the need to produce them
domestically {other than reference to some DOE policy) which makes no sense when we would
continue to buy foreign nuclear fuel {0 run FFTF.

* You must include the recommendations of your own blue ribbon panel {Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning) that advised against the use of FFTF for medical isotope
production. Furthermore, E1S 1sotope demand projections are outdated and inadequate. They also fail
10 {ake into account possible cancer cures like gene iherapy that could make medical isotopes
unnecessary. In addition, medical isotopes can be adequately produced at other DOE sites if they are a
high priority as implied. Current isotope production levels for DOE reactors are misstated in the EIS
at near capacity when most are only at around 50%.

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

+ 11 is improper to release the draft EIS for public comment without the eritical information
requested by the public in the scoping meetings including:
+ cost analysis of restart and all alternatives with reasonable review time (FFTF will be much
more expensive than reasonable alternatives by at least $2 Billion.)
= studies on treaiment of wastes at all propesed sites and
= nonproliferation impacts from FFTF and the importation of its necessary radioactive fuel
from Eusope. (Violation of the Nonproliferation Agreement by use of Highly Enriched

ranium fuel alone is reason encugh to stop restart TF!

* You have failed to adequately characterize envirenmental impacts from FFTF restart. An
example is the statement , “Environmental impacts associated with the existing inventory of spent fuel
at Hanford site are minimal.” To imply that the existing spent nuclear fuel inventory poses no
problems is massively incorrect. More than 2180 tons of corroding spent fuel sites in aging water-
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While all comments received during the scoping periods for 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
aDraft EIS. In preparing the NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered
scoping comments received from the public. Any perceived discrepancy
in the grouping of comments raising any one particular issue or set of
issuesis attributable to the manner in which they were originally
categorized and counted. For example, anumber of statements, letters,
or resolutions signed by multiple persons, such as city council resolutions
mentioned by the commentor, were received by DOE (both for and
against FFTF restart) in response to the request for scoping comments.
Each such comment document was considered and counted asasingle
comment in the NI PEIS comment tracking system. 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 stakehol der input.

For information purposes, approximately 6,900 submittals (written and

oral related to the NI PEIS were received by DOE. Of al the comments
received by DOE that were specific to FFTF restart, 68 percent were
opposed to restarting FFTF and 32 percent were in favor.

At the NI PEIS scoping meetingsheldin Seattle, Portland, and Hood River,
172 people commented; 77 percent were opposed to restarting FFTF (14
percent were in favor and 9 percent did not express an opinion). At the
NI PEIS scoping meeting in Richland, 49 people commented; 16 percent
were opposed to FFTF restart (80 percent were in favor and 4 percent
did not express an opinion). However, of all the comments received at the
scoping meetings, 80 percent of the stakeholders were opposed to
restarting FFTF (16 percent were in favor and 3 percent did not express
an opinion).

Asdiscussed in Section 1.1 of Volume 1, consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is proposing this enhancement for
the purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to support the need
for increased domestic production of isotopes for medical, research, and
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Response to Commentor No. 231

filled basins near the Columbia River posing one of the largest problems for cleanup and an expected 231-9
cost of more than $1.6 billion. You must address all impacts on wasle management and the ’ s
environment al Hanford not dismiss them with errencous statements. (Cont d)

* You must include the cost of FFTF and all companion facilitics decontamination and
decommissioning in the restart not yust every other alternative. All facilities used i all other 231-10
alternalives must show the cost of decontamination and decommissioning as well.

* You have failed to assess all existing contaminant sources at Hanford and ail other sites before
adding additional waste. You must assess current waste inventories and then assess the addition of any 231-11
new waste to existing waste sources.

* You fail to adequately consider usc of the Advanced ‘T'est Reactor {(ATR) in Idaho and the High Flux
Isotope Reactor {HFIR) in Qakridge for medical isotopes while acquiring Plutonium 238 from another
source. You also fail to analyze lower cost alternatives such as subsidizing university reactors or
buying time from private accelerators or reactors. 231-12

¢+ The No Action Alternative must include the shutdewn of F¥TF not maintaining it on stand-hy
based on prior commitments of Sccrctarics O*Leary and Watkins and TPA milestones.

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

*+ You fail to access the legality of introducing new programs and wastes into the highly 231-13
contaminated 306 ¢ or 325 buildings at Hanford that would be used with FFIF.

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

+ The draft EIS must state the preferred alternative for adequate public review. I | 231-14
USDOE should chovse Alternative 5- SHUT DOWN FFTF, or Alternative 2- Praduce at
existing sites with shutdewn of FFTF. 231-15
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231-3:

industrial uses, asinitialy identified by apanel of expertsinthemedical

field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory

Committee; 2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by re
establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel source
that is required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long
term, assured supply; and 3) to support civilian nuclear research and
development 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 describes these needsin more detail.

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

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

In view of DOE's responsihilities under the Atomic Energy Act

of 1954, as amended, domestic production of plutonium-238 would
ensure areliable long-term supply of nuclear material to support NASA's
space missions regardless of the international climate (See Section 12.2 of
Volume1). Asdiscussedin Section 2.3.1.1.3 of Volume 1, it iseconomical
to use available mixed-oxide fuel supplies.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely and cost
efficient manner were madein the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission. It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both research and commercial isotopes
would beviableif operated in concert with producing plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
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231-4.

applications. Asthe NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutronsand
largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of someradioisotopes, but isbest suited for commercial interestswho
might consider itsusefor isotope production.” Inrecognition of these
constraintson itsoperational feasibility, the NI PEISonly evaluatesthe
use of FFTF when coupled with the other missions. While someexisting
reactors may possessthe potential capability or capacity to support
research isotope production, as suggested inthe NERAC report, it is
unlikely 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 developing therange of aternativesevauatedin
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.

DOE did not misstate isotope production levels inthe Draft NI PEIS.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume Lidentifiesthat “ Currently, approximately

50 percent of DOE’sisotope production capability isbeing used. Much of
the remaining i sotope production capability isdispersed throughout the
DOE complex. Thiscapability supports secondary missions, but cannot
be effectively used dueto the operating constraints associated with the
facilities’ primary missions (basic energy sciencesor defense).”

Through aMemorandum of Understanding withNASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuel sthem, for
space missionsthat require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE isresponsiblefor maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions. DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russiato satisfy its
near-term responsibility to supply NASA with plutonium-238 to support
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Commentor No. 231: Form Letter A (Cont’d)
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Response to Commentor No. 231

future space exploration missions. Under the current contract set to
expirein 2002, the United Statesis authorized to purchase up to
40kilogramsof plutonium-238, with thetotal availablefor purchasein any
oneyear limited to 10 kilograms. However, DOE does not stockpilelarge
quantities of Russian plutonium-238 long in advance of needs dueto
budget constraints and the additional processing required to remove decay
products that occur following extended storage of the material. To date,
DOE has purchased approximately 9 kilograms of plutonium-238 under
this contract. The environmental impacts associated with procurement of
plutonium-238 from Russiaare evaluated as an element of the No Action
Alternative. Thereare approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238inthe U.S. inventory availableto support future NASA
space missions. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use
of radioisotope power systemsfor upcoming spacemissions, itis

anti cipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted

by approximately 2005. Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would
continueto purchase plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needsfor
the 35-year evaluation period considered inthe NI PEIS. However,

DOE recognizesthat any purchase beyond what is currently availableto
the United Statesthrough the existing contract would likely require
negotiation of anew contract and may require additional NEPA review.

TheMay 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifiesthat
NASA no longer has aplanned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoel ectric generator (SRTG) power systems. Thisdoesnot mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions. Rather, SRTG
development effortswere stopped in order to permit reprogramming of
fundsto support development of anew radioi sotope power system based
onaStirling technology generator. Thisnew radioi sotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requiresone-third less
plutonium-238 asitsfuel source. However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA hasrequested in a September 22, 2000, letter
to DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup. Section 1.2.2 of
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231-5:

231-6:
231-7:

231-8:

Volume 1 wasrevised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasonsand concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's
preferenceisto establish adomesti ¢ 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.

CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021) implementation
regulations do not requireinclusion of cost and nonproliferation studiesinan
environmental impact statement. The basic purpose of the NI PEISis

to describe thealternativesunder consideration for implementation

(Section 2.5 of Volume 1) and the environmental impactsthat would occur
if these alternatives were implemented (Chapter 4 of Volume 1). Pursuant
to CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agencies are encouraged to make
ancillary decision documentsavailableto the public beforeadecisionis
made. The associated cost report and nonproliferation report were made
availableto the public on August 24, 2000 and September 8, 2000,
respectively. DOE mailed these documentsto approximately 730 interested
parties, and these reports were made avail ableimmediately upon releaseon
the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) andin public reading rooms.

See Response to Comment Number 231-5 above.

ThisNI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts dueto the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternativesand alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
implemented for the alternative sel ected in the Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternativesin the NI PEIS
will bemanaged (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafeand
environmentally protective manner and in compliancewith all applicable
Federal and state laws and regul ations and applicable DOE orders.

The use of mixed oxide or highly enriched uraniumto fuel the FFTF has
beenrigorously evaluated inthe Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment. Thisreport confirmsthat the manner in which these
fuelswould be used, asdescribed inthe PEIS, isconsistent with
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Commentor No. 231: Form Letter A (Cont’d)
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Response to Commentor No. 231

231-9:

nonproliferation policy. Intheevent that adecisionismadeto restart
FFTF, thefirst six years of operation would use existing onsite mixed
oxide (MOX) fuel. DOE expectsthat an additional 15-year supply of
mixed oxidefuel in Europe, owned by Germany, could be availablefor
FFTF.

Further, use of the Hanford MOX fuel would dispose of asignificant U.S.
stockpile of fresh plutonium fuel by conversion to spent fuel through
irradiationin FFTF. Thisrepresentsasafe, low-cost, high benefit
opportunity to reduce U.S. civilian plutonium without chemical or bulk
processing. Use of the German MOX fuel represents asimilar
advantage with respect to the German stockpile of separated civilian
plutonium. During the period of MOX fuel use, in support of U.S.
nonproliferation policy directives, DOE's Office of Nonproliferation and
National Security would undertake a study under Reduced Enrichment
for Research and Test Reactors (RERTR) to consider the technical
feasibility of using low enriched uranium to fuel the FFTF. Under this
nonproliferation protocol, if use of low enriched uranium fuel isfound
infeasible in FFTF for meeting assigned missions, policy would allow
DOE to subsequently procure highly enriched uranium fuel for usein
FFTF. Again, this approach is consistent with U.S. nonproliferation

policy.

DOE notesthe concern expressed in the comment on the potential health
and environmental impacts of FFTF startup. All air emissions and
wastewater discharges would be in accordance with applicable permit
and regulatory requirements. Thereleases of air pollutantsand
contaminated liquid are addressed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1. The
release of air pollutantswould result in concentrationswell below Federal
and state air standards (Table 4-13). The release of radioactivity and
hazardous chemicalsinto the atmosphere would have anegligible effect
on human health (Tables4-17 and 4-19, respectively). Therewould be
no discernibleimpactsto groundwater or surfacewater quality (Section
4.3.1.1.4). All impactson ecological resources, including animalsand fish,
associated with operation of FFTF would be small (Section 4.3.1.1.6).

Thediscussioninthe Summary and Section 4.8.3.5 of Volume 1 onthe
cumulative impacts for spent nuclear fuel management at Hanford was
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Response to Commentor No. 231

231-10:

231-11:

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 withinthe
DOE limits given in DOE Order 5400.5. Asdiscussed in that Order, the
doselimit from airborne emissionsis 10 millirem per year, asrequired by
the Clean Air Act; drinking water is4 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 hascommitted to removethe
spent nuclear fuel at Hanford for ultimate disposition in ageologic
repository.

Decommissioning of FFTF and al other candidatefacilitiesconsidered,
including associated costs and cleanup, is not within the scope of the NI
PEIS. Before decommissioning activities were undertaken, DOE would
prepare the appropriate environmental documentation to address the
associated environmental impacts. Cost assessments would also be
prepared.

Deactivation costsfor FFTF areincluded in theancillary Cost Report and
areproperly assigned to support the alternatives asthey are defined in
Chapter 2, Volume 1 of the PEIS.

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

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 milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of all partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to
honoring this agreement.
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Response to Commentor No. 231

231-12:

Thecurrent inventory of wastes managed at the Hanford Siteisidentified
inVolume 1, 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 site
in Section 4.3 of Volume 1. Asstatedin Sections4.3.1.1.13,4.3.3.1.13,
and 4.4.3.1.13, the generation rates of wastes at Hanford associated with
theoptionsthat utilize either FFTF, FM EF and/or RPL/306-E would be
much smaller than the current waste generation rates at the site. These
volumeswould also besmall in comparison to theexisting inventory at
the site (Section 3.4.11.1). These comparisonswere also made for the
other optionswhichinvolved INEEL and ORR facilities. Asstatedin
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

Both ATR and HFIR are currently producing medical isotopes and under
theNo Action Alternative both would continueto do so. Further, under
thisalternative DOE would not establish adomestic source of
plutonium-238 production but could instead continueto purchaseit from
Russia to meet the needs of future U.S. space missions.

DOE considered the use of irradiation facilities other than those
addressed under Alternatives 1 through 4. However, their use was

dismissed for avariety of reasonsasdiscussed in Volume 1, Section 2.6.1.

TheNo Action aternativeisrequired under Council on Environmental
Quiality regulations (40 CFR 1502.14(d)). It providesapoint of
comparison for the action alternatives. The No Action Alternative
generally representsthe status quo; that is, it includesthose actions that
would normally take place without the proposed action. Sincethe status
quoinvolvesmaintaining FFTFin standby and not itsdeactivation, itis
not appropriateto includeitsdeactivation as part of theNo Action
Alternative. Deactivation of FFTFisincluded asAlternative 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.
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231-13: PNNL isnot preparing thisPEIS, although it has offered technical
commentsonit. These comments have been evaluated by DOE and the
contractor preparing the PEIS. PNNL hasalso previously provided
technical and cost analyses on mattersrelated to the FFTF, which have
undergoneindependent scrutiny, and have hel ped confirm the need for
theenvironmental review now being independently developed. PNNL's
work does not present aconflict of interest. Ultimately, DOE hasfull
control over the contents of the PEIS.

The 300 AreaRevitalization Plan (DOE 1999) providesfor continued
multi-program R& D operationsin the 300 Area, including operation of
variouslaboratories, officefacilities, and services. It also providesfor
consolidation (but not complete elimination) of radiological operations,
with support for Hanford Sitefacility transition and environmental
restoration efforts. The plan does not require closure of the 325 and
306-E buildings aslong asthey are needed for active research projects.
Operation of thesefacilitieswould 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 306—E facility isnot contaminated and isbeing proposed asalocation
to conduct activities that do not involve radioactive materials. Whilethe
325 Building has alarge inventory of radionuclides associated with
ongoing activities at the facility, the building is not contaminated in worker
accessible areas. Operationsat the 325 Building are conducted in
accordance with applicablefederal and state regul ationsand appropriate
DOE Orders. The need to restart FFTF is described in Chapter One of
theFinal NI PEIS. In Chapter Four, the socioeconomic impacts of
restarting FFTF are described. The economic welfare of Hanford and all
DOE sitesisimportant to DOE. However, any economicimpactis
secondary to the proper expenditure of taxpayer dollars. The expenditure
must be connected to the mission of thefacility.

DOE hasnot identified any classified missions or weaponsresearch that
will beundertaken at FFTF. If changes are proposed, the public will be
informed and the appropriate NEPA documentation will be prepared.
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231-14: AtthetimetheDraft NI PEISwascompleted and published, DOE did

231-15:

not have apreferred alternative. DOE used the environmental evaluation
inthe Draft NI PEIS, and al so other reports on cost and nonproliferation
impacts, aswell asinput from the public to develop itspreferred
aternative. Council on Environmental Quality regulations

(40 CFR 1502.14(€)) do not requiretheinclusion of apreferred alternative
inadraft EISif one has not been identified at that time. However, the
regulationsdo requireidentification of apreferred dternativein thefinal
document. DOE hasidentified apreferred alternativein Section 2.8 of the
Fina NI PEIS.

DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, or Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operationa
Facilities.
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L4 84

COLUMBL1A

PD. Box 1254
Hood River, Oragon 37031

A i
C i
: VHJMJ RIVERKEEPER

628-1

628-1: The annua doses to the public from the Hanford site and proposed NI
PEISactivitiesabove arevery small. The cumulativeimpact assessment
determined that theincremental annual radiation doseto the maximum
exposed publicindividual fromthe NI-PEIS proposed operationsat FFTF
and FMEF or RPL would be 0.0054 mrem. Thisassessment also
determined that 0.0045 latent cancer fatalitieswoul d be expected to
occur among thelocal population asaresult of the NI-PEISrelated
radiation exposure over the 35 year period.

For perspective, the radiation dose the average American receives from
natural sourcesisabout 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 popul ation asaresult of thisnatural
non-Hanford related) radiation exposure. In that same 35 years, about
19,000 cancer fatalitiesfrom al causes (nonradiol ogical causesincluded)
would be expected in the same popul ation.

It isthere fore highly unlikely that current or future Hanford operations
will impact public health.
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Commentor No. 1076: Nate and Andrea Hildebrand

Response to Commentor No. 1076

Name: NQT® - ONDRed HyLDEBRAND

Address: J3/ 7 s@ MaN €T
FoRTIBND K 72y
Additional Comments:
Plegse  FRestecT THR, WS ofF THR GITRAs oF
WESIHNGTON @ OReGON ~ SHUT POWN  Fast iy f

Sign and retorn to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastrocture-PEIS@hg.doe.gov

COQLUMBIA

PO Bax 1254
Haad Rivar, Qvegon 87031

RIVERKEEPER

| ‘ 1076-1

1076-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1171: Steve Hanrahan

Response to Commentor No. 1171

Name: %%fb( [v—(cth f‘*l‘\“'ﬂ

[~
Address: 3 Ti%s S S orvath L,e,-, S

Py v Hamd | g 17 Lot
Additional Comments: ,
Cleam wp MhanFet ™ Ao’

pewbar b (b

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Calette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MDD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

COLUMBIA

P.O. Bax 1254
Hoad River, Orepon 87031

RIVERKEEFER

|| w711
|| 1712

1171-1:

1171-2:

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

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

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1172: Charles Walden

Response to Commentor No. 1172

Name: Charles Walden M m

Address: 34 Wenonah Ave Oakland, N) 07436

Additional Comments:

I own property in Hood River and I think thal Hanford could adverscly affeet the value of my land. T
lived in the Gorge for 7 % years and did not like secing the toxic barges traveling up to Hanfyord.
They were senl up in the middle of the night, so the public would not sce them. 1 think Hanford should
be cleaned up and shut down. | think it is time that you listen {o the people. Do not contaminate the
Columbia River any more.

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20574 / e-mail; nuclear.Infrustrocture-PEIS(@thq.doe.gov

1172-1: Thealternatives considered in the PEIS do not include any actions that

should result in the change in property valuein the Hood River area.

1172-2:  Although not within in the scope of the NI PEIS, DOE notes the

commentor’s concerns regarding river transportation of waste to the
Hanford Siteand cleanliness of the ColumbiaRiver. Ingeneral,

hazardous wastes are not shipped to Hanford by barging on the Columbia
River. There are two exceptions to this: 1) transport of Trojan Nuclear
Reactor components for disposal in acommercial disposal site, and 2)
transport of decommissioned submarine reactor compartments for burial
at Hanford. Any night transports resulted from scheduling and
conveniencefactors (e.g. arriving at Hanford during daylight hours).

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 all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to
honoring thisagreement.

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.
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Commentor No. 1173: Lynn Hanrahan

Response to Commentor No. 1173

Name: Lyw\m /"/un'u [\.‘f"\.

27 ¥ S€ Beooklya St
pwﬂ.._f, 6. §yavn.

AdditionalComments:Q/C*h (/fo /—/4,.4-{4/./( ( | I‘ 1173-1

o Al )

’Pj A}o‘{' g’afﬁv—f' F’F’ 'rp’ l/ {

Sign and returr io Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Address:

COLUMBIA

PO, Box 1254
Hood River, Ciragan 87031

RIVERKEEPER

1173-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

1173-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1531: Paul Crouch

Response to Commentor No. 1531

Name: /49¢¢/ C’,«m(c»é /f/u’/f/m«r/

Address: Fo g ,C‘ay/‘e A ,,/
4 ?7 e
S ot ﬂtz{,«(’/\ b/ . M.{.&’( i

e e T

(‘2
Al gl fa/jm}[ W e e PO ./‘Lfd///

et ,/M,QZ?%R UE 0l tomr M/%Wz/’//

Sign and retuen tn Columbia Riverkeeper or mail hy SepL 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, ME 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hy.doe.gov

/L/[ﬁﬂ/ d//émij el g gild (Y 4 E )t & /
e T T,

1531-1

1531-2

1531-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to the restart of the FFTF.

1531-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are
high priority to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activitiesare conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). This
agreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

Theenvironmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF

are addressed in detail in Section 4.3 of thisNI PEIS. Theimpacts
areshownto besmall. Theseimpacts specifically includetherisksto
human health during normal operations and associated with postul ated
accidents. Over the 35-year operational period no fatalities would be
expected among workers or in the general publicinthevicinity of
Hanford or at distant locations. For perspective, the radiation dose the
average American receivesfrom naturally occurring sourcesis about
300 mrem each year. Based on the same 35 year time period used
above, approximately 2,600 latent cancer fatalities would be expected
among the local population as aresult of natural (non-Hanford related)
radiation exposure.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Response to Commentor No. 1532

Commentor No. 1532: Cindy L. Allen

Commentor No. 1533: Maria Roeder

Response to Commentor No. 1533

Name: G/_;»J.D /L ﬂ/LLQ/‘/
Address: 757 @ ﬁxjey I?OﬂDJ. /‘}Dd}? R-‘JEB/. O’Q 9703/

Additi%ﬁmﬁfdpwﬁ v # focn /70 %‘Gj‘:ﬁ PALEE /
Qi dyy o sl e

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Cnlette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MDD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastrocture-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Name: Mlu\;ﬁ Eofﬁﬁ(‘

Address: 25 23 A\fa\\o il b\"\:\} <
oo RKiven, ©F- 4703
Additional Comments:

e loze b down and Eﬁ_j—_"\l& !/;\_.PE{

prory

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkecper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastructore-PEIS@hg.doe.gov

” 1532-1
|| 15322
I‘ 1533-1

1532-1:

1532-2:

1533-1:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

DOE is committed to discharging its responsibilitiesin an open and
unbiased manner and providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions. In compliance with NEPA
and CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public to
comment on the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed
alternatives for meeting mission requirements. In preparing the Final

NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments received from the public

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1535: Carol Douglass

Response to Commentor No. 1535

Name (et Dy e ity
Address: Sz Cotttndn m ; Hoedd Wawwer, G2 A5

Addiional Commenss: (Vg ) w | dﬁ'i‘#v] g M_ﬂd/l( Gih ,ﬁm I| 1535-1

VN MW @Wﬁi o nerdedd ar
paglzﬂ_ b el o wiave pusliely Cnaun .
Slgn aod refurg to Columbia Rherkuper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brows, %8, USDOE, 19901
Germantawn Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuckar Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

(et e

I ‘ 1535-2

1535-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

1535-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s views including the need for public dialog

and education as a prerequisite for informed public participation. Itis

DOE policy to encourage public input on matters of national and

international importance. In doing so, DOE has established reading

rooms near DOE sites to provide easy access to information about DOE

programs and encourages the use of this source of information. Further,

DOE has numerous web sites, including one for NE (http://www.nuclear.

gov), that provide up-to-date-information complete with fact sheets, news

releases, and other materials. 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. In
doing so, it established two expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the

NERAC. In 1998, the Expert Panel, which convened to forecast future

demand for medical isotopes, estimated that the expected growth rate of

medical isotope use during the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14

percent per year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year

for diagnostic applications. Thesefindingswere 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
sincetheinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope
use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1535: Carol Douglass (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 1535

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 wasrevised toincorporate thisinformation and
to clarify DOE’srolein fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

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

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

energy research and devel opment portfolio and to provide a strategy that
ensures the United States has a program to address the Nation’s energy
and environmental needs for the next century. Init's November 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 development effort to address the
potential long-term barriers to 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 development activities to address these
potential barriers. Section 1.2.3 of Volume 1 provides information on the
nuclear energy research and development mission.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1928: Laurd L. Gross

Commentor No. 1934: Tamme Pearson

Response to Commentor No. 1928

Response to Commentor No. 1934

Name: - Z » e Z v W
Address: 70 557( 2,1,//
Fhcaems (L4 T€623

Additional Comuments:
- FFET =
o eae. Aorits st vl . 1928-1

Sign and retugffo Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19301
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nutlear.lnfrastracture-PEIS(@hg.doee.gov

COLUMBIA

PO, Box 1254
Hood Fver, Gragon 97031

RIVERKEEPER

Name: TR i le. PELUSoA

Address: |20 %’K”‘L/pfﬁ,mll
MOS ™, 02 G704

Additional Commenss: MD W’T Ir l

L

” 1934-1

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Calette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

1928-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1934-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1937: Mark Simonds

Commentor No. 1939: Shawn Robarts

Response to Commentor No. 1937

Response to Commentor No. 1939

Name: \\J\o&\"\ 6( M“\£7
Addrcss:'a\bﬁ)\"‘mml&&erb 0(.,./

Additional Comments: = "3&\[\;‘ el ol ey, EAOE— I| 1937-1

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept, 18th te: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.lafrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Name: ShRudnt Robeers

Address: 1360 3£} AuE #1
MISfAR. oRegan. @Yo

Additional Comments: ?L%e- Kbgrg?’ LT 7’{1’2#’? Wz 7%;55 eSS I| 1939-1

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-30, USDOE, 19901
Germuntown Rd., Germantown, MDD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrasurneture-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

1937-1: The commentor’s position on safety measures is noted.

1939-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Response to Commentor No. 1944

Commentor No. 1944: Kelly Caldwell

Commentor No. 1945: Martha Aspy

Response to Commentor No. 1945

Name: KéL &/(Cg ) .
Address: i&,[g’ <F gg*’\ﬁﬁ/{ Qj/ﬂw/ OF T7207.

Additional Comments: . .
FFTF is nst (,cw’»fﬁ@w// wigh “/(joeﬂ/g ” 1944-1
o Fe M /w " . M Ao e
/ f,gf i Clean o cuua« I‘ 1944-2
Sign and return te Columbia Rlverkeeper or mail by Sept. Iﬁ toz Culette Brown, NE 50. USDOE/19%01

Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: naclear.Infrastructure-PE1S@hq.doe.gov

COLUMBIA

PO, Box 1254
Hood Arver, Dregan S7031

RIVERKEEPER

Name: Y\’\a—Uﬂﬂ ASPS

Address: Ry ST, U N
Wt Unn G 4

Additional Comments:

Preaso w@m%ﬁc Wedo nd wand- || 19451
o, vemp T BT (s cheain up~Wes ress ko I‘ 1945.2
Sign and returk to Columbia Rilferkeeper or n‘mil by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19901

Germantown Rd., Germaatown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.lnfrastructure-PE1S@hq.doe.gov

COLUMEBI A

PO, Box 1254
Hoad River, Gregen 87031

RIVERKEEPER

1944-1.
1944-2:

1945-1:
1945-2:

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

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

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

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Response to Commentor No. 1946

Commentor No. 1946: Peter Sansone

Commentor No. 1953: Moses Jhai

Response to Commentor No. 1953

Name: PorTer 248 S3We

Address: V. p, By e 38 , BeMlce dace, o, G Reptf

235745 §. &"aw.glv.«,ﬁ@ JORE G Ty g
Additional Comments: ’ ’

CLEAS LY E%IE T & QT A AT g L

WA D diTe  Priel To AN wmew) feefosal s

Sign and return to Coluwmbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 199501
Germantown Rd,, Germantown, MD 20874 / ¢-mzil: nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doegov

CQLUMBIlA

PO, Bax 1264
Hoed River, Qragon 37031

RIVERKEEPER

Naae: m&% k\\w (Wles Dheei )

Address:to\% st g, HesO Baze ok §T0X|

Additional Comments: Djpecr ¢lpge. this plate dewan!

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th te: Colette Brown, NE-30, USDOE, 19501
Germanotown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastructore-PEIS@hq.doe.goy

| ‘ 1946-1

|| 190531

1946-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,

1953-1:

and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto
remediate exi sting contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
TheHanford Site environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of all partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring thisagreement. The DOE missionsdelineatedin
the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1955: Paul Woolery

Commentor No. 1958: Robert S. Hodges

Response to Commentor No. 1955

Response to Commentor No. 1958

Name; ﬁ%)ﬁ,{ [\/(}f/zg
Address: 637 /Lié-f)" /97
Lbte Sabron, LIA S§072
Additional Comments: i
% Cost- d//yruad,ca- Argre. Pusclear sk
6% ﬁb& _ée,uﬁ{( W Caekl éfmf/ucﬂél m;dvf'fcfgr
FETF .

Sign and return te Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19301
Germantown Rd,, Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.infrastructure-PE[S@hq.doe.gov

Name%, g‘ %
Address: (_,\U& L\_}ol\kQLe, -
\A)\/\(L(,Sqtmm' Lxg ﬁg(;?l/

Additional Comments:

- . \
Ceapn " R E, ok %T KouR

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Bre: 'NE-50, USDOE, 199501
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MDD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

1l 1958-1

1955-1

Il 1958-2

1955-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opinion.

1958-1: DOE notesthe commentor’sconcernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. TheHanford Siteenvironmental restoration activitiesare
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and

the U.S. Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand

schedulesfor restoration of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions delineated in
the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

1958-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1962: Catherine Zangar

Commentor No. 1964: David Burns

Response to Commentor No. 1962

Response to Commentor No. 1964

Name: Cr‘l"’i@rmﬂ. ﬁﬁ,jﬁ-f

Address: 7Q~f :P"’lﬁ, AVQ/
+erJUC! A<l Da /1?03] [@(W[T c')'lL :{\DC/LLQ.HI{ Le U

Addlimnﬂl@ommenfﬂ\h:ﬁz I/L&x ane. &f I‘Eacli\mj deumwm left fza sm‘u( oﬂ
j;vuf wwohs 2 J\J_L;S &M e A,L,{ ngu&m«_ teple W e -\L{zh
okt = Shetd Lo evelidd fotle frcess i }) we et | fwrj
:an{ 2id jm{q haests? Fidermer 1 g havuests /7 F Airtoce. bgm i e fs/id
Algp— atl ofler = Fre e Cfasee!/{iu_# (Lwr\—' ijd Basen -

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 199
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastructure-PETS@hq.doe.goy

; p-%%)ww A‘—l&fﬁ&rlw;ia :“%:? s ’_’\’SL,[ ﬁjlém e st 1‘%

FETT

1962-1

1962-2

nme DAVIA Burars

Addres: 2G¥S Von tello Ave
Hoodﬁ?_u)ef T4 47031

Additional Comments:

Yog The madsess! We mne wot (ool |
and under stand -re Batra! of Pupii trast

Sign and return 10 Columbia Riverkeeper or mail hy Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 1990}
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear. Infrastracture-PELS@hg.doe.gov

Cleon 1t uf ! L

1964-1

I‘ 1964-2

1962-1: Itis DOE policy to encourage public input on matters of regional,
national and international importance as part of its commitment to
facilitate a public participation process that is open and unbiased. 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 alternatives. DOE
gaveequal considerationto all comments. In preparing the Final
NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments received from the public.

1962-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
The commentor should note that thereisonly 1 FFTF, and it is currently
in standby.

1964-1: DOE is committed to discharging its responsibilitiesin an open and
unbiased manner and providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions. In compliance with
NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public to
comment on the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed
alternatives for meeting mission requirements. In preparing the Final
NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered commentsreceived from the public.

1964-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. TheHanford Site environmental restoration activitiesare
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions delineated in
the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1965: Kennedy Burns

Commentor No. 1968: Alison Hodges

Response to Commentor No. 1965

Response to Commentor No. 1968

Name: %enn ecL,) Buins

Address: 2 (B35  Wlonielind
Hood @iaesy &
' GFAB |
Additional Comments:

T oppos = e restet™ «F the eulsrd
-A(c;c,-;'l.*—-_y for Tewe ave of Gl

e e a? feacdeds o G mIon s Whne

Bign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 181h to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd,, Germantown, MDD 20874 / e-maik: nuclear.Infrastructure-PEISG@hq.doe.goy

Ui b Sbed s | e 2

1965-1

Name: A\ (500 \‘\toé%%j

agdress: 4ok A0 2l ace
Lohe Salmop, Wit At

Additional Comments:
[IRVRR A W\wv{\; ’x—o a/é'\'ime\! Hnaésc Qfmu)v .
Yoy A@sp e of dhe @e dumdorey, _
OQPO@(:;J P Ar\(fr\as AUST WL e gD

Sign and return to Colum bia'Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19MF
Germantown Rd,, Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastructu re-PEIS@hq.doegov

1965-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1968-1: DOE iscommitted to discharging itsresponsibilitiesin an open and
unbiased manner and providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions. Holding public hearings
isan essential and required part of the NEPA process. In compliance with
NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public
to comment on the environmental impact analysis of DOE'’ s proposed
alternativesfor meeting mission requirements. |n preparing the Final
NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments received from the public.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1970: George Wieira

Commentor No. 1972: Marie Pfeffer

Response to Commentor No. 1970

Response to Commentor No. 1972

Narne: /%7{

Address: // w

Additional Comments: HM

@Wﬁ,/ g ﬁﬂ’fﬁ’

MW

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper ur mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDQE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MID 20874 / e-mail: nuclear. Infrastrocture-PEIS@hg.doc.gov

N e rie et e

Address:

=455 Govrebry Club R, Hood Rier; 08 g5,

Additional Comments:

Gl geal,

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Scpt. 18th ¢o: Colette Brown, NE-5¢, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-maik: nuclear.Infrastructure-FEIS@hg.dee.gov

Chegm ot up - rot S ¥ Up || 1972-1

1970-1

|| 1972-2

1970-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto
remediate exi sting contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
TheHanford Siteenvironmental restoration activitiesare conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring thisagreement. The DOE missionsdelineatedin
the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

1972-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

1972-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1973: John Pfeffer

Commentor No. 1975: Jerry Gabay

Response to Commentor No. 1973

Response to Commentor No. 1975

N A A NP "
Address: W

TETT by COh Bl Sk L, aR 5 i
Additicnal Commenis:
Py /]/‘zﬂamcn,#” Casuer » S ?2»'/ - 7Re M5 ot
endeeid (7 Clanp.  Juir a peminci if prevsies
ALy FETAE 57;5/7}_""/0;//’ /{/O/

Sign ard return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brov;n,' NE-50, USBOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Py Ny

Name: @7 ,{]4%
Address: ¢ By /<y AT g C F7AYp

Additional Comments: 3, ica. '-fﬁ 7"42. ‘fi /L/KJI ’2’4% g
"’”’"E‘, w ﬂéa»/m/? A zbasy /%: dd’ﬂ’t ey '/ﬁ.oz ’%@L g
/-I, M — 7. ’d(fh e ¥

jﬂ]al;”{a f,J 5/7,{1244/4,,‘”450»/1}" -

Sign and return to Colombia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Browa, NE-50, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germuntown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrustructure-PETS@hq.doe,gov

1973-1

1973-2

1975-1

1973-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.

A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.
Public meetings were held on thisformal milestone change. The DOE
missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford
cleanup activities.

1973-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1975-1: 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. No final decisions have been made with regard
to the facilities and locations eval uated to fulfill the requirements of the
DOE missions, which include the production of medical and industrial
isotopes, the production of plutonium-238 for NASA space missions, and
nuclear research and development. DOE’s Record of Decision for the

NI PEISwill be based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental
impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical
assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1978: Cosmos Worth

Commentor No. 1979: Sola Radiance

Response to Commentor No. 1978

Response to Commentor No. 1979

. Craan Wortls

Address: PO B 1TZ7

Hood (Liver; Oheson 7703/
Additional Comments: SM D Wi FF?F M

CLEAN Up iy Aesseo how 7 || w781
Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 1991
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.dnfrastructure-PEIS@hg.doe.gov
Name: \_S%-OQ&;’ Radianeq
Address:'gé:_ ﬁo-&) . ,'6 ar7

ood Ra OR_.
Additional Comments: ; CT'?O 3 ]
AN {l B
@Mhﬁ— wouwd THe CREATOR aka GO

DO P Shat Ooonl Hanford Sspesg B

WAty rrachet ny
Sign and retura to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-30, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hg.doe.gov 6 L\OS“‘( 1979 1

= \We  OonT : o, 22
Ne 0o weeol ((oRe ploning, 570

{f'@f\’\ O\A\’]wDJ\,Q_QQ, DDA

1978-1: DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF and concern regarding the existing cleanup mission
at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

1979-1: DOE wastasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and devel opment of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.” The purpose of
this PEIS isto determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Response to Commentor No. 1980

Commentor No. 1980: Jadriah Rath

Commentor No. 1981: Robert M. Gosman

Response to Commentor No. 1981

Name: 'Sc.d:(\c-.ﬂ Qo’;‘_ \'\ \ ‘
Address: 6,2'16 DQ/Q )f\ U—Jb WOO O\\ Q ] \)QJ‘Y‘ O‘(ie%o\q’
4703\

Additional Comments:
Tm \\ Weals oid and T nondh Alad all
The \c\dg Tn e Wiorle Vederve, q%@o&

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19901

Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclezr.Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doegov
Cleoln R e W inork  Waste), St

Nare: ‘%g EE7 W éag.’mzm
Address: <47 jfofg gf LN
2 Wa 9561z

) (Q‘MH.«?&LMDM
Additional Co i r 1)
. w.,..',/ngn[ o @l ; CL.’.‘C{ /_,35 u/.'// Hoy’-- Mens €

mments:
%Aj‘l‘}u"}’ll ’ﬂ\ﬁ \j’sﬁ_ﬂ\l\g we have 4’{46 rnj hits e widhout
"A)u;cf;s”and?—?’%e fhsum:? hell, we will's Fand wp-

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mall by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-30, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

1980-1

I ‘ 1981-1

1980-1:

1981-1:

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
aternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative sel ected 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 compliancewith al applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

DOE is committed to discharging its responsibilitiesin an open and
unbiased manner and providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions. In compliance with NEPA
and CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public to comment
on the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed alternativesfor
meeting mission requirements. In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE
carefully considered comments received from the public.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Response to Commentor No. 1983

Commentor No. 1983: Mary Preston

Commentor No. 1986: Yellow Thunder

Response to Commentor No. 1986

Name: ;1}/(‘4(7 /Dpey”'ov—-
Address: | ¢ A‘ f ‘SJF%‘—\I |79

Additional Comments:

/Dém’ OUf'Ohfl_( Aaf;@/& 747@

C,/f‘an b Fpged — To crcats AL s T 15 Eﬁ: B
7o @//575»7u11 LA

Sign and return to Columbie Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Browh, NE-30, USDOE, 19501
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MI) 20874 / e-mail: ouclear.Infrastracture-PEIS@hg.doe.gov

Address: f() 6&){5&?& .
(UéWM o, WA 25672
- \ - EWERE BeohHT ForwhRD
e | Sviiion SCe P BT LanoRED
"_I)'uip nft a L@J ress v‘ﬂ‘w_ r f_#nse £5eS refafen[;"ligi—gduc{w; g‘(’PdeHSW\aJQ
Sov vso of FFTF amd all ghher peapsses of FETFand orctd meidents g Lo
lowet vadidions. Also the stme must beapplied o animals, plawdy

Sign and return to Columhia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, ISDOE, t19901
Germantown Rd., Germantows, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doc.gov

vnce s+ witer . (Qow uour dacka with indse &/,{fd’d} “R‘M
P\\ﬂﬁf{'av@- suoh as &l{l{c‘;}?ﬁ sicins{av Socel Q@:fﬁ&[‘rﬁj. “Frvhe |
didaf veconds , oA,

H 19831
|| 19832
1986-1

1983-1:

1983-2:

1986-1:

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

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

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 alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

DOE gave equal consideration to all comments received as aresult of the
scoping process and made a number of changesin the Draft NI PEISin
response to these comments (see Section 1.4 of Volume 1). The
evaluations presented in Chapter 4 for Alternative 1 options(i.e., 4.3.1to
4.3.6) addresstheradiological and chemical impactson human health and
the environment associated with normal FFTF operationsand from
postulated accidents.

Asexplained in Appendix H, the radiological impacts assessment (for
both normal operations and accidents) considered deposition to soils and
uptake and ingestion through foodstuffsaswell asdirect inhalation and
external exposure. Releaseswere calculated to air only because there
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1986: Yellow Thunder (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1986

areno radiological effluent liquid pathways to the environment from
FFTF. For normal operations, the analysesindicate that impactson
human health would be small (Iessthan 0.1 millirem annually tothe
maximally exposed member of the public), whichiswell below the annual
limit of 210 milliremfor air emissions. In addition, acomplete spectrum of
accidentswas evaluated for FFTF (see Appendix I). All of the accidents
evaluated for FFTF resulted in doses of lessthan 1 rem to the maximally
exposed individual, whichisbelow the U.S. EPA's Protective Action
Guidelinesof 1to 5 rem. These analyses are subject to independent
review by virtue of being publishedinthe NI PEIS. All datausedis
referenced and publicly availablewith the methods of analysisbased on
accepted procedures and documented in the NI PEIS Administrative
Record.

For impactsto ecological resources, it should also be noted that human
health impacts are generally assumed to be conservative of the impacts
to other organismsand therefore protective of ecological resourcesin
genera. According to International Atomic Energy Agency guidance, a
doserate of 100 millirem per year to the maximally exposed human will
lead to dose ratesto plants and animals of lessthan 0.1 rad per day. The
IAEA concluded that adose rate of 0.1 rad per day or lessfor animals
and 1 rad per day or lessfor plantswould not affect these populations.
Thelargest individua dosefor any of thealternatives (inclusive of FFTF
normal operations) evaluated isbelow 0.1 millirem annually, three orders
of magnitudelessthanthel AEA identified threshold level. Thisiswell
below the IAEA benchmark. Therefore, al of the proposed alternatives
would have no effect on the plants and animals around the proposed sites.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1989: Michae Mulhall

Response to Commentor No. 1989

Name: {J\\ \M«e.\ Ma“\\\u\\
Address: nwgl Q\\d‘g‘] Ol

Additional Comments: Ve Can Mo \Dn e &an‘& i c‘ex\a Moye

V\JAM.( u».e,-\e._‘j [N G._%u_l\v\&"" e xe opw.'»uj L qhe FFTE
T o Lor Alerndite 5 ghot dodn FETF now.

Cgo& = LJ-A:.\-\:V\ . b
Sign and return éo Columbia Riverkeeper ar mail by Scpi. 18th to: Calette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19501
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail; nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

| 1989-1
|| 1989-2
I‘ 1989-3

1989-1:

1989-2:

1989-3:

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 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 opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

See response to comment 1989-2.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1996: Art Lewellan

Response to Commentor No. 1996

Name: ART LEweiean

Address: 32e8 §¢ gre =g
Poatiang, 2. $720z

Additional Comments: ?Ufafﬁ'v FETE o5 uawise. Medica s ]5”1‘7” can de
thchued' or nanufactwred cheaper from ofbher soupces, I‘/qa?‘(‘."/"-‘ 7
mest. Jpend moasy efeq uinj o+ oup DonT spend mon ek J‘qcfnzrd'r'mxj Fhe
-F“m'fitf of sz/o/eeF.

Sign and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19501
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MDF 20874 / e-mail: nuctear.Infrastroctore-FEIS@hy.doe.gov

COLUMBIA

PO. Box 1254
Hoed River, Oregon 97031

RIVERKEEPER

1996-1
1996-2
1996-3
1996-4

1996-1:
1996-2:

1996-3:

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

DOE acknowledges that other manufacturers can produce certain
isotopes that are economically attractive. In fact, the United States
currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its medical

radioi sotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada. However,
Canada only 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
mi ssion requirements.

Although other manufacturers produce medical radioisotopes, DOE
remains the key provider for alarge number of radioisotopesthat are

used in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at universities
and hospitals. Because their application isinitially experimental, these
isotopes are not generally purchased in large-enough quantities to make
their production financially attractive to private industry. However,
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 enhance its existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research. DOE’s
intent is to complement commercia sector capabilitiesto ensure that a
reliable supply of isotopesis availablein the U.S. 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.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1996: Art Lewellan (Cont’'d)

Response to Commentor No. 1996

1996-4:

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.

Hanford cleanup is funded by DOE's Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Management (EM). FFTF funding is provided through
the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science & Technology (NE). Further,

two different congressional subcommittees oversee the appropriations for
these activities. No monies have been or will be taken from any EM
projects at Hanford to support the FFTF. Restart of FFTF would not
impact current cleanup schedules.

ThisNI PEIS provides an estimate of the potential human health impacts
associated with arange of reasonabl e alternativesfor the production of
isotopes for medical uses, research and development, and as heat sources
for radioisotope power systems. The methodology used is intended to
provide realistic results based upon our current knowledge of the health
impact of low doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 providesthe
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
accidentsthat included severe accidents. The environmental analysis
showed that radiol ogical and nonradiological risks associated with
restarting FFTF would be small.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 1999: Zachary L. Post

Commentor No. 2001: Jean Gritter

Response to Commentor No. 1999

Response to Commentor No. 2001

Nmz?AcMRY L Post '
Address: 02, NE '@ROSQ\G\WL’\ \ ? 'DX ! OR q—?@\\

Additional Comments:

Meve e em WO\Q\& 'S \/mlt & Ccuve

? I‘ 1999-1
o= CawvileN .

Sign and return to Coltmbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hg.doe.gov

COLUMEBILA

PO, Box 1254
Hood River, Cregon 97031

RIVERKEEPER

o ebinCrirer
Address: %Z@ NE ZZ"-‘?{

Pt lesdt, 08 FT200
Additional Comments:

e st g Mcﬁuﬂwﬁ ufﬁm,/ﬂww |

Sign and reture to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-50, USDOE, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MID 20874 / e-mail: nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

2001-1

COQLUMBIA

PO, Bax 1254
Hoon River, Oregon $7031

RIVERKEEPER

1999-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding waste generation. This
NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts dueto the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all dternativesand alternative options. Waste minimization programsat
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

2001-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. TheHanford Siteenvironmental restoration activitiesare
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedulesfor restoration of al partsof the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.
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Individuals submitting Form Letter A (Columbia Riverkeeper) with additional comments.

Commentor No. 2010: Bart Vervioet

Response to Commentor No. 2010

exlstmg sntes wlth shutdown of FFTF

e jetlosT—
Address: —7 42 ‘/2;,9_ 574
S Fl 02 223

Additional Comments:
S dower FETF
$r92. (f"t;’/z--%a'./ l@”"'}{

Sigo and return to Columbia Riverkeeper or mail by Sept. 18th to: Colette Brown, NE-30, USDOEL, 19901
Germaniown Rd,, Germantown, MD 20874 / e-mail; nuclear.Infrasiructere-PEIS@hq.doc.gov

I ‘ 2010-1

2010-1: The commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and support
for cleanup at the Hanford Site are noted. The U.S. Congress funds the
Hanford cleanup through the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF through the Office of
Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE). The nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also
be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford cleanup
activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds
designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 70: Form Letter B
Varsity Construction

Response to Commentor No. 70

August 17, 2000

Colette Brown

NE-50

US Dept. of Energy
19901 Germantown Rd.
Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown;

1would fike to add my voice for the restart of the FFTF facility. This state-of-the-art facility can
preduce medical isotopes for the diagnoses and treatment of cancer and it sits dormant.

In 1999 over half a million Americans died from cancer Tn 2000 over a million new cases will be
diagnosed. I realize that dying of cancer is not the most politically correct form death, but most
of us have a fiiend or a relative who has been affected by cancer and we know its devastating
effect.

I wonder how many more lives will be lost if the research and development of these life saving
medical isotopes is not fully exploited. If someone you loved life could be saved be using these
one medical isotopes, don't you hope that they would be available.

Millions of patients already benefit from the improved diagnoses with medical isotopes. In fact,
more than 40,000 such procedures are performed each day in the United States. We have this
exciting new technology in our back yard. Let's use it.

In a time of budget surpluses, let us invest in our future health and that of our children and see
that the FFTF reactor is restarted again for the production of medical isotopes.

Resp tfulhx,
¢l yorr=e
Ed Deen

1519 South Lnion Court
Kennewick, WA 99338

70-1

70-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and
Isotope Production Missions in the United States, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility

Form Letter B (Cont’d)
Individualssubmitting thisformletter

EdDeen
JmSms
DonGangl
GraceGdbrath
SuanneBurton
Gene Stott
SteveRhoten
David Story
BarbaraSms
Todd Rhoten
Burt Jones
Jerry Sms
AndreaSms
RickVan Sickle
JoleneBibe

Janice Amundson

2-2052
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Commentor No. 2333: Form Letter C Response to Commentor No. 2333
No Nuclear Power for Space Missions

Secretary, The

To: Secretary, The
Subject: No Nuclear Power for Space Missions

Dear Mr. Richardson:

| am opposed to the use of nuclear devices in space for energy
generation in any space craft, to any destinalion, for any
purpose.

The dangers of nuclear accidents and nuclear poliution are too
real to ignore. Not only should we not endanger life on earth

with nuclear accidents, we should not send nuclear-powered craft
into space where they might cause unforeseeahle dangers.

2333-1 2333-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to NASA's use of nuclear
material sfor space missionsand support for devel opment of alternative
energy sources. Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA,
DOE providesradioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that
fuelsthem, for space missionsthat require or would be enhanced by their
use. These radioisotope power systems have been used for almost 40
years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and
reliability invariousNASA space missions. NASA establishesthe need
Sincerely, and requirementsfor space missions and undergoes athorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch.

! urge you, Secretary Richardsaon, to order the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration and ail other
space-oriented agencies to develop non-nuclear power sources for
space craft.

sas5U0dSaY JOQ PUe SIUBLILIOD UBIHI — Z JeldeyD




¥50¢-¢

Form Letter C (Cont’d)

Individuals submitting this form letter:

Mika Scott
MichelleAgans
Jessie Ortiz
Jennifer Clayton
Jeffery O. G. Ogbar
JeanieKeltner
Jean Patterson
Gerard Hansen
Jared Ball

Janet Minshall
Jamie Pehling
James Pratt
Jackie Disalvo

J. Simon Cornette
I nterhemi spheric Resource Center
ImreBard

Hugh Ryan
Howard Pellett
Helen Callbeck
Gwen Perkins
Helen P Hanigan
Greg Rupert
GinaRatkovic
Gerry Tenney

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



GS0¢-¢

Commentor No. 145: Postcard Campaign A

We support the restart of FFTF Reactor Facility...

Response to Commentor No. 145

:

FALTER - Ui

!."'—"'\_\Laq‘:‘(';f'z l?—wé%
§ =0 .7 ftan]

P.0. Box 524 L AUGZT00

SETEF
5405

15498 O8-23-00 PASCH WA 55301

Ms. Colette E. Brown

NE-50 - Office of Nuciear Science,
Energy & Technology

U.S. Department of Energy

19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874

Attn: NE PEIS
Th !Iill1"lll‘ll'!‘ln|llll|lll"llII"llll'llll'll.l‘ltl!“!lll

Nuclear Infrastructure EIS

We support the restart of the FFTF Reactor Facility at
Hanford to mest the national needs for medical isctopes
and cther peaceful nuclear materials. The FFTF is the
most economical, safe, ard environmental friendly method
available to meet these needs

/ﬁéﬂm«)x)/, a4 99357
IR IR T O T I LT IR R T

145-1

145-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Postcard Campaign A (Cont’ d)

Individuals submitting this postcard:

John W. Biglin
Lindsay Dae
KarenBowman
John Arfamendole
Brett Meyer
Justin Richardson
HdenRichardson
DianaGlesener
Frank W. Powell
JmCurrens
VictoriaSivernall
ElizB.Destons
TriciaCdlahan
B.R.Dumes

John Conatore
JoeC. D
K.Lange
DarleneLange
Michad B.Finn
Laurd Finn
KdenFinn
NormMcLaddine
R. D.Urquhart
GeorgeN. Ruge
MikeGuthrie

W. R.Church
Cheryl Edwards
M.A.Rallison
Dwight Hardy
LeeMcFadden
Greg McFadden
Antonio L. Judkins
Kerry L. Wetts
BenD. Corder

J W.Baker

Lori J. Hunter
BeaBaker

J SDde

Paul W. Tunndll
Dorothy L. Stewart

Robert Wayne Meisinger

EllisL. Pritchett
WilliamA. Matin

Matthew J. Millbauer

Robert T. Evans
Jarry E. Ferson
PamMiller
DonTwitty
ThomasR. Gregory
Jack D. Varnado
Scott W. Harder
Robert R. Beach
RonddA. Simkins
Ned EG.
JamesSkinnais
Tom C.McPeek
DanFitts

Harold L. Whitworth
Lenore Armstrong
Russl K. Hulvey
CdvinN. Holbrook
Paul Fiskum
TimVanRom
Frank Blume
Miched E. Dawsen
Tom Schaffer

J W.Finnigan
Dean Bushey
LevonAckerman
Wright Beech
Ronad O. Paynes
Harold J.Clifton
DonnaDéffidd
PamDavan
Michael Young
Terri Mooney
EldonL.Pomerinke
John Ammerman
Daynna Turner
Ddl Molnau
R.E.Jnnurrish
Lary C.Powers
Kdly Dyer
AdamDyer

Bruce K. Tank

Ron McMurphy

R. ShavnWilson
David E. Wight
ConnieGillespie
June Swvanson
Miched Keizer
DomingoRamirez
James Murphy
Lary Taylor
F.D.Day

Dondd H. Buskey
MikeA. Stone

Ken Werst

M. L. Sylvester
JamesR. Bateman
Douglas Caruth

Ray Wilson

Bobby Parks
C.E.Beggrom, J.
MichdleL. Millbaver
Jerome L. Aspevig
Gary Wold
WadtHarmda
Gerdd L. Masengde
Russd| D. Nathan
DeborahA. Kane
KarenMcGinnis
William Sanduskey
Petrick R. Goble
KeithA. Smithton
CandaLynn Meador
Dard W.Henry

J D.Baeman

Karen S. Eggers

C. H. Schmidt-Caruth
Faye Wiggins
TammilLee
W.B.Cadllins

Merle D. Jackson
BarbaraHisaw
Ronald L. Bricker
Danette Dyers
Donad W. McComb
Kathleen Wilson

Harold A. Huttling
Thomas M. Peterson
LindaS. Schaffer
DaneCurry

Larry G. Johngton
Stephen J. Wallace
R.L.Barick
LorraineMcEllery
RichardLayman
Md Clakk

Rod J. Berry
Robert A.Gerds
DebbieHendrick
Danid J Sparks
Gregdulian

M. F. Duffy
SteveBurger
Gary M. Buckley
Paul Schtolman

B. J. Davenkauer
Robert W. Grant
RonGreen

Shad Smith

Kirk Wood

D. E Kammenzind
BenL.Brickor

M. R.Lahtinen
William D. Edwards
Guy Wilson
Miched R. Galvin
D. E.Molnan
JamesP. Taus
RickLint

Billy M. Smons
Tammy Hastings
Pat Henderson
Tracy H. Daines
Leonard R. Carlide
CalaDeVoir
AmandaSewel|
Brian G.Bergain
Beverly A. Finney
Jack W. Meyer

Kathy M. Cawley
Robert D. Brotherton
Frederick M. Hopkins
J C.Ndson

Brent Anderson
James P Mitchdl
GayBills

JeseB. Zavda
BabaraS. Chase
Dudtin Funderlurg
Holly Funderlurg
FeiciaA. Padey
Duane Sorbel
John F. Covey
BruceD. Rittner
SteveMaiuri
D.Olleo

Roger M. Whitis
MichdleTidwdl
Jane Gover
Jmmy L. Butts
Jecob A. Millbauer
Mally J Millbauer
Shefik H. Rifeey
Mike Jungers
ReneLemor

Jef Oliver
RenaeRomeshburz
Mary K. Hubbard
Robert Wininger
DdeA. Smith
John Swanson
Buck Swanson
Samud L. Carney, X.
P.L.Hanson
Chuck Baul

John J. Joskey, J.
JmHendry

Erngt L. Rylod
Tony Sanchez, J.
AdanGaza
ThomasH. Coyne
Jaci Burk

LindaL.Bartlett
Amy Denning
Scott W. Wallace
D. Woodford
DorrieUpchurch
JemesTidwel
RuthBurtsfied
JenBillingdey
Victor L. T. Howard
Paul M. Srubek
LouAnnBunce
Kevin Russdl
William E. Hamilton
A.D.Schl
Dardl G.Reng
Kenny Robinson
W. J. Whesetley
DavidHoyd
Brian D. Skeds
ViParish

Amy C. Retteren
GeneA. Schneebeck
James J Allen
Kdly Humble
Stevelngram
Larry Robinson
Tom Vanderburg
Jarry F Pasgy, S
ChanceFricke
DavidLocke
Robert M. Gillette

Bobby JoeNicholson, J.

Steve Arcanin

Dan Stephens
ThomasW. Morris
Glemn E. Hickmen, J.
LindaR. Clemensen
Brett L. Yancey

Ed Boetteher

Paul Brice

Kenneth Gray

Rory C. Aerginson
FredMcClure

James P Millbauer
E.M.Reed
Debral aymens
Mary M. Bennett
Michad A. Johnson
Penney M. Johnson
A. M. Albrecht
Richard N. Budgeck
ArlvaL.Parker
Jeff Rosson
RexGilligoie
GordonMcCleary
Vicki Berggrom
Terry Ostrand
PatriciaDeckard
KathleenHomme
JamesE. Baker
Dondd P, Cinvovich
PatriciaPacker
Danny M. Harnett
John D. Schuor
Gregory D. Lanson
Violet L. Bricker
WilliamH. Canley
Bill Robinson

W. J. Schudknecht
Sherri Johnson
Brad Johnson
RuAnn Johnson
EvaM. Quinn
JoeC.Quinn
KarenL.Quinn
IraC. Tompson
MarianneKdlio
EileenDavis

Judy Banaszynski
Roy Duffidd

Larry D. Spurbeck
M. Crockett
ThomasW. Bar
DeniseM. Taylor
Tim Yearout
Richard B.D.

Sdney N. Perry
John E. Rowbe
MarilynLapp
KrigieMcKine
Betty E. White
Bronyn B. Bardessono
BruceA. Gradisher
Michadl Wallace
A.Orvis
BonnieA. Orvis
Russdl Barnes
DavidL.Romine
R.A.Quimby
ElaneHawkins
Mak C. Tews
Rod R. Gadd
Gerdd F. Saskowsky
Judy W.Clem
Greg L. Bennett
Gay Maxwell
DougA. Daye
Nancy A. Bateman
Lester Myers
Scott Angerman
Tomi J.Ott

Roger Olson
SdlyLamson
DaveCarier
Rebecca S Kates
KimW.Lampson
Rusty Knight
Rudy Higgins
John Dyer

Trent Mooney
O.W. Zuch

Tom Sedey
JanisK. Loper
Susen Barnard
Shakir Zaman
Walter F.Nicase
WayneA. Snyder
KhudaijaOudwal
BuzzHammer
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Postcard Campaign A (Cont’ d)

Individuals submitting this postcard:

JulieBowmen
Robert Versteeg
AliceVersteeg

L. Wakup
KevinPfefer

Trecy Pfeifer
Kathleen Higgins
B.L.Loper

D. E.Noohan

Jenny Albrecht
Petti Thompson
Jeff Thompson
Dennis R. Whitney
Susan Whitney
Lauren ShaneLoper
KrigtinLoper

Earl J Wyeth

Paul White

J SWash

M. D.Miller
ZaneE.Lane

Ron Walser

Orrd Walser

Chris Mertens
Kenneth H. Brutzman
Dean Strawn
ChanceL.Mokler
Bertram JamesMokler
Gary L. Puckett
Vernon V. Denniston
Eddae L. Denniston
DdeSKintzey
ErinL.Kimbdl
ZandiaTaylor
Frank D.Wah
Shana Robledo
A.K.Matinez
Judy Bettendorf
Thomas O. Woodrich
P. S Nipper

Dave Carpenter
J.Gravendund
Robert T. Gurth

Barry Blondhem
LorenL. Taylor
Russdl Edunnos
LauraNeson
Richard Wokal
LisaBerneski
Kenneth W. Banks
Johnny S. Howard
Eugene C. Koschik
C. D.McGurdy
Cheryl Clancy
Robert E. Manis
DdeHdgren
Kathleen J. Johnson
Nancy Thomas
SeveFreving, J.
LesHernandez
David H. Watson, J.
Kay J. Roberts
Larry Odewitt
Connie& ShawnCarr
GeorgeD.Morse
Warren Hyland
Greg T. Detloff
DanaBraden
Becky A. Detloff
C.McLeod
Douglas Gantt
AbeGarza

A. Phillipson

Pet Carson

Warren E. Kropf, J.
Darrdl Goeckner
Kenneth J. Zubka
Janet DeCoursey
Phyllis J. Elmundorf
Joseph Wright
GeorgeBoyd
AnnaM. Ketchum
Robert Norman

A. P Wegner
ReneNorman
GeorgeEvans

Penny L. Ruben
Quin Ronenoft
C.L.Lumpkin
JamesE. John, .
Abbie Thornton
EdHores

John Hendry
Mark Bradley
Larry Mercer
EdAquilar
KenNipper
Rendolf J. Alvin
MarieCaulge
JoanneH.McCary
GeneBirdwel
BarbaraRaney
Jody Schug
JoeA.Gadia
Don Jordan
LisaHerres
HaryRice

Terry V.Clouse
J G.Chander
SdlyLamson
G.Aldrich
BobFeraman
Tery E. Yedl

Ed L. Youngblood
David F. Cole
JL.Gwan

J M.Heg
JaneBublich
HeenE.Klos
JoeRomwall
EdnaSmith
Dorothy Kanning
HeenE.Klos
M. C.Loves J.
EdwardsCewantes
JodieNorman
KatieNorman
PatriciaE. Myers
Steven C. Cantdll

J A.Kane
William C. Skinner
B. E. Seymour
Charlotte French
J. N.French
RonddA.Waz
Jean Cook

Betty Olsen

Idell M. Tong
George W. Herod
Breece B. Peterson
Dean & SandraStrravn
RichardHoglen
M. JBlar

D. Johns

Don Campbel
PamdaJ. Edmonds
Rebeccah L. Romine
DennisG. PAmer
TawnyaKrewson
Mary L. Rumbeb
JohnJ. Ursic
PamNewdl
EvelynCampbel
Cindy Bentley
Judy L. Wheder
Angie Vantuyl
MicheleAldridge
Dondd J.Brown
DonL.Allen
Dawn MaieTurner
JeanV. Jones

J. K. Haberstok
Charlotte Payne
Don Shdton

John L. Butcher, .
Miched B.Linn
Phillip Shedy
PetriciaAldridge
WandaOxford
Joanne Duda

Rey Jamison
BarbaraWol ki

PaulineHeid

Dawn Springer
Randy Hickman
Kurk E. Wetts
ShawnBidliu

M. Frank

JmPiper
BruceBentley
Jackie M. Knighten
KevinGrant

Jary L. Allen

D. and A. Duranceau
C.R.Coffman
G.EGilmour

Bret Akers

C. Jones

Bill Schneider
Tery L. Allen
James C. Bennett
Dewey L. Mahoney
Violet Greenough
Welter & DorisO'Nell
Martin W. Huleny
M. KarleneKeyes
Kenneth Heid
Edward C. Springer
Kelley Mahoney
August T. Mathes
C.G.Naugar
SusanA. Krueger
K. M. Knudsen
Brandon Whitney
WilliamWertz
Gorge DeMoss
Cory McGee
MargaritaEder
Marie N. Whitney
Terry Vantuyl
Martha Jane Shelton
G. Stephens
William B.Higgins
Roger W. Baden
CheriMcGee

Jerry M. Kunkd
C.C.Aldridge
Wayne R. Cook
KenO.Artz
LynnL.Gaes

M. D.Aldridge
Dondd L. Cravens
Frank Bennington
Vicki C.Cater
Wendy Thompson
Russdl Whitney
Lori Cden
DianaMcCollum
DaunalL.Eddy
Edward C. Cater
GaryMcCallum
Michadl J. Dennis
DebbieCarey
Vernon Madson
RussMeicenheimer
Mark Weiss
Ddbeat V. Troxdl
MarthaM. Troxel
M. G.Martinez
CalaG.Moore
Danid E.Canley
Gary Jackson
LaurieTufford
Stacey Fitzsmmons
Marianne J. Judd
Tomi Chalk
GeneMercer

John L. Deichmans
Vicki Alexander
Nancy Potedlo
JamesE. Parker
Rick Ullrich

D. E.Lunciford
KennethR.Gde
Charyl R.Gde
JlieK.Gde
Laurence E. Newquist
Armando Trent

Tom Schildknecht
Eric Hudspeth
VerneFarley
Mavrice Rosen
Billy G.Bangs
DavidA.Wilz
John J. Kirby

C. P.Charlson
David Patrick
AlanFrazier
Henry J. Sauer
Wilbur Rees
Nancy Sauer
Willard B. Avedovech
Fran Avedovech
Matt Reid
CurtisA. Kooiker
David Iceberg

T. L. Tabert
SusanneL. Kooiker
AlicaHogg
ShellaGodfrey
Justin Weaver
Kaylawedch
Carol Pedersen
Patrick E. Stanly
Karen Hannery
C. Doug Curtis
Cleo Roberson
Jonathan Puckett
L. G. Wickstrand
BruceKasey
Robert Bace
LindaRuss|
LindaKnowles
E.Campos

Lary D.Benton
R Rediff

R Ramirez

Jason R. Dandridge
Jerry S Norr

W. E.Baling

R E Chuller

Eal R Pdmer

S Myers
KurtLawing

H.J Summerville
Sean P Pena
BrianGardner
T.RLav
AmyHay
KeithEliason

R Sera

DaeM. Anderson
John S. Henn
Jerry Perdes
A.R.Hdllings S.
VirginiaL. Kidder
Ronald J. Kidder
Jm Buchanan

K. E.Hafidd

S E.Michd

R. L. Southan
CharlesHampton
Petty Hall

K. G.McGehee
C.J Gilchrigt
D.Bryant
D.Bullock
Richard Fredland
Hipolito Hernandez
AlvinH.Rick
MikeTerry

Jack Guin

J Sherry
\onGraff
M.B.Gdfd

K. A. Shollenbergen
Richerd L. Harris
SteveH. Robinson
Phillip S Kaz
R.Crow

Douglas Peterson
R. K.Wilmath
Charles Todd
Roger M. Wicker
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Postcard Campaign A (Cont’ d)

Individuals submitting this postcard:

MarshaKnare
Roland Harvey
Aune Harvey

Judy White
DonnaJ. Powers
Robert Graves
SusannelL. Kooiker
Marc and Janet Sickles
CamenGraves
KarenDuffield
AnnM.Balley
Kris Houston
Randy Reed

Tracy Berger

D. Munden
Kathleen Barton
Larry Pelleph

Beth Bremmer Brown
Kenneth R. Brown
Myron Lasseter
Danny R. Golden
JoanEyre

Diane and KeithRomwall
Fran Yandow
Pam & Chuck Suszko
Nancy Sorensen
HelenYeh

Hli Aguirre

Walter Zahn
Rodney Romwall
Miched Klos
PatriciaF. Klos

J. T.Myers
SharonHolman
Mary Albeyta
Rick Abeyta

Peter Bono
DoloresConrad
Bill Conrad

Debbie Mensinger
Lauri McLaughlin
EdMcLaughlin

K. R.Mensinger

SteveWuerl
Rachd Mensinger
SelaParker
BryanHuff

Mike Mensinger
Jean Mensinger
DaveLucoff

Jan Lucoff
PatriciaMensinger
Thomas C. Knutzen
DonBrown
HowardRief
BobA. Johnston
PamKdinowski
Randal Knowles
Cecil Youngs
John B. Benton
Karen Alexander
S.A.Alton

Don & Kathy Cadwell
Danid Stark
Mike& PaulaYencopd
Harold Heacock
C.R Gozdez
Sean Stockard
KdleH.Hyrkas
Charity Schweiger
Bliazar Gugardo
KennethA. Williams
Sheryl Williams
Vidi Miller
RodGillespie
Robert O.Barnet
Cheryl Sanders
KriginaBerg
D.Deilll
M.Hdloma

Eldon P Beck
JohnW. Reynolds
EricBenson

Jerry Klemus
JaneForeman
Michael Young

Ricky L. Wheetley
JackieBurke

R. Krothus
JamesM. Morley
Kevin Sanders

J L. Williams
Terry L. Nygeard
BlakeEscudier
Steven MacArthur
CharlesM. Towne
Robert Coffland
M. L. Delahunt
Toni & DavidNelsen
John J. Ursic
TrinaWitt

Mak F. Schwatz
B. J. Dabling
Dondd K. Smith
TimPaulsdl
C.L.Tucker
GeorgeCortez
Miched D. Miller
Terry A. Jobe
KenRinear
ThomasNadler

D. J.Bruinekool
DouglasD. Edwards
John Castaneda
John E. Rush
JoyceCowgill
FayeBraschler

P A. Thompson
KaenL.Noble
James G. Saunders
LeeSchooley
DeniseA. Ward
GingerBoom
BarbaraO'Brien
Beverly Knight
Sheri M.McLand
Kely Nobley
Steven M. Hexum
Joson & MikaFortier

M.A. & EdChristopherson
TinaRenz

William G.Hopfritz
Daniel Dengate
T.E.Paty
CeciliaDavidson
RonHal

Opd Kuhl
RoseRothwell

John Elsen

Lary Goodenow
Stephen R. Haterman
Vincent Dragoo
MitraTurner
SharlynBerger
Michedl E. Leaverton
Alvin E. Andor
Gary W. Cooper
CharlesD. Skogley
Mak Bowmen
DonFlyckt
SonWillett

Jan Swanson
Roger A. Wahlquist
Violet J. Greenough
TimGosney

Fidd T.Rivera
Todd Ferguson
Patrick |.Linn
Bruce E. Godfrey
Mike& JandleCain
Joretta G. Pritchett
Barry Wilson
Delores C. Watrous
Robert R. Rupp
MicheleHuff
Christopher Huff

R. K.Newhouse
Sharon Alexander
W. B. Avedovech, 1
Cindy Norberg
Bruce E. Scott

K. Tiggs

Anthony Mitzel
BarbaraKontin
Keder Family
Daniel Erickson
E.Y.McPherson
Margaret McPherson
LuzLes

Sarah Hoob
Susan Lukes

D. L.DeCoursey
Ledie Jensn
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Commentor No. 661: Joretta G. Pritchett
Postcard Campaign A

Response to Commentor No. 661

1015 ﬂm_w e
[Crendp i wﬂ —
993« -~
Ms. Colette E. Brown
NE-50 - Office of Muclear Science,
' Energy & Technology
U.S. Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874
Attn: NE PEIS

1e Lol diadob o bbb it daabida i ol

Nugclear Infrastructure EIS

We support the restart of the FFTF Reactor Facility at
Hanford to meet the national needs for medical isotopes
and other peaceful nuclear materials. The FFTF is the
most economical, safe, and environmental friendly method
avaitable to mest these needs,

, ’Cf A
]Qe ’M /E?/

661-1

661-1: DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, and their desire to rename the FFTF. The purpose of this NI
PEISisto evaluate the environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives
to fulfill the requirements of the proposed missions, which include the
production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238, and nuclear research and development. 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.
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Commentor No. 1812: Bill Zinn
Postcard Campaign A

Response to Commentor No. 1812

e 0 Pticeen CF7 [ ’_*

i hikrrof 79352 \ 5

el

21 :ps ORe13000 PRECT bR SSE01

Ms. Colette E. Brown

NE-50 - Office of Nuclear Science,
Energy & Technology

U.S. Department of Energy

19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874

Attn: NE PEIS

e

lll‘ll“!IllI!ll‘llllllllsul‘ll!‘l“ll]llllllltllilll]l!”!ll'

Nuclear Infrastructure EIS

We support the restart of the FFTF Reactor Facility at
Hanford to meet the national needs for medical isotopes
and other peaceful nuclear materials, The FFTF is the
most economical, safe, and environmental friendly method
available to meet these needs.

O sl
FETFs a/a/?df;eq?’?

hoe T Mﬂ Nueleq—
/‘nc/‘fa//;yi

+o Saque [frees.
l 4 ’
;’""f‘fCE/ ;7‘97(_ ?/‘407&!@’[ - s ?LC?’_IQ

Very truly yours,

i

Me//é 1:7?

flease Ao crdde based 2n
77;«4?5

1812-1

1812-2

1812-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1812-2: 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.
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Commentor No. 2327: E. U. McPherson
Postcard Campaign A

Response to Commentor No. 2327

Afy. & Bfis. E. U BlePherson
2304 Kpven Court
West Richland, WA
89353

1598 0915000 FRSCT WA S2E0

Ms. Colette E. Brown

NE-50 - Office of Nuclear Science,
Energy & Technology

U.S. Depantiment of Energy

19801 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874

Attn: NE PEIS

e

bl debbeobbdn dbaddbilalsdddobdadbad

Nuclear Infrastructure EIS

We support the restart of the FFTF Reactor Facility at
Hanford to meet the national needs for medical isctopes
and other peaceful nuclear materials. The FFTF is the
most economical, safe, and environmental friendly method
available to mest these needs.
THes Eklewenr ffewsry
Thttns A faricne To Ctneit— Very truly yours,

VieTims “Taear Swocccd Mor e i <
Denres Due 7o FocréiBoaliwims, 2304 Ltvew Covrr

THe Mosae Fisy Ground /5 e sT fvortrans, WA,
[7 7P @ﬁ ” 73352

2327-1

2327-1:. DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2328: Margaret McPherson
Postcard Campaign A

Response to Commentor No. 2328

afr. e M E. U MePherson
2304 Raven Court
West Richland, WA

99353

Ms. Colette E. Brown

MNE-50 - Office of Nuclear Science,
Energy & Technology

U.S. Department of Energy

18901 Germantown Boad
Germantown, MD 20874

Attn: NE PEIS
e 1lti|”|lll‘li}llliillilillH”H]lnIIHlllill!‘li}l‘ilnlld

Nuclear Infrastructure EIS

We support the restart of the FFTF Reactor Facility at
Hanford to meet the national needs for medical isotopes
and other peaceful nuclear materials. The FFTF is the
most economical, safe, and environmental friendly method

available to meet these needs. A
%J

. WAMW’#W [/&1' Very truly yours,

s ¥ Thicqat
Wf/ %&w 33 QL/i{ ,e (oo
M

Woad Koihfpnd wdl

4935732

2328-1

2328-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1701: Sam Volpentest, TRIDEC
Postcard Campaign B

Response to Commentor No. 1701

TRI-CITY INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

anl N, Colorado, Kenpewick, WA 99036- 7883 L'5A [ TROCITY 50735 (000 S04 735 600% 1 tidecBELcidee ong s teidee orgy

September 18, 2000

Colette E. Brown, NE-50
U8 Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown. MD 20874

DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT
FOR
ACCOMPLISHING EXIPANDED CIVILIAN NUCLEAR
ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AND
ISCTOPE PRODUCTION MISSIONS IN THE UNITED STATES
INCLUDING THE ROLE OF TIE FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY (NI PF1S)

Dear Ms. Brown:

On September 13, we forwarded to your office, 433 signature cards supporting the
scleetion of the FFTF restart option as the preferred method of meeting future
requirements for nuclear isolope production and nuclear infrastructure research and
development. Enclosed is an additional 386 signature cards in support of the FFTF.

These signaturc cards continue to show the support that exists in (he Tri-Cities area and
in other parts of’ Oregon and Washinglon for the restart of the FT'TF {0 meel national 1701-1
program needs.

These signature cards are scparate [rom and in addition o a number of similar posicards.
which have been mailed directly to your office.

Please include these additional statements of support for the FI'LF in the record of the
NI-E[% public hearing record.

Very truly yours,

o byt

£
Sam Vaolpentest
Executive Vice President

1701-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Postcard Campaign B (Cont’ d)

Individuals submitting this postcard:

K. M. McDondd
BrendaBaker
Richard M. Vaughn
Vivian L. Vaughn
Jerry Hennings
Dave Whitemarsh
John Cornett
Susan E.Morgan
Marlin Schultz, Jr.
John Hughlett
Scott Hunt
TinaRandles

Matt Smith
Kenneth E. Helkens
Sharon L. Helkens
BarbaraJ. Perry
Brian Von Bargen
Elizabeth \Von Bargen
Karen Egtes
Richard Strain

Jan Strain

Wendy Hancock
Tim Hancock

T. Scheeff

Gene Wioth

Ray Isaacson
Evelyn Isaacson
BudIsaacson
JuanitaKays

Ben Burdett
Thomas Ardamica
Karen Ardamica
Michad D. Pheripp
DanOsborn

Caral J. Aulo
Timm Teff
Bernadine Pherigo
DonnaDuffied
Pamda Dunfee
RossB. Dunfee

Jack Pierry
Summer Chavez
Frank T. Ferreirn
Jo Butler
Madane Rodman
Jll Ruymann
Danid Morgan
Donna Whitehead
Paul R. Miller
Dave S. Whitehead
Jannette Zaro
Micheadl Attenberry
Kurt Freund
MarvaFreund
JamesA. Kleit
Keith Ramsay
Marcia Turner
JamesLarsen
Armon Philip
SandraVotaw
Helen E. Wyer

L. W. Meissner
Peter Hunsaker
Jeannie Hansen
Janece Wood
C.Denise

Karen DeChant
DavidRodgers
Frank VVolan
Miched Eller
Robert Burn

Jean Keaveney
John P. Keaveney
DavidKenndl
TawnyaKrewson
John W. Parker
Tammy Baker
David Wootan
Jack L. Pierce, Sr.
Joseph M. Hall

H. MarleneQuackenbush  Florine Hall

Terrie Weizet
Gary Purser

Kevin Hambelton
Marty R. Meyer
Juanita Kdtch
Karen Heaston
Elizabeth Heaston
Suzanne Heaston
Dde Heeston

Phil Blakney
Richard Lathim
Stephanie Wyatt
R. S. Spencer
Mary J. Wilson
Darnell T. Wyatt
ErinE. Irby
PatriciaD. Sitz
Ryan Thiessen
Tamia Thiessen
GloriaV. George
Fern Ryan

John M. Kdtch

P. Johnstone
Susan Parker

Bill Carpenter
Colleen McPheron
James S. Wetzel
Linda Buthea
Lance Pauer
Michadl Mercer
Wayne Gebhardt
Robert R. Campbell
VictoriaCampbell
Nancy Spahr
Dondd Wadlin
Stephen Greenough
BrendaJ. Greenough
B. Clare Crangton
EllaChilders
Steve Kniveton
Bill Battershell

Brad and MdissaDoran
Mary SueDavis
Andrew M. Sutherland
Cliff Stevenson

Blake Bert
VirginiaH. Neuller
Richard J. Miller
Seve & Carol Wuerl
Kathy Arntzen

R. M. Naccarsto
Frank Pentarold
Donna Sutherland
Nancy Darby

Roger Marshall
Martin Arnten
CliffordHoyd

Jm & Pettie Lilly
Pete Squires

Cheri Ellingsworth
Robert Shillingstad
Todd Brow

Teresa Frazier
Vincent Shawer
Vdjeanne B. Meadows
Eric J. Smith

Ddeen J. Criswel
JaneShillingstad
MarilynVan Halebeke
Arnold VanHallebeke
DynnaSchultz

Phil McConndl

The Smithsons

A. E. Aughey

I.J. Patrick Mckay
Karl Bowen

Ray L. Aughey
Gertrude Patello

M. Padlo

Lary Bateman

W. J. Leonard
Kimberlee Jo Leonard

Jane Roberts
Paul Roberts
Ellen Bowman-Fairbank
AlmaBowmen
Ben Matheson
Kathy Basche
Pat Basche

Sandi Sravn
DeanStrawn
E.T. Albee
Dennis Leitch
Tom O. Morris
JamesA. Hyde
Tom Kay
GayleKay

Al Bailey

Victor Morris
Sharon C. Mitchell
James B. Mitchdll
Terry Flores
Kathleen A. Rogers
MadgeHill
Chuck Windisch
HaroldHughes
Jeff Cole

John Clark

J Lema

Charlie Smith
Tisha March
KellieBishop
Mike March
Troy L. Bacon
ArleneMasey
Dion Ivey
CharlesW. Fletcher
Eileen Trescott
Lori Prutt

Mike Prutt
Denise Conner
Virgil Warren
RitaL. Warren

Rondd B. Mdton
Maurice C. Peterson
Robert B. McCord
Steve Murray

Scott Lemburg
Janice L. Bishop
JulieBishop
JamesL. Matin
David Lemak

Ross Montienth

Joseph E. Pauly
Judy Peuly

Max Conner
LaurieMcDonad
Frank J. Varges
BruceCombs
Mary Withers
Floyd E. Johnson
Larry D. Taylor
Linda Pratt
Dixie Stephens
Bart Whitby
Wayne Livingston
Terry Sanders

R. Estelle Jackson
Tom Nirider
Shawn Pomeroy
Darren Bateman
Patty Cowen
Lois Mitchel
Kelly Cancer
Erin G. Parker
JmN. Desulence
Cody Mahler
TeresaHdl
Michedl G. Warner
Mike Teppeh
Sherrey Hankins
PatriciaM. Crum
L. Alexander
Jarod V. Arm

PetriciaC. Miller
Les& Keley Evans
Jerome Délvin

DanicaMarie Brooks

Jack Meyer
Marily Meyer
BrendaBender
Thayne Stone
John B. Hughlett
Elaine Mathes
Terrie Zeigler
Scott Bogart
James Houston
Ricky J. Kitchen
Ceatherine O’ Connell
Stuart Jones
BarbaraF. Sherer
Millard R. Edwards
Monte Benham
JohnHowell
Nancy R. Berry
JohnW. Bey
Craig Petterson
Byron J. Pugh
Todd Hart

K. Cornett

Kely Mattocks
CynthiaW. Muse
ClaraR. Watkins
Ed Epperson
DdeK.Osgood
A. Reisenauer
Irwin Finck

San Save

Danid E.Sagle
DougSagle
Dennis Shannon
F L. DeFever
David Derby
Nan C. Finck
Wedey R. Door

Robert McLaughlin
DeAnna Ratens
Mrs. Wedey R. Door
William M. Bryan, J.
Cyndi Woodrum
Keth Brutzman
Jm Pend

John Fouts

John Dabney

Pam Jett

SandralL. Day

Ron Claghorn
Petricia Snyder

Paul & Mary Whitemarsh
John Pace

Michee Cent

Cyndy C. Rosenkraz
PaulaKayer Hansen
Terry D. Richards
Hoyd Gomez

Dave Pullington
Deanne Evans
Frank Beaudey

Paul Ellis

JoHllis

Judith R. Schur
JohnA. Schur
SaaG.Nelson

Jeff Nelson

GeneD. Kinsy
DavidR. Pratt
Sharon L. Prait
Mary Fisher

John Zullo

James N. French
Kay French

Todd Dezedllem
Leonard R. Phisher
Martha Matthews
LindaDeZdlem
SonjaL. Torres
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Postcard Campaign B (Cont’ d)

Individuals submitting this postcard:

Julied Bon
Adrian Cahoon
Michele Cahoon
DeannelL. &. George
Tammy Watkins
Ann Conrad
Becky Blanc
Milly Mischke
Margaret Miller
Chris Montuith
Steven Killoy
JoeDanidls
Dorothy Hoffman
DavidA. Hagaduin
Jason Frishy
Rand . George
GlenNakamura
DougDuVon

R. C.Chigk
DanidleDuBois
Jaclyn Nelson
Alison M. Nostrest
Stan Forhatins
Aujmah Pante
MyraOakes
PaulaL. Falon
Loren C. Oakes
Sandra Porter
MéissaC. Lark Bratvord
SuzzenneHansen-Fackas
Andrew Hansen
JoLynn Hansen
Scott Lynch
Debbie Watkins
Caroline Lynch
Todd Beadll
RoseWageman
Wendy Lacey
DarcieM. Long
SonjaHansen
Dennis Smmelink

AlthaM. Perry
SiminZhang
VivienL.Blar
Sherry Ebbert
GloriaSipp

Caral Mink
JanusN. Fisher
LewMewke
Elizabeth Houston
JL.Kip
DanBlasde

Frank Ochoa
G.D.Kaes
LindaMorigeau
Daron Miller
Michad J. Maller
MikeRowley
Carolyn Brochner
Burton E. Hill
Anna Leonard
Gavin Duncan
DarlinL. Johnson
ShaunaDeCeria
Mary Guay

Dan Dond

Herb Brayton
Joshua L. McCal
Jennifer Brayton
Wyatt Peck

Judy Bettendorf
Jon & SuseLindberg
Lori E. Morgan
Robert D. Dietrich
Athena Pdllaf
Leonard E. Horville
LynnJ. Farn
Loren E. Rogers
JamesDupoquin
BrianDeCoursey
Nancy Harville

Stephanie C. Seger

Edie Toothaker
Betty A. Sinner

L. Brad Stut
ReneeBdlack
BarbaraBlakney

Dd Balad

Shirley L Pelbaugh
SheldonBlank
James C. Warden
Theresa Postor
Karah L. Soveran
Chdlsza Deitch
Jordon Juebron
VaorieClaphan
Charles Wilson
Sdly AnnKely

Jod Spata

Miche Althers
Cheryl Stone
Jackie Sonecker
Holly Kely

Todd & DawnaAndrews
E. F. Poiker

Lorna Hayden

Barb & John O'Brien
Stephany Roberts
Larry Schenmerhorn
Sharon Grunst

Fred J. Grungt

Kipp Schmidt

K. D. Hayden
Emma Acton
Phillip C. Tdbott
Mike Finn

Robert Eades

Perry Allen

Harry F. Emerson
Dave & Paity Hubbard
D.D. Kefteh

Casey Verndst
A. White

LeticaB. Mortring
J Leo Aranda
JoeGadia

D. Efran
K.McColgun
Rick Mounke
YvonneMargullis
Ben Roberts

Gary Robinson
Darci Tucher
Richard Thomas
Larry Fitzgerad
Mindy Smith
Kathy Wertman
Becky Wedberg
BobWedberg

Paul Julson

Dan Jones

R. Rodinsky

April Brice

Derek Brice
Jenefer Stinsen
Jeri Rodinsky
BrianHighbarger
Crystd McCdlum
Arland S. Robertson
HerbLuarders
Glennup Lyon
Mike Herman
Andith O'Banion
Althea Duthenberg
John J. Wick, J.
JoycelL. Wick
Matt Stevens
Lary Chafin
Kathy Kedlieu
Henry Kidwell
Betty Roberston
Rick Towne
Jeanette R. Wynn
Earleen Eskildsen

KatherineJ. Ely
Tom Larsen
Darredl LaMastus
JuliaA. Dreckner
JeseGibs

Sal Guittenberg
Shawn & BruceBond
Cheryl R. G.Adamsen
Jeffrey L. Coloman
Dany Adolf
Stephen Allen
DenineHouchins
Robert Boles
Tammy Boles
Bonnie LaPierre
Amy Schultz

Kelly O'Brien

H. C. Sched

Janet Sched
GeorgeVadez
Shanna Abbott
Larry Abbott
Teresa Wilhdm
Wynona Harvill
Debi Johnson
YvuneW. Raynvort
BrianNordquist
Richard A. Eckroth
Sharon Morasch
Mary Morgan
MauraZimmerschied
BobLeby

Franklin D. Myers
Joyeux Stock

Max Mévin

Betty E. King
Tracy McFal
Robert Huor
MattlyaM. Knight
OnaArcher
CrisEberle

Crygd Eberle
Wendy Nelson
Ray & LenoraKillian
Ellen Rangel

Kurt Guhr
BarbieMilliman
R. Jensen

Judy K. Schorzman
Rick Tobin

Justin Merriman
MdindaPhillips
Angie Scherer
David G. Kesemi
SueFlaen

Scott Pearson
Brady J. Peterson
Billi Peterson
Tyson Phillips
Jolynne Merriman
Kevin Clevekind
PaulaHeller

Mark Peterson
Sly Rexus

Carol J.Glier
DeeHanson
Claire Schneck
Jubd Hems
Cynthia Deranleau
Susan C. Schwartz
Judy Chaing

Javier G. Oherz

C. Cdextis

Jodi Bamer

Patti HEms
Sheril Sokey
Debbiel.Rogers
AmandeL. Hedges
David Booth
Nathan M. Bogar
Bill White

Helen Shontell

Irene Hopkins

C.R.Shombu

Kerry Campeeu

Gina& SteveMcNiven

DavidMyles

Greg & Terry Shipman

RoszeitaKarl

Jm Jennings

JaniceLong
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Postcard Campaign B (Cont’ d)
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Commentor No. 2078: Amber Waldref

Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 2078

Heart of AmericaNorthwest

“Advancing our region's quality of fife.”
Ms. Coletie Brown
Office of Space and Eefense Power Systems
U.S. Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

Please find enclosed comments made by citizens throughout the Pacific Northwest
regarding the Draft Nuclcar Infrastructure PEIS on the FFTF Nuclear Reactor. I have
included three sets of comments, with the originals being sent to Sec. Bill Richardson.
The first set of comments is posteards addressed to Sec, Richardson which T have copicd
eight to a page: I have also included letters (o (he Secretary. Finadly, citizens wrote their
comments on a picce of butcher paper before and afier giving their public testimony at
the Seatile hearing. [ have sent copics of some of these. comynents.

1 ask you to include these comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF
Envirenmental Impact Statement and also, to respond to the concerns voiced by the
citizens of the Pacific Northwest. We hope that you will be share these written comments
and all those spoken at the public hearings with Sec. Richardsen so that he can meke a
well-informed decision on FFTF at the end of the year. Itis extremely important that he
is briefed on the needs and desires of the people of this region --an essential part of the
public involvement process.

Sincerely,

Q/b“:r\‘\li\;:ldref Q_@J‘«/G

Field Organizer
Heart of America Northwest

‘305 Fourth Avenue « Suile 208
Seatre Wa 78131 .
F6382-1014 = fox 206/382-1148 = e-mail: otfice@varofamericonorttrvest.og
At wewew heartofamericancrtwest -
' Gerard M. Polet, JO. Executive T

2078-1

2078-1:

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 takes this participation serioudly. Further, DOE, and the Secretary
of Energy in particular, are aware that there isaconsiderable difference

of public opinion regarding the alternatives evaluated in thisNI PEISto
accomplish the missions, including direct support as well as opposition to
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE has
carefully considered and responded to al comments received from the
public during the comment period, regardless of how or where they were
received. DOE's responses are contained in the NI PEIS Comment
Response Document, and all comments received during the public
comment period have been entered into the Administrative Record for
thisNI PEIS. All pertinent information and public input will be provided
to the Secretary so that he may make an informed and unbiased decision
with respect to the aternatives presented in this NI PEIS.

Comments received as enclosuresto this submittal areindividually
considered as numbers 2079 through 2322.
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Commentor No. 2079: Betty Shakal

Response to Commentor No. 2079

22010™ st 8
La Crosse, W1
Aug 28,2000

Bill Richardson, Sec of Energy
Hanford Public Interest Network
1305 Fourth Avenue #208
Seattle WA 98101

Dear Mr. Richardson:

Friends of mine five in the south central Washington state area, near the city of Richland.
They tell us about the discussions taking place regarding the restarting of the FFTF
Nuclear Reactor in order to produce plutonium. In July your department released a report
called PEIS supporting plutonium production in restarting the FFTF Nuclear Reactor. A
FFTF restart violates the clean-up agreement of 1989, and will instead add more liquid
radicactive waste to Hanford’s already leaking and explosive high level nuclear waste
tanks.

Before the restarting of this reactor, some very serious questions need to be addressed:
Is restart safe? Does it harm clean up? Is there any legitimate reason to restart the
reactor? Has the Department of Energy properly and thoroughly studied the need for
restart, as well as the impacts of restart?

Please, for the benefit of my friends and all others who live in the area, do not allow the
FFTF Nuclear Reactor to restart. Do not allow production of Plutonium. Ban adding
more waste to Hanford’s already high level nuclear waste system. Demand that Hanford
take the responsibility to clean up their waste system.

Sincerely,

Sy SiatL

Bétty Sha’i(a], Science teacher

2079-1

2079-2

2079-3
2079-4
2079-5
2079-6

2079-7
2079-4

2079-1:  Asdiscussed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1, plutonium-238 would be
produced to support NASA's deep space missions. Plutonium-238 is not
used to produce nuclear weapons. All missions considered in the NI
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 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. A Tri-Party Agreement change was madeto placethe
milestones for FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE
reaches adecision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission
needs. That proposed TPA milestone change was the subject of previous
public meetings.

2079-2:  Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste (e.g.,
solid low-leve radioactive waste) annualy, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. High-level radioactive waste
would not be generated from merely operating FFTF. It is DOE's policy
that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe
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 action for
all dternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

2079-3: 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,
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Commentor No. 2079: Betty Shakal (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2079

2079-4:

2079-5:

2079-6:

2079-7:

including normal operations and a spectrum of accidentsthat included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

Complete safety and operationd readiness reviews would be performed
prior to the restart. The FFTF Safety Analysis Report is routinely
reassessed and updated when required to address any changesin plant
configuration due to physical modifications or changesin plant operation
procedures. The analyses presented in this NI PEIS reflect the proposed
changesto thereactor core (including fuel and irradiation targets) to
perform the DOE missions.

See response 2079-1 and 2079-2.

As discussed throughout Section 4.3 of VVolume 1, none of the proposed
alternatives would add waste to the high-level waste tanks at Hanford.

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
initially 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, afudl 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 development needs
in order to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as
aviable component of the United States' energy portfolio. The NI PEIS
evaluatesarange of reasonable aternativesfor accomplishing the
proposed action, one of which includes use of FFTF. Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed
action.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF and
support facilities at Hanford during normal operations and from
postulated accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of the

NI PEIS. All impactsto human health and to ecological resourceswould
be small both in theimmediate area of the Hanford site and at all distant
locations.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2080: Fred E. Schilling

Response to Commentor No. 2080

Seattle, WA
06 September, 2000

0ffice of the ¥ice President
Albert Gore, Jr.

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Ave.
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Vice President Gaore:

Plans to restart the FFTF Ruclear Reactor at Hanford
Washington continua to be at odds with the missian of
cleaning up that radiocactive waste dump.

How many years ago was jt we were assured everything
was: 1) undar cantrol; 2) even if it wasn't, it would be
soon; 3) because the Congress had budgeted money for a
clean-up?

We didn't mark it on the caTendar, or write it down, or save
the clippings, because there 1t was - the government was
finally putting dollars where it's mouth was, and, surely,
dollars would finally bring us peace of mind and security
from accidents.

How many years, sir? Why should we remember when the
promise was that the increasing threat of radisactive
polution was going to he dealt with. Why should we have

to record this promise? Why should we have to rzlly again
and again, write YTettars again and again, leave messages
Wwith answering machines again and again. Waste our time and
yours, again, over a problem that should have been handled.

How could we have been so najve? How, after the years, {or
5 1t now decades?), of scandal about the incompetent and
careless storing of deadly waste so near the great river
we share with Oregon could we believe cur worries were over?

What is the administratfon wziting for - a message from God?
If divine intervention is all that is going to save us,
hadn't we better spend the next biT17an on prayer halls!

I don’t know about you, dbut 1 for one feel the need for a
head start.

Cheers,

ed & ng
8307 54th Ave. 5.
Seattle, WA 98118

2080-1

2080-1:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordancewith the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement. Asstated in Section 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.

Steady and consistent progress in restoring the Hanford Siteis
documented in annual reports. These are available at www.hanford.gov.
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Commentor No. 2081: Arundel B. Pritchett

Response to Commentor No. 2081

602 Boyer Ave., #11
Walla Walla, WA 99362

August 21, 2000
Secretary Richardson
Department of Energy
Dear Secretary Richardson:
I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed restart of the FETF nuclear
reactor at the Hanford Reserve in Washington State. Due to leakage and potential explosion, 1l 2081-1
Hanford’s tanks already severely threaten the Columbia River. Restarting the FFTF nuclear

reactor would create more high-level nuclear waste, thereby increasing the already present 2081-2
dangers. I ask you to please honor the Clean-up Agreement and shut down the FFTF nuclear 11 2081-1 11 2081-3

teactor.
Sincerely, .
WW
del B. Pritchett

2081-1:

2081-2:

2081-3:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and protection of the Columbia River. Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing 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 al parts of the Hanford 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.

FFTF isapproximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. Thereareno
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presentedin
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impactsto
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.

As discussed throughout Section 4.3 of VVolume 1, none of the proposed
alternatives would add waste to the high-level waste tanks at Hanford.

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, therestart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste (e.g.,
solid low-leve radioactive waste) annualy, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes. Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste generated
by current Hanford activities. High-level radioactive waste would not be
generated from merely operating FFTF. It is DOE’s policy that all wastes
be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafeand
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 action for
all dternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2082: Russell W. Pritchett

Response to Commentor No. 2082

870 Democrat Street
Bellingham, WA 98226

August 21, 2000

Secretary Richardson
Department of Energy
Dear Secretary Richardson:

I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed restart of the FFTF nuclear
reactor at the Hanford Reserve in Washingien State. Due to feakage and potential explosion, 1l 2082-1
Hanford’s tanks already severely threaten the Columbia River. Restarting the FFTF nuclear 2082-2
reactor would create more high-level miclear waste, thereby increasing the already present I | 3

dangers. I ask you to please honor the Clean-up Agreement and shut down the FFTF nuclear 11 2082-1 11 2082-3
reactor, :

Sincerely,

Russell W. Pritchett

2082-1:

2082-2:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and protection of the Columbia River. Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing 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 al parts of the
Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. As
stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for
Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

FFTF isapproximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. Thereareno
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume1 (eg., 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 impactsto
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.

As discussed throughout Section 4.3 of Volume 1, none of the proposed
alternatives would add waste to the high-level waste tanks at Hanford.

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, therestart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste (e.g.,
solid low-leve radioactive waste) annualy, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. High-level radioactivewaste
would not be generated from merely operating FFTF. It is DOE's policy
that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe
and environmentally protective manner and in compliancewith all
applicable Federal and state laws and regul ations 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 action for
all dternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
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Commentor No. 2082: Russell W. Pritchett (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2082

each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

2082-3: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2083: Meg J. Jacobson

Response to Commentor No. 2083

870 Democrat Street
Bellingham, WA 98226

August 21, 2000

Secretary Richardson
Department of Energy

Dear Secretary Richardson:

T am writing to express niy concerns about the proposed restart of the FFTT nuclsar
reactor at the Hanford Reserve in Washington State, Due to leakage and potential explosion, 1l 20831
Hanford’s tanks already severely threaten the Columbia River. Restarting the FFTF nuclear I‘ 2083-2
reactor would create more high-level nuclear waste, thereby increasing the already present
dangers. [ ask you to please honer the Clean-up Agreement and shut down the FFTE nuclear 11 2083-1 11 2083-3
reactor.

2082-1:

2082-2:

DOE notesthe commentor’ s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and protection of the ColumbiaRiver. Although
beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activitiesare
high priority to DOE. Hanford Siteenvironmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement
specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the
Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. As
statedin Section N.3.2, implementation of thenuclear infrastructure
alternativeswould not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for
Hanford cleanup, regardiess of the alternative(s) selected.

FFTF isapproximately 4.5 milesfrom the ColumbiaRiver. Thereareno
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernibleimpactsto
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

As discussed throughout Section 4.3 of Volume 1, none of the proposed
alternatives would add waste to the high-level waste tanks at Hanford.

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, therestart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste (e.g.,
solid low-leve radioactivewaste) annudly, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic metersof additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. High-level radioactivewaste
would not be generated from merely operating FFTF. It is DOE's policy
that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe

and environmentaly protective manner and in compliancewithall
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 action for
all dternatives and aternative options. Waste minimization programs at
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Commentor No. 2083: Meg J. Jacobson (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2083

each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

2082-3: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2084: Anna Ruhl

Response to Commentor No. 2084

Mrs Anng Rufl
W8735 Pine Ln
Shell Loke WI 54871-8813
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2084-1

2084-2

2084-3

2084-4

2084-5

2084-1:

2084-2:

2084-3:

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 accidentsthat included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

Complete safety and operationa readiness reviews would be performed
prior to the restart. The FFTF Safety Analysis Report is routinely
reassessed and updated when required to address any changesin plant
configuration due to physical modifications or changesin plant operation
procedures. The analyses presented in this NI PEIS reflect the proposed
changesto the reactor core (including fuel and irradiation targets) to
perform the DOE missions.

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

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

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:
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Commentor No. 2084: Anna Ruhl (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2084

2084-4:

2084-5:

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

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

3) to support civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfolio. The NI PEIS evauates
arange of reasonable aternatives for accomplishing the proposed action,
one of which includesuse of FFTF. Section 1.2 of Volume 1 was revised
to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF and
support facilities at Hanford during normal operations and from

postul ated accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of the

NI PEIS. All impactsto human health and to ecological resourceswould
be small both in the immediate area of the Hanford site and at all distant
locations.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2085: Rita Griffith

Response to Commentor No. 2085

Dear Secretary Richare. ..,

Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:

Res{urhng the _veackr poilf

cical] -

ovd__a ool

Cregte mwc/u,'nffat’a/e prsk, ot

fontmm ita WO and  destrucqon

of e Colim bin Piier opo s
pac.JQ‘c; Adpad
Sincerely,
Name [ﬁ"'}& p}f!. ‘g'f\’H’\ Address ’?423 £ clhvies
city_Sea Hle. sate (WA zip 4yl

Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Also, please respond to my comments and concerns.

I/ 2085-1 || 2085-2

2085-1

2085-1:

2085-2:

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

FFTF isapproximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. Thereareno
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impactsto
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 notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desctivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2086: Mary L. Woods/Harry A. Warne

Response to Commentor No. 2086

Dear Secretary R|chardson

Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:%(] || 2086-1 ||2086-2

P 2etey A o eq-,ﬁwr, m—é«if Lttt M‘,M
m&dl i xac,(wﬂ ﬂﬂa ;gé%‘vvrz_;{ i M)&NJ‘QEKJ
wa Qafp - parerosy —v%—/ b Beces remeaset”,
“/?JL We. }l—«:z_m/ &&—.ru‘efff— MCJ:&?["‘/J"C& 2l A
y)il/.‘:&ogz«fr Al v . Salar {MPJ‘LV'"& fetrnetis, 725/&&%0

Sincerety,
Moty - Wooel 5

Name Motrpy ) e Address $/6 S, 200 51, s
cty Des Moines A State LAY 7P FEG8- 6375

Please include my comments in the official recerd for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement, Alse, please respond to my comments and concerns.

2086-3

2086-1: 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 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.

2086-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desactivate FFTF.

2086-3: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in plutonium disposition methods
and alternative energy sources. The DOE missionsto be addressed in this
EIS, which include the production of medical and industria isotopes, the
production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and
development, can currently only be met using nuclear reactor or accelerator
technologies.
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Commentor No. 2087: Marianne Trangen

Response to Commentor No. 2087

Dear Secretary Richarcso.

Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:
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. Sincerely, |
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k X {o. state WA 2073107

Please include my cormments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Also, please respond to my comments and concerms.

1| 2087-1 || 2087-2
|| 20873

2087-1

2087-1: 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 Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds
designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

FFTF isapproximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. Thereareno
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impactsto
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.

2087-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.

2087-3: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described 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 aspectrum of accidentsthat included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical

and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 2088: Jack Gordon

Response to Commentor No. 2088

Dear Secretary Richardson,

! Please honar the Clean-Up Agresment and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor: || 2088-1 || 2088-2

i Sincerely,

Name §M{L(Jh%ess /‘57/)_} L}lf?li PL' N‘é
City _ & / “—,g (cLM State UV/MJ‘H zZ1p Cf CSVZ }‘5/

Please include my comments in the officiat record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Alss, please respend to my comments and concerns,

2088-1:

2088-2:

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

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desctivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2089: Edward G. Payne

Response to Commentor No. 2089

ear Secretary Richardson,

lease honor the Clean-Up Agreernent and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:
N@ mere wind 1(29‘2 u‘éc@ {ess dffifS (ORS,

Dhat bas Ahe ’Dwar‘fmerf dore Ao
plean P +lie fprlese wt m,gs’tes - (hat
we alrecdy Jaye seeping infe gor
[ves 77 “Tulo yoer childee’s
[ (ves 2727
sincerely,
Jame mguﬁ_ b '?d-'-j&‘{,_ Address 2;351 {QZuJ A[{E Mf
ty Bellevee state I £ B EOH- 225,

Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Also, please respond to my comments and concerns.

|| 2089-1 ]| 2089-2

2089-1

2089-1: 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 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.

2089-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2090: Allan Panitch

Response to Commentor No. 2090

Jear Sécretary Richardson,

Mease honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:
The “auedical’ L2Jlfoe. need ¢ @e
mg,éﬂ gel-- go1t G dabodds,
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Name

Mr. Alter Panitch
PO Box 09387
[ 57 Sesllia. WA 06199

City olEe ZIP

Please include my cormyments in the afficial record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Also, pleasa respond ta my comments and concemns.

1l here

1 2090-1 ]| 2090-2

2090-3

2090-2

2090-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordancewiththe
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this

agreament.

2090-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.

2090-3:  The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medicd radioisotopesfrom foreign producers, most notably Canada.
Although other manufacturers produce medical radioisotopes, DOE
remainsthe key provider for alarge number of radioisotopesthat are
usedinrdatively small quantitiesby individual researchersat universities
and hospitals. Becausetheir gpplicationisinitialy experimental, these
isotopesarenot generadly purchased in large-enough quantitiesto make
their productionfinancialy attractiveto privateindustry. However,
suppliesof many researchisotopesare not readily availablefromexisting
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 capabilitiesto ensurethat a
reliable supply of isotopesisavailable in the U.S. 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 hasbeen revised to clarify
DOE's isotope production role and other producers capabilities to fulfill
U.S. isotope needs.
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Commentor No. 2091: Betty Marsh

Response to Commentor No. 2091

Dear Secretary Richardson,

Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:

e L LT

2
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; TR e? s Bl b D2 ) ot o N

i Sincerely, * #

. Name 222 irahs _ Address - 9 &
Lty srazire P _Brsas

State _S2u-7,

Piease include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Alsp, please respond to m y comments and concerns,

I1 2091-1 | |2091-2

2091-1

2091-3

2091-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford. Although
beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activitiesare
high priority to DOE. Hanford Siteenvironmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement

specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of dl parts of the
Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. As
statedin Section N.3.2, implementation of thenuclear infrastructure
alternativeswould not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for
Hanford cleanup, regardiess of the alternative(s) sel ected.

2091-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.

2091-3:  FFTFcan be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribedin Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section4.3 of Volumel
providestheresultsof theeval uation of potential healthimpactsthat
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and aspectrum of accidentsthat included
severeaccidents. Theenvironmenta analysisshowed that radiol ogical

and nonradiological risksassociated with restarting FFTFwould besmall.
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Commentor No. 2092: Mike Keary

Response to Commentor No. 2092

VDear Secretary Richardscn,
Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement.and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:

RESTART wovid AE UNCoRSCIonABLE In THE

FAcE oF THE FalctRe TP CLEar~r Ur NAoFord .
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TCLERATE . tlear 7 of !

Sincerely
' —;.,\-7(_/2

Name AMULE tesA R~ Address 2533 MowlolE T A&

City  RearToas State _tunt

‘ Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Also, please respond to my comments and concerns.

ZIP A8 S &

I1 2092-1 || 2092-2

2092-1

2092-1:

2092-2:

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford and
protection of the Columbia River. Although beyond the scope of this NI
PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.
Hanford Site environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford 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.

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

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2093: Kurt Munnich

Response to Commentor No. 2093

Licdl JECIELaNY KIGHSIUSUL,

Please hanor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:

The. weorld. J/%& Aas Fee much Platovium Ul <bpuld

e fwmﬂu aw nersy and neny Wmolv/umz; rZ

address¥ 20 éiv{ (7'/9» baviea P
state L4/ 17 98203-123.5

Nameﬁ_tﬁuw
City E‘fe f-&#_‘

Piease include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. t5-nd-concerns:

| 2093-1 || 2093-2
Il 20033

2093-1

2093-1:

2093-2:

2093-3:

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

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

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desctivate FFTF,

The purpose of the NI PEISisto evaluate the environmental impacts of a
range of reasonable dternativesto fulfill the proposed actions, one of
which is the domestic production of plutonium-238. Plutonium-238, used
to support NASA space missions, is not weapons-grade plutonium (i.e.,
plutonium-239). Whereas the United Statesis currently planning for the
disposition of tons of surplus plutonium-239 that is not needed to
support the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile, there are approximately 9
kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available
to support future NASA space missions. 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
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Commentor No. 2093: Kurt Munnich (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2093

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. Based on NASA
guidance to DOE on the potentia use of radioisotope power systems for
upcoming space missions, DOE anticipates that the existing plutonium-238
inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005. Section 1.2.2 of
Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and need for
re-establishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support
NASA space exploration missions.
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Commentor No. 2094: Aleta Woodr uff

Response to Commentor No. 2094

Dear Secretary Richardson,
Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:

1

&A B G M W-QJ\J‘ h L‘Q-Ji \| \
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Sincerely,

Namem&mg’@ Address 243 1’\?,. 95 @‘Qmju_z

City @0&&%& Stateixemm& Z1p c‘. 72.3.0

G—kn%,mm

Please inciude my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Also, piease-respond ta my comments and concerns.

11 2094-1 || 2094-2

2094-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site

environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordancewith 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.

2094-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2095: Carol Hebert

Response to Commentor No. 2095

LRl SeLiEd Y RIGTdies), _
Please honer the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:
T bedq 5@..0 Nt 4o atlowd Fhe FETE +o be restst
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208 vnlon g atoyt S50 24
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cr{ e daqé{zofacmmp@ atm:/ alio wq He Oreats)

et hwre,hkgﬁ -Levef n;fr{/.’zzr a)tu:ge_ it an}axm(L 2l
?c o+ 1(1(”-\.3 é&dn are o rede Oy, Vo ry
M-& Plaae p JJMC“I:“ZJ ét:{‘ ” .{d

Name ) ebe Address l o BM ‘/5_5
City 54 amht/ state DR zip_F744E

Piease inciude my comments in the official record For the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Also, please respond to my comments and concerns.

1| 2095-1 ]| 2095-2
Il 20953
2095-4
|| 20955
2095-6

2095-1:

2095-2:

2095-3:
2095-4:

2095-5:

2095-6:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordancewiththe
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. This agreement
specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the
Hanford Site.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and oppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

Seeresponseto comment 2095-2.

FFTFisa400 MW(t) fast reactor cooled by sodium. The reactor
achievedinitid criticality in February 1980, and full-power operationin
December of that year. During the ensuing operational period until
shutdown in 1992, FFTF performance, as a test reactor was
appropriately measured by operationd efficiency (i.e., ameasure of how
well theplant performed its planned research activities compared to the
planned schedules). FFTF often achieved operational efficiencies
approaching 100 percent. When sustained operation at power wasthe
god, FFTF achieved capacity factorsin excess of 75 percent.

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribedin Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section4.3 of Volume 1
providestheresultsof the evaluation of potential healthimpactsthat
would beexpected to result from implementation of Alternativel,
including normal operationsand aspectrum of accidentsthat included
severeaccidents. Theenvironmental analysisshowed that radiological
and nonradiological risksassociated with restarting FFTF would besmall.

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 nonhazardous
wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operationsand issmall in comparisontothewaste

generated by current Hanford activities. High-level radioactive waste
would not be generated from merely operating FFTF. It is DOE's policy
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Commentor No. 2095: Carol Hebert (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2095

that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe
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 action for
all dternativesand alternative options. Waste minimization programsat
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

DOE worker and public heath and safety are of paramount and primary
importance to DOE. There have been no serious safety

related accidents causing significant injury or harmto workers, or posing
any threat or harmtothe offsite public at FFTF duringitslifetime. The
environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF are
addressed indetail in Section 4.3 of Volume 1. Theimpactsareshownto
besmall. Theseimpacts specifically includetherisksto human health
during normal operationsand associated with postulated accidents. Over
the 35-year operationa period no fatalitieswould be expected among
workers or in the general public in the vicinity of Hanford or at distant
locations.
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Commentor No. 2096: Peter A. Giese

Response to Commentor No. 2096

Dear Secretary Richardson,

Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:

Fid splain Peter A Giesa

seeret " PO. Box 16303
“ﬁ&/ Soattle, Waskingtan 981 16
Name. Address
“
Clty State ZIP

Please Include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Staternent. Also, please respond to my comments and concerns.

1/2096-1 ]| 2096-2

2096-3

2096-1:

2096-2:

2096-3:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordancewiththe
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desctivate FFTF.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g,
see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section 4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
Thisanalysisisconsistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactivewaste shall betrested, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the Site where the wasteis generated, if practical;

or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determinesthat use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sitesis not
practica or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for theuse of non-DOE facilities(i.e., commercia facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section 4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13 aso
addressthe potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
thetarget fabrication and processing in FM EF and how thiswastewould
be managed at the site.
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Commentor No. 2097: Elise Kloter

Response to Commentor No. 2097

Dear Secretary Richardson,
Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuciear Reactor:
DN ¢ foval ety det Fhas~hme bomb
' b 7 - J N
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Ol 28 ndadds 7 Du ok how ]
: Sincerely, J :
NameE—)[-\'(,-%iU‘}Lef address (#1 JLQSPJK(LM 51
L oy Seadu State W3/ w 481 :

T P

Please include my comments in the official recard for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Alsoc, please respond to my corwments and concerns.

1| 2097-1 ]| 2097-2

2097-1

2097-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site

environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordance with the

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

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

2097-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2098: Susan R. Thompson

Response to Commentor No. 2098

Dear Secretary Richardson,

Piease honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:

Sincerely,

/’

wa B0/ SEIY
cty ~ Seatlfo state LA~ zir FEIUT

Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmentaf Impact
Statement. Also, please respond to my comments and concerns.

1| 2098-1 ]| 2098-2

2098-3

2098-1: 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
environmenta restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this

agreement.

2098-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.

2098-3:  The purpose of the NI PEISisto evaluate the environmental impacts of
reasonable dternativesto fulfill DOE's missions, one of whichisthe
domestic production of plutonium-238. Plutonium-238, used to support
NASA space missions, is hot weapons-grade plutonium (i.e., plutonium
239). Whereasthe United States is currently planning for the disposition
of tons of surplus plutonium-239 that is not needed to support the U.S.
nuclear weapons stockpile, there are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8
pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support
future NASA space missions. Through a Memorandum of Understanding
with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems and the
plutonium-238 that fuels them for space missions that require or would be
enhanced by their use. 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. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, DOE anticipates that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will
be exhausted by approximately 2005. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 has

been revised to clarify DOE's plutonium-238 production role.
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Commentor No. 2099: Lois Fund

Response to Commentor No. 2099

1| 2099-1 ]|2099-2

Lear Secretaty Kicnarasan, - . T T—
Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shyt Down the FFTF Nuckear Reactor:
Pleope, 20 consedod, .
000 iy~ (0. o Oned-

Cread . arw mpe _nucleaq

LSt md

Ol /;)/f;w s

. Sincerely,

Name %%U %V(A/?d—ﬂ Address i 30/ W
: WLJCLMW stoe L2 %ﬁ—

Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Also, please respond to my comments and concerns,

2099-3

2099-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scopeof thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site

environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordance with the

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

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

2099-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.

2099-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding waste generation. The NI
PEIS addressed the environmental impacts dueto thetreatment, storage,
and disposal of thewaste generated by the proposed action for all
aternativesand aternative options. Waste minimization programsat

each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
implemented for thealternative selected inthe Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed dternativesinthe NI PEIS
will bemanaged (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafeand
environmentally protective manner andin compliancewith al applicable
Federal and state lawsand regul ations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2100: Cecilia Corr

Response to Commentor No. 2100

Dear Secretary Richardson,
| please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTE Nuclear Reactor:

i Oanat allow any move High-Level nyclear wuste to be
;

‘ ad ¥ 51 B

i the ,nluhn'mm pma’tucﬁ'an At Hanbord now.

E Yhe guture of Fhe Northyvest st be considereal ahray

- For_our Health ,Cur Childres and Grandehildven our
_'ESincerely, En\’i!’onment

EName_C_talu_ﬁ_Qm " Address 51 - ?gd Ave. 5o
ay Seattle s VYV zr G814 4

L g Please include my comiments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Errvironmental Impact
. Statement, Also, piease respond to my comments and CoNCerns.

1 2100-1 ]| 2100-2

2100-3

2100-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordancewiththe
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2100-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desctivate FFTF.

2100-3:  Asdiscussed throughout Section 4.3 of Volume 1, noneof the proposed
aternativeswould add waste to the high-level wastetanksat Hanford.
The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of thewaste generated by the proposed action for
all dternativesand dternative options. Waste minimization programsat
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed aternativesinthe NI PEIS
will bemanaged (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafeand
environmentally protectivemanner andin compliancewith al applicable
Federal and statelaws and regul ations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2101: Gen Kortes

Response to Commentor No. 2101

Jear Secretary Richardson,

Jease honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:

|| 2101-1 ]|2101-2

Sincerely,

- sk
;NamEGE'V }\/OE)J{BS Address /0‘;“5 A)E I.HS/A%

ary Mawycou ey state WA 9 GJQC:E})(D

Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Afso, please respond to my comments and concerns,

[N _~

o e o T AT e -

2101-1:

2101-2:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordancewith 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.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desctivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2102: Barbara Maripuam

Response to Commentor No. 2102

Dear Secretary Richardson,
Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:
o oha ot At Ao o Aeaqt VA e vt (o
Feiép (A paal “LACT L ¢ N Ll AN
Girtol | '
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_'é/'{e,‘ CRdreised et Q(c i @ecet w1 Freoo i
Sincerely, (P (Teter of

~ Name Bctiga s ARt pgdress TE2 FLC Bevilru g

City Petd State <L zip FTlS

Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Also, please respond to my comments and concerns.

11 21021 ||2102-2

2102-2

2102-1:

2102-2:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordancewiththe
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desctivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2103: Jeanette R. Egger

Response to Commentor No. 2103

Dear Secretary Rlcﬂardson,
Seanr b et

Please honor the Clean Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:
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w«.&;. Please include my comments in the official record For the Pu-238/FFTF Environmenkal Impact
* Statement, Also, please respond fo my comments and concerns.

B

Sincerely, Q - Yy, At ,w:ai
P @wu‘)&; ;efa‘ . S T Sy ﬁ'w‘
Name - Addre!
te R, Fager
City jW % pe State Z1p

|1 2103-1 | |2103-2

2103-1

2103-3

2103-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup

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

2103-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.

2103-3: The commentors's opposition to the restart of FFTF is noted. This PEIS

has provided an estimate of the incremental potentia human health
impacts associated with areasonablerange of aternatives (including the
restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical uses, research
and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.
The methodology used isintended to provide redlistic results based upon
our current knowledge of the health impact of low doses of radiation.
Section 4.3 of Volume 1 providesthe results of the evaluation of potential
health impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (which includesrestart of FFTF), including normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
Theenvironmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

FFTF isapproximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. Thereareno
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernibleimpactsto
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

The NI PEISidentifies (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species
that live on or near all of the candidate sites, aswell asaguatic and
wetlands areas that may be impacted by operations at candidate locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

publication (IAEA Technical Report Series No. 332, Effects of lonizing
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Commentor No. 2103: Jeanette R. Egger (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2103

Radiation on Plants and Animals at Levels Implied by Current Radiation
Protection Standards), a dose rate of 100 millirem per year to the most
exposed human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than
0.1rad per day. ThelAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or lessfor animalsand 1 rad per day or lessfor plants would not affect
these populations. The largest individual dose for any of the nuclear
infrastructures aternatives under normal operationswould be lessthan 0.1
millirem, which isthree orders of magnitude less than the | AEA threshold
for adverse effects. Therefore, implementation of any of the range of
reasonable nuclear infrastructure aternatives analyzed would not be
expected to result in adverse impacts on plants and animalsliving in
potentially affected areas around the candidate sites.
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Commentor No. 2104: W. Ashmenal

Response to Commentor No. 2104

© e ———— e

i Dear Secretary Richardson,

i

Alease include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Staternent. Aiso, please respond to my comments and concerns.

: L * e s Feady s & ,/ L (" \“;”
Yyt DN 43V
éﬁi vp‘“". / s Aﬁ‘
g
2
o
2
. Sincerely, /7 [?» L ewed
Name Address
City State ZIP

Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor: || 2104-1 ||2104-2
R N

2104-2

2104-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordancewith 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
agreemen.

2104-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2105: Michad S. VIooses

Response to Commentor No. 2105

Pear Secretary Richardson,

Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:

Cp rream cla of- lear sty
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bincerely, Ynatis n?

Name ﬂm&ﬁ 7/42355 Address_ AR Y L. E—L{CA A
ity N pokae State _lea( mw 95207

Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Staternent. Also, please tespond to my comments and concerms.

]|2105-1 ]| 2105-2
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21051

2105-1: 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).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

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

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, therestart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste (e.g.,
solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. High-level radioactive waste
would not be generated from merely operating FFTF. It is DOE's policy
that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe
and environmental ly protective manner and in compliancewith all
applicable Federd and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
orders.
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Commentor No. 2105: Michae S. Vlooses (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 2105

2105-2:

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

All air emissions and wastewater dischargeswould bein accordance with
applicable permit and regulatory requirements. The releases of air
pollutants and contaminated liquid are addressed in Section 4.3 of the
draft NI PEIS. Therelease of air pollutants would result in
concentrationswell below Federal and state air standards (Table 4-13).
The release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals into the atmosphere
would have anegligible effect on human health (Tables4-17 and 4-19,
respectively). There would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or
surfacewater quality (Section4.3.1.1.4). All impactson ecological
resources, including animals and fish, associated with operation of the
FFTF would be small (Section 4.3.1.1.6). It is concluded that operation of
the FFTF would have small adverse effects on the environment.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desactivate FFTF.

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



130) 74

Commentor No. 2106: Rosemary E. Brodie

Response to Commentor No. 2106

Dear Secretary Rlchardson
Piease honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Do;;\rn the FFTF Nucleé'r'liééétdf:
77’\6- ~ FT = (S e ol ﬁr\gs C&u\(“"m“’\of‘v s
foo X flensive Vo _Yeep an Hewdhy

‘ndefin }c\»l # a0 Expensves I wse ch-'t V‘r\ab(wxj
W\fﬁm o\\S s t\ld/\ J“ l".r."f“i and ;fwtct fi ‘}‘heu
Can e vnade pge ¢ Wﬂ(l\ 3 (‘a&\\»—: ) U \H"\

X \S*i\f\c: ﬂ\r p\\\g AS\C g_z() e s,
Sincerely, ~J

Name  Rosemary EYSRSoE

City - 3842 NE 99th St zIp
Saatile, WA 98115

Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environimental Impact
Statement. Also, please respond to my comments and concems.

1| 2106-1 ]|2106-2
2106-3

2106-4

2106-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordancewiththe
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2106-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desctivate FFTF.

2106-3: DOE notes the commentor’s opinion. DOE’s Record of Decision for the
NI PEISwill bebased on anumber of factorsincluding environmental
impacts, publicinput, costs, nonproliferationimpacts, schedules, technical
assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.

2106-4: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to restarting FFTF for medical
isotope production. DOE acknowledgesthat other manufacturerscan
produce certain isotopesthat are economically attractive. Infact, the
United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of itsmedical
radioi sotopesfrom foreign producers, most notably Canada. However,
Canadaonly suppliesalimited number of economically attractive
commercial isotopes(primarily molybdenum-99), and it doesnot supply
researchisotopesor thediversearray of medical andindustria isotopes
considered inthe 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 hasbeenrevisedto
clarify DOE’s isotope production role and other producers capabilities to
fulfill U.S. isotope needs.
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Commentor No. 2107: Mason S. Taylor

Response to Commentor No. 2107

pear >ecretary Kichardson,
Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nucleas Reactor:
My Pobhor was § Fabroned ot $he Trr Cifres
Surrs ww I in tfhe MAVY , He fuder develiped
Coheer whiot [ lied bt L. alse bed hea T
.,-L'xm. Se T e S bors iy Pas o . dew/fupc,é

Anemia | sgd /d‘f“" Try/n / Df"fthffﬂs, Naclecn
J"dlrvaw i3 tf-nﬂ‘ge-f‘dwiﬂ; Yoo é-"'“%eﬁaus, Sbni’v‘?" dowis |

Sincerely, ﬂ
YLz ,(,_,
Name ‘ s
p: Mr, Meson § Taylor
: 11725 23rd Ave NE
City W Saittle, WA, 9B125 5747, ZIp

Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement, Also, please respond to my comments and concerns.

e rr—

|| 2207-1 ||2107-2

2107-2

2107-1: 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 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.

2107-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2108: Mayme Hartl

Response to Commentor No. 2108

R = T Y P

Dear Secretary Richardson,

Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactar:

¢ Sincerely,

I
|
H

i Name

City W 2n aﬁc,éa,: 

" Address éc;ég D%
State M lg ZIp z 3 Sﬁ:}l

Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement, Also, pfease respond ta my comments and concerns.

1| 2108-1 ]|2108-2

2108-3

2108-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordancewiththe
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this

agreement.

2108-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.

2108-3:  Thereferenced waste from the country of Spain was disposed at the U.S
Ecology Site. Thissitedisposesof commercial radioactive waste under
aWashington State Department of Health license. Thewastedid not
belong to DOE and DOE has no responsibility or authority over

that waste.
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Commentor No. 2109: Merle Ann McVay

Response to Commentor No. 2109

Dear Secretary Richardson,
Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:
'7{%45 Plee/Fh et  pelof/~ !x.f’nj of~
thiS _Litrre. ?enE’r@J’wboq“ 7 rd
the enuimpnrment dre. @rirnere
led e ey -6//:"'0 Safe. ardd cfean
cl ferrgtive. € ety SOeirres

Sincerely, .
e (o FP) el e,

Name [Neile. Ann f’?aﬁ'qy Address ¥ &35 #7, & R dﬁl/?f,
city £ 207 Jea ned State £2£° e T Il

Flease include my comments in the official recard for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental impact
Statement. Also, please respond fc my comments and concerns.

J{ 2109-1 || 2109-2

it
1

i

Lodold here LT

2109-2

2109-3

2109-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordancewith 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.

2109-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF. Included in the NI PEIS are the results of analyses
that show the risks associated with operating the FFTF are very small.

2109-3: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in alternative energy sources,
although issues of research and devel opment of aternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The
DOE missionsto beaddressedin thisEI'S, which includethe production
of medical andindustria isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accel erator technol ogies.

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



L0T¢¢

Commentor No. 2110: Maxine R. Wilkins

Response to Commentor No. 2110

Dear Secretary Richardson,

Please horor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor: Il 21101 Il 21102

¥ "3

YT

be ﬁﬁrngfp/f: ted

nond Foilero Fhe Aa 1 e
7
Lompmn tment P e shul depan the FETE.

Sinceraly, 7/}[%% &7 ‘%)457%“»4.—) .

Nan}tMA’% we i )ins  Addess L3 DEOF_ 5.5 Ol S

cty Fortlawn o state £/ Fa UL P ) ""»‘J

Please inciude my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Envirenmental Impact
Statement. Also, please respond lo my comments and concerns.

he

2110-1

2110-1:

2110-2:

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford. DOE
notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at
Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford
cleanup activitiesarehigh 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
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision onwhether thefacility will be used to meet mission needs.
Public meetingswere held on thisformal milestone change. Asstatedin
Section N.3.2, implementation of thenuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the dternative(s) selected.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desctivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2111: Donna Joy and Dennis Neuzl

Response to Commentor No. 2111

—meame s enamr g e ey

Please honor the Clean-Up Agreemen.t and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:
FETF %(«ogavr) /@,&t—f% e A AM-%—
/.441 Cepe

-—gtmf.ﬁfir

el

Slncerely,%é -

. 68 )
Mame _L i, DodTESS )
. ¥ D&ﬁm Joy & Donnis Newzil
City 2307:94th Ave NE zZtp
B T

Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Alsc, please respornd to my comments and concerns.

|| 2111-1 || 2111-2

2111-3

2111-4

2111-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site

environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordancewith 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.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deectivate FFTF, and oppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2111-3: Seeregponseto comment 2111-2.

2111-4:  Asdiscussed throughout Section 4.3 of Volume 1, none of the proposed
alternativeswould add wasteto the high-level wastetanksat Hanford.
The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of thewaste generated by the proposed action for
all dternativesand alternative options. Waste minimization programsat
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
implemented for thealternative selected inthe Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed adternativesinthe NI PEIS
will bemanaged (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafeand
environmentally protective manner andin compliancewith al applicable
Federal and state laws and regul ations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2112: Paul B. Holden

Response to Commentor No. 2112

Dear Secretary Richardson,

,r{%obzz'/ 5 s,

S .
', 7T

DN Paul B Holden

: Ne 325 4!25 th Aws NE ddress

G eattle WA 98115-7] 06 tate ZIp

Flease include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Also, please respond te my comments and CORCEINS.

Fletl

Sincerely,

- Please henor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shutg‘v:?he FFTF Nuclear Reactor: || 2112-1 || 2112-2
N

2112-1

2112-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission a Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Siteenvironmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordancewith 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 theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure dternativeswould not divert or reprogram budgeted funds
designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

2112-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desctivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2113: Davis Wilkins

Response to Commentor No. 2113

ear Secretary Richardson,

-

e e

lease honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Dowa the FFTF Nudear Reactor: || 21131 || 2113-2
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Please inciude my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Also, please respond to my comments and concerms.

2113-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup

mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordancewith 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.

2113-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.

2113-3: DOE notes the commentor’s opinion that the 15 percent initiative be

adopted.

2113-4: Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks

to maintain and enhanceitsinfrastructurefor 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
expertsinthe medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing
adomestic capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel sourcethat is
required for degp space missions and which the U.S. hasno long-term,
assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear research and devel opment needs in order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfolio. The NI PEIS evauates
arange of reasonable alternatives for accomplishing the proposed action,
one of which includes use of FFTF. Section 1.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised
to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.
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Commentor No. 2114: Bill Hlavacek

Response to Commentor No. 2114

ear Secretary Richardson,

lease honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:

TUEL . BRI,  FHr Bl smrd 5 ifr 73,
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incerely,

lame ‘?)ffl/ %/WM%Address ’756‘7) 7;“%@@% 7
ity _SEATTL sote i e D50 3L

Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Also, please respond to my comments and concerns,

|| 21141 || 21142

2114-2

2114-1: 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).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this

agreement.

2114-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.

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

The NI PEIS addressed the environmenta 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 al'so addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.
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Commentor No. 2115: S. Penkman

Response to Commentor No. 2115

Dear Secretary Richardson,

Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nudear Reactor:
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Sincerely,

Address /1.7 f’fni‘lffa;l /%v{ N4

Name+ i ip B oy e

State L) }

city Bovlvadey 7ol ap 30

Please include my comments in the official recerd for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Aiso, please respond to my comments and concerns.

o+ e

|| 21151 || 2115-2

21151

2115-3

2115-1:

2115-2:

2115-3:

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

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desctivate FFTF.

The purpose of the NI PEISisto evaluate the environmental impacts of a
range of reasonable dternativesto fulfill the proposed actions, one of
which is the domestic production of plutonium-238. Plutonium-238, used
to support NASA space missions, is not weapons-grade plutonium (i.e.,
plutonium-239). Whereas the United Statesis currently planning for the
disposition of tons of surplus plutonium-239 that is not needed to
support the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile, there are approximately 9
kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available
to support future NASA space missions. 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. Based on NASA
guidance to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systems for
upcoming space missions, DOE anticipates that the existing plutonium
238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005. 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. 2116: Aina Docz

Response to Commentor No. 2116

Dear Sé&etary Richardsor'a,“ ;

Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor: Il 21161 Il 2116-2
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Sincerely, ﬂﬁ{;.{;ﬁz Léﬁ’}/"
Name A7 A7A Dpe 2 N

City § |4 [LZ’ZZ?

Address ¢5377 - (/7?/,’/ /%Z)ﬁ' /VE
State s ap 45/ '

Please inciude my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact
Statement. Also, please respond to my comwments and concerns,

2116-2

2116-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordancewith 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.

2116-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desactivate FFTF.

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, therestart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste (e.g.,
solid low-leve radioactive waste) annualy, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic metersof additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operationsandissmall in comparisonto thewaste

generated by current Hanford activities. ItisDOE'spolicy that all

wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposal) in asafe and
environmentally protective manner andin compliancewith al 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 dternativesand alternative options. Waste minimization programsat
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.
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Commentor No. 2117: Mark Wahl

Response to Commentor No. 2117

Dear Secretary sounardson,

*. Please honor the Clean-Up Agreement and Shut Down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor:
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Please include my comments in the official record for the Pu-238/FFTF Environmental Impact

Statement. Aiso, please respond to my comments and concems.

%4§incerely, {

| 21171 || 2117-2

2117-3

2117-4

2117-1:

2117-2:

2117-3:

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 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.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Desactivate FFTF.

The commentors's opposition to the restart of FFTF is noted. This PEIS
has provided an estimate of the incremental potentia human health
impacts associated with areasonablerange of aternatives (including the
restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical uses, research
and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.
The methodology used isintended to provide redlistic results based upon
our current knowledge of the health impact of low doses of radiation.
Section 4.3 of Volume 1 providesthe results of the evaluation of potentia
health impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (which includesrestart of FFTF), including normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
Theenvironmental analysis showed that radiol ogical and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

FFTF isapproximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. Thereareno
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presentedin
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernibleimpactsto
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

The NI PEISidentifies (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species
that live on or near dl of the candidate sites, aswell as aquatic and
wetlands areas that may be impacted by operations at candidate locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
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Commentor No. 2117: Mark Wahl (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2117

2117-4:

publication (IAEA Technical Report Series No. 332, Effects of lonizing
Radiation on Plantsand Animals at Levels Implied by Current Radiation
Protection Standards), a dose rate of 200 millirem per year to the most
exposed human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than
0.1rad per day. ThelAEA concluded that adose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or lessfor animalsand 1 rad per day or lessfor plants would not affect
these populations. The largest individual dose for any of the nuclear
infrastructures aternatives under normal operations would be lessthan 0.1
millirem, which isthree orders of magnitude lessthan the |AEA
threshold for adverse effects. Therefore, implementation of any of the
range of reasonable nuclear infrastructure aternatives analyzed would
not be expected to result in adverse impacts on plants and animals living
in potentialy affected areas around the candidate sites.

DOE notes the commentor’s views. Consistent with its mandates under
the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeksto 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
expertsinthe medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing
adomestic capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel sourcethat is
required for degp space missions and which the U.S. hasno long-term,
assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear research and devel opment needs in 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 weapons-related mission. Section 1.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised
to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.
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