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Commentor No. 1: Hyun Lee
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 1

2003
Ws, 07,00 MON 09:12 FAX

A7/27/2880 12;38 2053821148

REART OF AMERICA M PASE 62
Heart of AmedicaMNorttwest
) . Achancing Babyei@s R0 ity of #e.”
Honomble Bill Richardsen, .
Secretary of Energy i

U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Tndependence Ave. SW
- Washington, D.C. 20585

Andrew Athy, Jr, Chair,

Secretary of Energy”s Advisary Board
U.S. Department of Engrgy

1000 Independence Ave. SW
‘Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson amd Mr. Athy:

" 'We are distsycd that duning the long awaited for conference cail held last Thursday,
Departmerit stalf wers not propared or willing to discuss issues related to the Secretary's first two
commitments regarding the FFTF reacter EIS and the public comment process.

Tnitial raview of the Draft EIS confirms our fears, expressed uring our mectag with vou
of Junc 10, that analyses of impacis, and evan definition of the scopc, has been roanipulated by
reactor reatart sdvosntes, Furthennore, the unwillingn_ess 1o addrays the concc-ms of the Hanford
Public interest Network citizen groups regarding the public notice and eomment plans for the 1-1
Draft EIS, stated in our priox letter to you, would eppesr to lock the Department into Jegally
inadaquate public notice and comment plans and a confrontational r;uqzse. Pians and procedures
for notice #hd the cenduct of hearings require 30 to 45 duys of odtice and appear locked i from
the publication in the Federal Register, )

The first commiitiment of the Secretary was to assartain if the EIS iacluded independent
analyxis of: ) 1-2

8) the need for medical isatopes and cconomic analyess of whether demand will be met
by non ¥R investments apd market forcas; lnd, . ‘

b) whether safety of the reactor and ancillary facikities was addressed. This was to be
followed by sen"oua disenssion between curselves and the Deparunent, throuph the offices of Mr. 1-3
Athy. .

K308 Fourin Aviods = Suite 208
Eaatia wa PRIOT
206/3B2-1014 + 1ax 203821148 » w-malk: officeBhoarclamenz orarthwesh.org
e THICH {2 et o Twedl o
Cooruic 14 Pollel. 10, Erecutve Dinctor

1-1: The Draft NI PEIS was prepared in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, asamended (42 U.S.C. 4321
et seq.), Council on Environmental Quality Implementing
Regulations (40 CFR 1500 et seq.), and DOE's
Implementation Regulations (10 CFR Part 1021). Other applicable
laws, regulations, and requirements are discussed in Chapter 5 of
Volume 1. Environmental impactswereanalyzed for al of the
aternatives and options (See Chapter 4 of Volume 1). Noneof the
analysis was manipulated to obtain results favorable to any aternative.
Detailsof theanalysisare givenin AppendixesH through Jof Volume 2.
The scope of the NI PEIS was determined in accordance with the
laws and regul ations cited above after public scoping meetings (See
Section 1.4 of Volume 1 and Appendix N of Volume 2).

Public notice was given and public hearings on the Draft NI PEIS were
conducted in accordance with federal law and regul ations cited above.
Chapter 1 of Volume 3 describesthe public comment process used for
the NI PEIS.

Dialogue between supporters and opponents of Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, washeldin Seattle,, Washington on September 5 and 6, 2000.
According to the facilitator (Letter to the Secretary of Energy from
Hallmark Pacific Group, LLC, dated September 22, 2000), no
unanimous agreement was reached by the five participantsin each of
two panels. DOE observed, but did not participate in, the discussions.
DOE is required to comply with statutory and regulatory requirements
regardless of the outcome of dialogue among advocates and opposition
for any particular aternative.

1-2: Asdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1, forecasts of medical isotope
needs were provided by the Expert Panel (Wagner et a. 1998) and the
Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee (NERAC 2000a). DOE
agrees with these projections. Mission effectiveness of Alternativesis
discussed in Sections 2.7.3 and 2.8 of Volume 1.

Members of the expert advisory groups were selected for their medical
credentials and knowledge of medical isotopes. Theexpert groups

were directed to provide their best technical assessment of the need for
medical isotopes over the next two decades (Wagner et al. 1998).
Projections of market growth were given by the Expert Panel in terms
of dollars, not percentage of the population. The Panel did not project
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Commentor No. 1: Hyun Lee (Cont'd)
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 1
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Review of the EIS { and we must brae you to take notice of the fact that the t2ble f
cuntents of the ETS was faxed 10 us Yess than 24 hous before pur canference call and just twe
days befors the entlre E1S tvas handed to some reactor proponents ) conficms that the E1S does
not mect these dasic expectations (and legal requirements),

[Nots regarding medical isotopes: We have repeatedly objectad to the EIS adopting a
presamed need for 130topes based oo the hon-¢redible studies done on bebwlf of program
advocates. The EIS adoprs  forecast for need that has na economic basiz or credibility. The
convening of & panel composed of individuals with direct ﬁnméiai condlicts of interest vis a vis
reactor and other Department centracts, ta compere the wo studies cormmissioned by advocates
for production =8 part of theif lobbying effors, is MOT a2 indepeand i atses of
domund and forecast cagecity. We will d ate in further di ions the lack of credibitity
of this ¢ieimed forecast and reliance on advocawes’ decuments to claim there is a need justifying

the restart of the FETF reactor, Suffice to say, unc of those “studics” wses 3 uler 10 project 2n
incredibie line of growth in ase of medical iotopes, without differentiation, that would take their
use from 1% of the pepulation today to over haif the population annually in 30 years of resctor
usz. The advocstes’ assumptions have already failed to live up to reality. A proper analysis will
utilize sconometrics, differettiale between types of isatopes and facilitics to meet demand for
ench isotope, examine the market forees relative to investment in production facitities by other
nations, universities or hospitals, and private invastors ]

[As regards safety issues, the recent admissions of Hanford menagement’s misleading
and felse statements regardiag potential miistion/Plutontumn releases during and aftes the
Hanford fire, and their multiple faitores 10 comply with emergency planning and reporting of
p ial hazardous ials p to EPCRA, SARA, RCRA, end Washingion Dasgerous 1-3
Waste Law reveal the holl 38 of tbat tite dep t has considered safety
previously, ang the legal inndequiacy of the ESS for faiture to address ¢vacuation planning, ability
to meet exteynal repulations rod licensing standarda, ete... }

While progress way made on 1ast week's conference call defining the time frame and
formet for us¢ of independently facilitated, principled negotiations between reactar restert
proponents and oppegents, the Department’s stall appe;:s to have feiled to recognize that the
value of suck: pegotiations inclhudes the opportunity to have reactor opponents fornnally sgres not

percentages of the population that would benefit from medical isotopes.
While the identification of specific isotopes as afocus for research or
clinical application is sometimes uncertain, the Expert Panel’s
projection of expanding needs for medical isotopesisreasonable
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1). DOE agreeswith the Expert Panel’s
projections. The Expert Panel’s projectionswere madein 1998. While
recent increasesin the market for medical isotopes suggest that the
Panel’s projections are correct, the accuracy of the Panel’s projections
will not be evident for several years. The purpose of thisNI PEISisto
describe DOE'salternatives (Section 2.5 of Volume 1) for meeting its
mission objectives and to evaluate the environmental impacts that
would result from implementation (Chapter 4 of Volume 1) of the
alternatives. Asdiscussedin Section 2.6 of Volume 1, aternativesthat
would not meet DOE’s mission requirementswere dismissed.

1-3: Safety and health were foremost considerati ons during preparation of
the NI PEIS. No radiation or hazardous materials were released from
facilities at the Hanford Site as aresult of the wild fires of that occurred
inJune2000. Thefiresdid resultin re-suspension of radioactive
materials that were already in the environment. The amount of
radioactive material that was re-suspended was only dlightly 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.
Thissiteaso providesalink toinformation on theindependent
offsiteair monitoring that was conducted by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency. Estimates of the impacts of a spectrum of
accidentsthat could occur under Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, at
candidatefacilitiesat the Hanford Siteare givenin Section 4.3 of
Volume 1 and Appendix | of Volume 2. Applicablelawsand
regulations are described in Chapter 5 of Volume 1. DOE complies
with al applicable laws and regulations.
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Commentor No. 1. Hyun Lee (Cont’'d)
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 1
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o chalienge the adequacy of the EIS and 1ake other available Icgal actions if an agrezment it
teached. Such e result is only achievable i€ the Depattment meets the commitments of the
Secretary regarding EIS content and provides for an adequats public notics ard comment through
& partisipatory planning cffort. Time is running out for legally adequate notico and comument
preparations. We are oot willing to wait for a written response from the Office of Nuclear Enargy
0 our letter of last weele The involvement of sepior staff apart from the programmatic advosates
for the E1S ang raactor restart wilf ba fecegsacy in discustions following up on the Secretary's
first two commitments on EI5 scope and regarding the legat adequacy of the EIS.

Ap of odey, despite your efforts, there is a lack of credibility in the process and
substantive product. It is clear fraro our coaference cail that there will not be adequate public
notice, and the conduct of the hearings will not meet basic requirements, amongst other alarming
developments. We urge thar there be an immadiate diseussion next week of our previeusly
gutlingd proposgls o resolve these concetns.

Sincercly yours,
S
ﬁﬁm D, ELM
Jeart of Atnerica Nortbwest

Gerald Pollet, JD
Heart of America Northwest

Thomas Campenter, I
Government Accountiability Project

CCr Mayn Seiden,
Senator Ron Wyden
Rep, Adam Smith
Rep. Joy Insle
Rep Brian Baird
Rop. Fim McBermott
Rep, David W
Rep. Eari Blumenatser
Rep. Peter DeFazio

1-1

S35U0CSsY O U SIUBLIOD UaN I —g BideyD



e

Commentor No. 2: Stanley Hobson, INEEL
Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 2

Citizens Advisory Board

ldaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

Chair:

Stanley Hohson

Vice Chair:
Jan M. Edelstein

Members:

James Bondurant
Wynona Boyer
Karen Cormigan
Annemarie Goldsier
Andy Guerra
Robert 1. Kaestner
Travid Kipping
Patricia Klahr
Lawrence Knight
R.D. Maynard
Marilyn Paarmann
F. Dave Rydalch
Mente Wilson

Ex-ollicios.
Kathlesn Trever
Wayne Pierre
Gerald C. Bewman

Jason Staff:

Carol Cole

Amanda Jo Edelmayer
Kathy Grebstad
Wendy Green Lowe
Teri Tyler

D-CAR-057
August 16, 2000

Colcetie E. Brown

Document Manager

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems (NE-5()
Office of Nuclear Energy, Science, and Technology
U5, Department of Energy

19901 Germantown Road’

Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

Note: The Site-Specific Advisory Board for the Idaho National Engincermg and
Environmenial Laboratory (INEEL). also known as the INEEL Clitizens Advisory
Board (CABY, is a local advisery commutteg chartered under the Department of
Fnergy's {DOF} Environmental Management SSAB Federal Advisory Committee
Act Charter.

The INEEL CAR recently received copies of the Draft Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Rescarch and
Development and [sotope Production Missions in the United States, Including the Role
of the Tast Flux Test Facility (DOEFEIS-Q3101). We alse received the orange posteard
inviting our comment and announcing the public comment period. We look forward 1o
reviewing the draft document and submitting our comments as a consensus
recommendation

The INEEL CAB develops its recommendations through consensus-building processes

and they are finalized at meetings of the full board. Our next meeting will be held on

September 19 and 20, 2000, in Jackson, Wyoming. The orange posl card indicates (hat

the public comment period for the Draft PEIS will end on September 18, 2000, one day

before our mecting. We theretore respectfully request an extension in the public

comment period to allow eur full Beard to participate in the precess of developing a I |
recommendation in accordance with our nermal procedures. We should be able w0

complete our finalization processes by no later than close of business September 22,

2001

We appreciate your consideration of this request. ‘Thank you for your prompt response
10 ihis requesl.

Sincerely,

Sh fisro—

$tan Hobson
Chair, INELL CAB

ce: Carol Borgstrom, DOE-HQ, Oflice of NEPA Policy and Assistance
Beverly Cook, DOE-ID
Carolyn Humtoon, DOLE-HQ)
Martha Crosland, DOE-HQ
Fred Butterfield, DOL-HQ
Gerald Bowman, DOE-IT)
Kathleen Trever, State ol [daho INEEL Oversight
Wayne Picrre, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region X

Jason Associates Corporation * 477 Shoup Avenue, Suite 201 * Idaho Falls, Tdaho 83402

Phone = (208) 522-1662 Fax » (208) 522-2531
http:/fwaw . ida.net/users/cab

2-1

2-1:

Asstated in the Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), the
comment period for the NI PEIS began on July 28, 2000 and extended
through September 18, 2000. Council on Environmental Quality
implementing regulations (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) requirethat at least 45 days
beallowed for public comment on adraft environmental impact

statement. DOE notified the INEEL CAB that although the public
comment period would not be extended beyond the September 18, 2000
deadline, late comments would be considered to the extent practicable.
Responses to the subsequent INEEL CAB comments are shown under
Comment Number 2050 of this comment response document (Volume 3 of
the NI PEIS).
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Commentor No. 3: LeeA. Fisher

Response to Commentor No. 3

B//25/27BE  @9:41 4255998892 LEE A FISHER PAGE @1
Draft PE1IS Comment Form
j 5:)[»";?-'\5_{7 e WSr,L ;_,_fnu -‘Kﬂ ZS fiwﬁ

FETF A fevnation 21
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U\OM cam = and ¢ CoufluF Foust Hum !

There are saveral ways o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS, These include:

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

= returning this comment form 16 the registration desk at the meeting or 1o the address belaw
# catling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593 N T
# faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592 ~ LLC\ >y ©

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

Mame (optional): L= a- ’AS t?l =l

Organization: T&‘b e d
Organizarion Address (circle one): 4‘ el

Ciry: Cg“—l\ lﬂ._u&«L Swle:M_ Zip Code: A FOD "h_A
Telephone {optional): "*"Lg 1 (-H.n - "\rz-i -

Ol 0 ME A LD Ly

=gt Asl ST

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

For mom Information comocl: Cowne E. Brown, NE-50

U5, Dapartment o Energy = 19901 Gemmantosn Rocd - Germontown MD 20878 f8
Tol-ree Telaphone: 1-877-662-4593 « Toll-hoa Fon: 1-877-562.4592

12/00 E-mai: Nucieck Infrasuchie-PEIS@h. doe.gov

31

3-2

3-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

3-2: The United States has purchased ninekilograms of plutonium-238 from
the Russians since 1992. DOE is how considering re-establishing a
domestic production capability of plutonium-238 at a United States
facility becauseit isin our national interest to assure that the United
States does not rely on any foreign government to support the NASA
space program. A more detailed explanation of the need for adomestic
sourceof plutonium-238isfoundin Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 4: J. E. Kurtz

Response to Commentor No. 4

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

» attending public meetings and giving your comments directly {0 DOE officials

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

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

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

Name (opticnal): J- k/\Jf'}L

—

Organization:

Organizalion Address (circle one) £ 817 W, &MA"% Al

City: “‘/f—f\/ A UL C lé— Slmc:{_”.i/i Zip Crxlezm

Telephone (optional): Sa? 73r -9370
E-maii (opticnal): -J.L"Aﬁrf?_ e WFHNQT_é?‘fVVMA

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

mae infarmation comoct: Colat £, Hown. NE-50
U5 Depacmant of Emergy - 19901 Gomontown RO0G - town, M2 20874 (2
Tok+ !ml'le\epmne A A% s Yol bae Fa, ) BT7 5624563

E-mail: Kucleoritsinicure-FES@ha.dos.gov

712100

4-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

4-2: DOE's presentation and comment session at the draft NI PEIS hearings
provided information about the NEPA process, alternatives described
inthe PEIS, and specific facilities, including FFTF.
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Commentor No. 5: Fred Maienschein

Response to Commentor No. 5

Draft PEIS Comment Form
( celfor 1o p S-18 b

7-95.00

e Liwn e

P T Jak anka e Notienal Labgn'.\'oq.r; LS ’_AMQ"_'

r\)exmuﬂw'ﬂy st down . Tt i in Cock .

1- 865 - 594 - 6119

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

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

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

® faxing your comments toli-iree to: 1-§77-362-4592

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

De. Fred Molewschain
Organization: . L Q.‘t evye C( 3

anization Address (circle one) 9? g W Q-S_t OJ’G’T O\f‘

o (Dol e Statei NZip Coder 2 2630
Teleph {optional): (@(z?} L& g?- ? QOS
_Prnafen® trpcla

Name (optionalk

E-mail (optional): A Cadeon, Y, COVN

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000
For mere informetion contact: Colette E. Brown, NE50 /5 ‘
US. Depatment of Enargy » 15901 Genmaniown Road + Gemmantown, MD 20874 'g @
Tab-ee Talephona: 1-877-562-4503 « Toll-free Fox: 1-877-642-4592
Enail; Nuslearinfrastuchus-PESEha doa.gov Gy

TIELD

51

5-1: Tables S-2 and 2-4 have been changed in the Final NI PEISto reflect the
correct operationa status of the facility.
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Commentor No. 6: Stephen S. Hart

Response to Commentor No. 6

Draft PEIS Comment Form

Therz are severiﬁ wa;% to pmvide comments on the Nuclear Infrasiructure
PEIS. These include:

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

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

@ laxing your comiacais 16il-free to. 1-877-562-4552

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

Q{ﬂh}m S Hoct-

Name (opticnal):

Orgamzallon

ga.mzauon Address (circie one): 2284 S H Fus) \."J‘ '{‘ 3
_-QL-(’AA/AKX:{ co
Statel Zip Code: B@_Z_&E‘

City: _nL_? (ver.] a:)nf
E-mail (optional): jﬁh&bﬁ%’ﬂm&m

Telephone (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more inomation contect: Colete £ Broun, HE-80
13, Dupament of Encrgy - 19501 Sommonton Rood - Germaniowm, MO 10674
'hhphu\l LAT7862.45%3 - Sokioe Fox | 577 Sarasrs
Nuciec niraskuckane-PESEHa, £09. gov
TIE2/ 00

6-2

6-3

6-4

6-1:

6-2:
6-3:

6-4.

DOE notesthe commentor’sopposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
DOE further notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 5,
Permanently Deactivate FFTF, with Alternative 2, Use Only Exiting
Operational Fecilities, Option 8, Irradiate at ATR and HFIR and
Processat FDPF, held in reservefor future production of plutonium-238
should suppliesfrom Russiabeinterrupted.

See response to comment 6-1.

The purpose of the existing DOE contract to purchase plutonium-238
from Russiais not to keep this material out of the hands of third parties
but rather to ensure a supply for NASA space mission radioisotope
power sources. Unlike plutonium-239, the radioisotope plutonium-238
isnot aproliferation risk because its nuclear properties preclude it from
usein anuclear weapon. The International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) exempts plutonium that is more than 80 percent plutonium-238
from consideration as special fissionable material subject to safeguards.
All plutonium-238 production alternativesin this EIS will produce this
isotope in greater than 80 percent purity. Therefore, the purchase of
plutonium-238 from Russiahas no effect on nonproliferation of

nuclear weapons since plutonium-238 is not a nuclear weapon material.
Along with budget constraints, DOE has not purchased larger quantities
of plutonium-238 from Russia because extended storage of this

radioi sotope results in the buildup of other radioisotopes which require
their removal and pose asignificant radiological health hazard to
workers.

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the restart of any
DOE reactor facility.
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Commentor No. 7: Edie Bradley

Response to Commentor No. 7

Draft PEIS Comment Form

il 5'75// é//'i/( ’7/4% <y f//vﬁrq:}f i

a_ brfer c”;ra/ref

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

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

® retuming this comment form 10 the registration desk at the meeting of to the address below

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

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

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

Name (optional): /#;‘//f’ fﬂ-)/'cé C//pcf
Orpanization: 5/"7/;’ s Setew s

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

iy Mevrws T StatedZA_ Zip Code:_FLITT
Telephone (optional): <206 - 23 — yarerd
E-mail {opticnal); .-———————— =

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

Fot mote inlamalion contock: Coletie B rown, NE.50

1.5, Depdriment of £nargy - 1990 Germaniown Road - Gemmantown, MD 20874

Toll-hee Telaphone: 1-877-562-4593 + Toll-fee Fax; 1-677-562-4592

- E-moil: Nugleatinfastuchure-PESEha.doe gov
124

7-1: DOE notes the commentor’sinterest in solar energy. The DOE
missions to be addressed in this EI'S, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accel erator technol ogies.
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Commentor No. 8: John Ritter & Family

Response to Commentor No. 8

—————
Draft PEIS Comment Form
e & FE e
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= - -
—F=2 -
There are several ways to provide comments-6n the Naclear infrastructire
PEIS. These include:
» attending public mestings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
« returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593
# faxing your comments tell-free to: 1-877-562-4592
+ commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastruciure-PEIS @hqg.doe.gov {
Name {opticnal): ___ “The Ritter Family
2110 Avalon Way

Organization: Hood River, OR. Y7031-9579

Home/Crganization Address (circle one):

City: State:, Zip Code:

Telephone (optional):

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

more irfornticn: DO*‘\IOC?‘ Cotalie E. Blﬂwn NE 50
V.5, Departrmeant of Enengy + 19901SevmmwnRDa 2
Toll-free Telephone: '\ !?7 542:4593 - ldl'lwfﬁl 1-577- 562 4592
mall: Nuclearinhastructure-PEIS@hg doe.gov.

T7/12/00

8-1: DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

8-2: 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
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
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.
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Commentor No. 9: Charles Greer

Response to Commentor No. 9

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

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

» retuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

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

# faxing your comments toll-tree to: 1-877-504-4592

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

Name {optional):

Organization: — e dededrdedc U 5 B Sedededede ek
Q%
Home/Organizatio F M Charies Crier
% ﬁﬂfﬁﬁk Egn‘ana
[ [ Zip Code:. —_—

Telephone (aptional):

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

For more inlommtion comoct: Colelte €. Browr, NE-50
5. Dapertmant of Energy - 19501 Semaniown foad anlown, MD 20874
Topnone: 1-877-562-4593 « Follres e, 18775624592

Email; NuGhearinfrasifueh.te PERENG.d

TAL0

_§s *K’.
(%)

TR

©wo©
Nk

9-4

9-5

9-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF and support for Alternative 2, Use Only Existing
Operational Facilities, Option 1, Irradiate at ATR and Process at
REDC. It should be noted that deactivation of FFTF is a component of
all options under Alternative 2 (aswell as under Alternatives 3, and 4).

9-2: 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
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
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.

9-3: Implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives described in
Section 2.5 of Volume 1 would not impact schedules or funding for
cleanup activities at |daho National Engineering and Environmental
Laboratory (INEEL). AsdiscussedinVolume 1, Section 3.3.11.1 of
the NI PEIS, cleanup activities at INEEL are coordinated with the
Environmental Protection Agency and the State of Idaho under a
consent order. DOE’sobjectiveisto achievedelisting fromthe National
Priorities List by the Year 2019.

Waste management at INEEL is described in Section 3.3.11 of the NI PEIS,

and waste generation that would result from implementation of
Alternatives 1 or 2isdescribed in Sections4.3.2.1.13and 4.4.2.1.13,
respectively. Waste that would be generated at INEEL under
Alternatives 1 or 2 would be small in comparison to onsite treatment,
storage and disposal capacities.

9-4: See response to comment 9-1.

9-5: The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
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Commentor No. 9: Charles Greer (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 9

aternatives presented inthe NI PEIS. Pursuant to CEQ regulations
(40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents availableto the public before adecisionismade. The

associated cost report was made avail able to the public on August 24, 2000.

DOE mailed thisdocument to about 730 interested partieson

August 24, 2000. Thereport was made availableimmediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms. DOE has also provided a summary of the Cost Report
in Appendix PintheFinal NI PEIS. The Record of Decision
concerning enhancement of DOE’s nuclear infrastructureis

scheduled for January 2001.
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Commentor No. 10: John M. Ryskamp

Response to Commentor No. 10

Aavc 14 gy BlT4gPm LMITIO-REDL F.1

Draft PEIS Comment Form

T upvE READ THE DRAFT PEIS Dog/EIS - 0310D.

I BECIEVE JHAT ALTERRATIVE | — REFTART FFTE
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ALT ERNATIVE Y — CopSTRucT A MEl RESEARSH

PEpacTOR - SPourD BE PuRSLIED . THE DoE

MNERAC HAT STATED IMN SEVEEAL PLACES THAT

A MEW PESEARCH REASTOR IS5 MEEpED , AMND

I peRef

S STAFT P ITH ALTERNATIVE § of 2 Bur SET
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DnE KRESEALH REACTOR

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

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

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

» calling toll-free and leaving your coraments: 1-877-562-4593

« faxing your comments [oli-free 10: 1-871-562-4392

= commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastrucure-PEIS @hq.doe. gov

Narze (aptionaly; __~J O M. AYSicame

Organization:

@)rganizuion Address (circle ong): /9C’- cCoMMaps E‘D

iy LDAHO __ FALLS sute: I8 zip Cote: F3H0 1
Telephane (optional);_208 -~ 28 - 6F0¢

‘P

E-mail (optionaly, Ly 5Kamp @ cda. nel
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mare informalion contoct Colane E. Bawn, NE-50

U5 Depavtrant of Energy * 19901 Gammantonn Rood - Gomantown. MD 20874
Toll-tae: Tetephome, -877-562-4593 - Tolk-foe Fas, 1-877-562-4592
E-mall; Nucleat nrosuchue-PEISENG.JoB.gov ¥

100

10-1
10-2

10-3

10-1: DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for either Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, or Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operational Facilities, while
Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor, isbeing pursued.

10-2:  Seeresponseto comment 10-1.
10-3:  Seeresponseto comment 10-1.
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Commentor No. 11: Laurie Gerber

Response to Commentor No. 11
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11-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 12: James Breed

Response to Commentor No. 12

Draft PELS Comment Form

e T FETE 6 oo esequed Awubity Fla?
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There are several ways fo provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

» atisnding public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE cfficials

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

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

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

) .
Name (optional): ‘*/‘l‘imfﬂ et

Organization: /Lf&'fé zigt

L . 5
Home/Organization Address (circle one): Z & ["é“"“'—!/ﬁbtﬂ’ Leee

City: foeilitn o State: WH Zip Codes F7 3574

Talanh

(optional):

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

For mare iniomration contack. Cotelle E. Brown, NE-SO ZEN

U, Deparment of Eneray - 17901 Gemmonicn Reod » Samneniown, () 0474 g @

Telephone: 1-577-562-4593 « Toll-irea Foux: 1-B77-542-4592
E-mail: Kuciear Riastustyre-PEISE R 408 fov % &

&

Ryt

Tz

12-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 13: KalleH. Hyrkas

Response to Commentor No. 13

—

Draft PEIS Commenii-ofin

L LI Stofort M ctternalire of fif?érﬁ/zf
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:
» atrending public meetings and giving your comments directly 1o DOE officials
« returning this comment form 1o the registration desk ar the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and Jeaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593
» {axing your comments toll-free t0: 1-37 1-302-4392
® commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov
Name (optional): ﬁ/ﬂ'ffé H_ Ryr ker
Organization: {Frgind hg

HomgJOrganization Address (circie one): SO0 o ren Lo /j/'

City: Kb lanct staes L/ 4 Zip Coder._FTE 3572,
Telephcne (optional): (SD §) 2R~ 09\07
Eemail (optionaly: gt ([ o HeHyrie! @ F /-jou

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 17, 2000

more infomation cortack: Coletle E. Brown. NE-SQ
us. Deammemof Energy * I%‘Ul Cenpantown Roat = Garmaniown, MO 20874
lol-free Telaphone: 1-877-562-4595 = Toll-free Fax: 1-| B77.562.0592

E-mall. Nuclean inbrastuchure-PES52ha.dor.gov

712400

13-1

13-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 14: Big Bend Economic Dev. Council

Response to Commentor No. 14

Draft PEIS Comment Form

UE SUTT QT ¥ T festper FETE 07 Hadtnip

Ecl it Secelry derins e SSE EX CaSAE Hlpiigter 14-2
¢ Po-328 Fled Rossig.

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS, These fnclude:

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

® returning this comment form 10 the registation desk at the meeting or to the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

® faxing your comments totl-free to: 1-§77-562-4592

# comimenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrasitucture-PEIS @ha doe. gov

Name (optional ):

Organtzation: B g B F Per .
Home/Crganization Address (circle one): - Sui
Moses Lake WA 93837
Ph/tax 2

City: State: Zip Code:

Telephone (optional):
E-mail (cptionaty: SBEC & ataef pet
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more infenmotion: contack Coletfe E. Bown, NE-SO &5

0.5. D of Enargy + 19301 Road + , MD 20874 5
Tol-hee: Tetophone: 1-877-562-4593 + Talk-hee Fox: -877-562-4592

E-mall; Nuctearinfrasmicture-FES@Ne don gov

T2

14-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

14-2:  TheUnited States has purchased 9 kilograms of plutonium-238 from
the Russians since 1992. DOE is now considering re-establishing a
domestic production capability of plutonium-238 at a United States
facility because it isin our national interest to assure that the United
Statesdoes not rely inthelong term on any foreign government to
support the NASA space program. A more detailed explanation of the
need for adomestic source of plutonium-238isfound in Chapter 1 of
Volume 1 of the Final NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 15: Richard E. Brandt

Response to Commentor No. 15

Draft PEIS Comment Form

[ ap e Sile Lo see  The AT
Fesl auwTed €5 nociuls Eap tsplose

/pfd ol Ta

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

# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments; 1-877-362-4593
® faxing your comments toll-free te: 1-877-362-4592
& commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name {optional): Fre ﬁa/c/ & Srae 7
Organization:_HEs T gt fovre Hgalavd £o—Fe Eired
rganizmjun Address (circle one): ﬁo/(![gg gf:/{'ﬁ & o ’4{45 ik §é

City Fog s o2 Sue: Uit zip Code:_F 2. TA L

Telephone (optienah-. W 7— 5——%_‘"/5‘ ,7

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

For more Information ¢ontact: Colotta E. Brown, ME-50 g
1 z @
2

1L Department of Energy - 19907 Gamnantown Road « Gemmonlown, MD 20874
Toll-hee Telaphena: 1-877-562-4593 « Toll-free Fax 1-877-5843-4690
Endle Nuckarncsuchure-PES@ha doe.gov S

/12/00

ST

15-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 16: Doug Arbogast

Response to Commentor No. 16

draft PLIS Comment For m

CEE W ol el aneelin . 3t rwadds weina wendo

o Mifen ,,m‘_,\.._éc.u—_,(wu«ﬂ S el call o oFepias. Tl L0 ~C

t"f r\.ﬁlw[\-mc.oﬂ z—/«#’-u‘-ﬂ-p /.n ,,_{—-\ raamed tia,

Wi /{cu. TS MRS 7 eirc 01 /‘J—a—<fﬂ"‘\ Cbmwu.‘/)

™

e ea K} P ot anm;Q a ./dv”( c—'f /\ui,‘f < 6%74

" Li .
_[Lu(;{ L ¢ Al oo fon (’UMQ bt Cﬁfr\-e,u:-;eo (Pt

om_.\(a “‘{‘_é: /-[M//mﬂ acee NI~ o CT' [0

j}{{éﬁ-m h‘m/’ﬁ amm“‘

TP A Mcer Qe

AL /)&r.ét 2

Aokey w-asTp ppiie ?ﬂ').g.z...;\ o J_m-_(:.\,‘_ﬂz u [y

DrmTe«A(Jwam., A /l4n'v¢a7£/ (-\’m.q“pﬂ Ao T2

[H'(J'LCL %nc? Lt G?.t_xfc/ n:'rm \:"(‘? -] L.ue.x

i 1, (\mlrmm;m ‘am in favor of restarting the Fast Flux Test Eacility (FFTF)
| for the production of medrca! 1sotopes.

e
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UL Siynatune hcﬂ- < v\:

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS, These inciude:

@ alcnding public meetings and ziving your comments directly to DOE officials

® ;eluming this comment for 4 1o the registrnion desk at the meeting or Lo the address below

« culling toll-free and jzaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

° faxmn vour eomments toll-free w: 1-577-562-4392

® commenting via e-mnii: Nuclear Infragl tructure-PEIS @ hq.doc.gov

Name (optional): QM f{\\— N“;L/ S
Organization: /qow-{j;xg‘ (\mi‘,waa'fwn Z',,é
AL - 50

Home/Organization Address (cirele one):

Cy Pt T it

Telephone (optional):

Smm;m Zip Codc‘i(_j_is?-;

E-muil (opticnal):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For morm iniomaarion conlact, L.O\L‘HL E. Srown, MNE-50

U2 Deparlmant of Enaicy « 19901 Gemanlown ot
Toll-free: Teicphona: 1-877-562-4593 &

Cmal: Nuzleoting

raCture-PESYENG dent. v

L0

16-1

16-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
It should be noted that power production is not one of the missions for
which FFTF would be restarted.
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Commentor No. 17: William E. Callaway

Response to Commentor No. 17

" Praft 218 Conuneat Form

FFTFE neads a m:.é'srém; 5 e b - qua V-

2

LT (Giilawme] )
. I, Coumamopere) , arm in favor of restartin g the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF)
for the production of medical isotopes.

’ XOUF Signature here

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

@ auending publiz meetings and ziving your comments directly wo DOL olliciuis

* rewting this comment form o the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
rec and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4503

ur comments toll-frec to; 1-877-562-4592

£ vid e-mail Nuclear Infrastruciure-PELS @ hg.doe gov

btlam £ ﬁ//ﬂmf
Ak 2’1/5/

Name {oztional)y;

Craenizalion:

L5.2Y  Nacker €77

Home/Organization Address {circle one):

Clty: Iéfj /:Wl IL
Telephone (oplionat):@?) g7 %f’é_?
T-malil (opianal):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

Stata:M- Zip Cmc:_ﬁ’?s’_‘zﬂ_

For more intesmetion caniact. Coleiln £ Biown, NE-50 10

U5, Deparimen! of Encegy + 19901 Goomentown koad + Guimenkown, WD 20374 (5
Toll-dex: Telephoag: 1-377-582-4505 ¢ oM Ive Fou, 1-871-562-4562

E-mal: Nucleatinirairoaue-PUspng dog.gay )

TINe

17-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

AlIjoe4 131 Xn|[H 1584 81 Jo 9104 8y Buipnjou| ‘sa1els paliun ay) Ul SUOSSIA| Uoonpold adojos|
pue uswdoprag pue yoressay ABJeu JeajonN Uel|IAID papuredxT Bulysi(duoddy o) Juswere)s 10edul| [elusuuodinug dnewwe16old [euld



T¢¢

Commentor No. 18: Barbara & Vern Mobley

Response to Commentor No. 18

: L M‘DTOO
s Calellis < Broce -
e rparny F AT F /MW? Ltz przed
WWWJ%W
; WW Oer /sz,&aa/
on The Dl fmfa Giy yltna
MWWW&WQ’W%*F?F
“7?12704)"
@MM v s /ﬂ%ﬁ@
EJRR Y By °Y /S
 Gasco loa. 950/

18-1

18-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 19: Don C. Brunell
Association of Washington Business

Response to Commentor No. 19

Association of Washington Business
AWB

washington state’s Den C. Brunell
chamber of commerce President

August 10, 2000

Lolette E. Brown, NE-50
U.5. Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MDD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

As Washington's cldest and largest statewide business organization whose 3,700
mernbers employ more than 600,000 pecple, we are writing this letter to express our
continued support for the on-going environmental review process initiated by the
Departrent of Energy for the Fast Flux Test Facility {(FFTF) on the Hanford Nucdlear
Reservation. We believe that the Department must continue the process leading to the
bringing on line of the FFTF for medical isotope research and treatment,

It is obvious that there is a need for additional sources of medical isotopes for research
and treatrment. The benefits of these isotopes to the patients are numerous. They
include improved efficacy, reduced cost, and a significantly improved quality of life
while urdergoing treatment. The citizens of the Pacific Northwest are blessed with one
of the best heath care provider and research networks in the world, Having isotopes
readily available for our health care indusiry stands to improve the quality of care for
our residents and those in other parts of the world.

We have additional concerns which we believe should be surfaced in the on-going
environmental review process. With the very recent national electrical energy shortages
coupled with concerns about global warming, there is a need for additional nuclear
energy-based research. Given the concerns about carbon monoxide emissions from
fossil-fuel generating facilities and the fact that existing non-fossil fuel, non-nuclear
technologies, and conservation are not able to fill the gap; research to find acceptable
solutions to the issues facing nuclear power production is necessary. If we are to have
sufficient electricity to power our computers, heat and cool our homes and operate our
facilities, msclear power must be explored as an optior for the future. At the very least,

We keep Washington working
PO. Box 658 m 1414 Cherry Street Southeast @ Olympia, Washington m 983070658 = www.awb.org
360,943 1600 m Toll-free; LEOR.521.9325 m fax 560,943 5811 w E-muil: DonB@awb.ory

19-1

19-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 19: Don C. Brunell (Cont’d)
Association of Washington Business

Response to Commentor No. 19

Page 2
Coliette E. Brown Letter
August 10, 2000

this proven source of energy production should be re-examined.

As one who represents a diversity of businesses from our state’s major corporations to
very small shop owners, dedisions must be made based on a sound cost-benefit
analysis, ability to meet anticipated market needs and overall risk. Clearly, the Fast
Flux Test Facility (FFTF) represents the lowest risk, since it is an existing facility where
the medical isotope activities have already been performed. It also appears that the
FETF provides greater flexibility to meet the multiple missions identified in the EIS,
whereas the other alternatives appear to dedicated to a single purpose with limited
growth potential.

We hope the Department will proceed expeditiously with the environment review and
we would certainly hope it would lead to the safe and efficient restart and operation of
the FFTF,

Thark you and if you need additional information, please let us know.

Don C. Broiell
President

Ce:  Governor Gary Locke
Senator Slade Gorton
Senator Patty Murray
Congressman Richard Hastings

19-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 20: Clyde Nash, Jr.

Response to Commentor No. 20

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

@ quending public mectings and giving your commente directly to DOE officials
® returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeling or to the address below

« calling toll-free and Izaving your comments: 1-277-562-4593
» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592
« commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @ hq doe_gov

Name (optionaly C LvDE AMusH Sa

Orgamzation:

Home/Organization Address (circle one), _———-————~"~

19 _SowTH _THowses) HGomeE

ciy. CaMpTan, State:CB Zip Code:_F02 2. f

Telephone (opticnal): L. - ~ {2 26

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

For more information contack: Colelle: E. Srown, NE-SO

Us. Department of Energy - 19901 Gamoniown Rocd + Gemantown, MO 20874
Tol-fiee Telephone: 1-877-562-4593 + Tolliree Fax: 1-877-562-4592

E-mall Nuctear Inkasructure-PESEhG.doe.gov

71200

20-1

20-2

20-3

20-1

20-1:

20-2:

20-3:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although disposition of K-Basin spent nuclear
fuel is 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 milestonesand schedulesfor restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF
and for the Hanford cleanup mission.

DOE notes the commentor’s concern about waste generation. The NI PEIS
addressed the environmental impacts dueto the treatment, storage

and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actionsfor all
aternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed aternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws and regul ations and applicable DOE
orders.
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Commentor No. 21: Bernice C. Mitchdll

Response to Commentor No. 21

Angust 2, 2000

Mr. John Geehofer, Professional Programuning
Washington State Medical Association
20336 Avenue. Snite 1100

Seattle, Washington 98121

Mr. Ron Rabun. Richland City Manager
P. 0. Box 190
Richland. WA 99352

Governor Gary Locke
P03 Box 40002
Olvmpia, WA 98504

Colcue TE. Brown, Docume:
Oifice of Space and Defe
Office of Nuclear Encrgy.
U.S. Depanmeni of Energy
19901 Germantown Read
Germantown. MD 20874
Anention: NI PEIS
Telephone: (877) 562-439%

DOE Sceretary Richardson

Attn(s): WNSA Adminisirator

TBIME — NA-| — Irgctor:

Carol M. Borgstrom (EH-42)

Office of NEPA Policy & Assist.;

and Mr. William D. Magwood, 1V, ¥
Dircelor: Cffice of Nuclear Cnergy,
Science and Tecluology: all al

1000 [ndependence Ave. SW
Washington. DC 20583

DOE/RL Dircctor Kline
Aln: Mike Talbert. A7-73
Richland, Wa 49152

M William Martin, TRIDEC
201 North Colorado Strect
Kennewick, WA 49136

| Manager
ovwer Sysicnis (NE-30),
wience and Technology

E-mail: Nuclear.Infrasiruciure-PEIS & hq doc. gov

Greelings to Mr. Geelofer. et al. This is a Meme of Understanding (o cach of von: a follow-up. promised
o the Washington State Medical Association—about the DOE/EIS-03 10D, JULY 2000 “DRAFT
Programmalic Environmental Impact Statement for Accomplistung Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy
Rescarch and Developruent and [sotope Production Missioss in he United States.” and my asking their
Washington State Medical Association to be the Civilian benefactor and Pariver infol FFTF’s RESTART
AND OPERATION  Mr. Mike Talbert of DOFE/RL inade available 1o me “posthaste,” at my 8/24,
request. Lo send to ¥ou and vours, DOES related Violemes 1 and 2 and DOE’s Summary Copy of both
Volumes. that yon may be informed concerning my request, and that you may infonn others of the
Washington State Medical Association’s Program Office to allow them to get a better understanding of
DOE’s Role infof the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF). and any DOE Mission Statements and responsibilities
to our Medical World. concerning DOE Secretary Richardsan, the U8 Department of Enerpy s Energy
and Natural Resources” Zaar: DOE'S RESPONSIBILITY FOR ENSURING THE AVAILABILITY OF
ISOTOPES FOR MEDICAL APPLICATION, ETC, as a follow-up (o my wlorming vonr Office of my
Apnl 2000 leter 1o DOE'S My, William I Magwood. [V, Dircctor of DOE s Office of Nuclear Energy.
Science and Technology: requesting that DOE give FFTF (o Washington State Doctors, namely: one and
the same, who will besare prmne users of medical isotopes: in the sume fashion DOE gave the Port of
Beaton to Benton Connty, to allow the doctors, NASA andior DOF, or other Foderil. or privale entities to
pariner wilh (he doctors to use whatever “fall-our” that will be generated it the production of isotopes.
such as Pu-238 used by NASA. elc. keeping DOE's presence AND Federal Dollars at Hanford. I thought
was the most important “fall-out” unnl | received a copy of the PEIS DRAFT. The first paragraph of its
Summary stating that ensuring the availability of isotapes for medical, industrial, and ensurmg

21-1

21-1:

Although other private manufacturers produce medical radioi sotopes,
DOE remains the key provider for alarge number of radioisotopes that
areused 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
guantities to make their production financially attractive to private
industry. Under the NI PEIS proposed action and consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE would enhanceits
existing nuclear facility infrastructure to, among other things, more
effectively support production of radioisotopes for medical
applications and research. DOE’s intent isto complement commercial
sector capabilities to ensure that a reliable supply of isotopesis
availablein the United States to meet future demands, and encourage the
commercial sector to privatize the production of isotopes that have
established applications to alevel that would support commercial
ventures.

The United States government believesthat reasonabl e business
relationshipswith Russiaareimportant. If the purchase of plutonium-238
from the Russians becomes unnecessary, then no new contracts

will be negotiated.
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Commentor No. 21: Bernice C. Mitchell (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 21

RESEARCH APPLICATIONS | AND UNDERTAKING RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
ACTIVITIES RELATED TO DEVELOPMENT OF NUCLEAR POWER FOR CIVILIAN USE:
INDICATES THAT DOE NEEDS FFTF RESTARTED ASAP. DOE ALREADY APFEARS
CRIMINALLY NEGLIGENT PER THE Atomic Frergy Act of 1954, 3s ainended. DOE should be
hegging the Washingion Medical Association Lo partner with them. instead of my begging cither. and they
both should be seckitig oul each other: askung the above local, State and Federal people o help themm. to
help this materialize. Mr. Richardson signed & Congressional Contract and the members of the Medical
Assaciations ook the Hippocratic Oath - DOE and the Medical Associations are positioning the Local,
State and National Economy and National Well-Bemy loward demise, while they force the Medical
Associations and Federal Agencics to impert medical and industrial isotopes. thereby building forcign
cconomics - lettmg us ingest their “nuclear fall-oul.” while we keep FFTF in “deactivated status™ at the
cost of millions of dollars. in fear that we will ingest some of our own “nuclear fall-ow,” by having delayed
and arg siill refusing to bring FFTF “ON LINE.” (Nuclear fall-out is of 1w respector of persons or plage.
somewhal different than people. Those foreign (Russian. et al) midlionaires we are creating, by importing
their ISOTOPES will some day owz the L.8.A. when our Economy sinks {0 “third world” status. . There
was 4 recent World War IT Updalc that stated the babics. fathered by American Soldicrs, lefi overseas when
the War Ended, were placed in insanc alyssums and not orphanages) FFTF COULD HAVE BEEN AND
COULD BE PRODUCING THE ISOTOPES AND BUILDING THE COMMUNITY 'S AND U S A °s
ECONOMY THROUGH THE NUMBER OF JOBSCMPLOYEES WILL BE NEERED TO OFERATE
FFTF.

Mr. Rabun, thark vou for considenug to assemble My, Martin of TRIDEC. DOEMr Talben and Governar
Locke to meet with the Medical Association conceming a DOE/WSMA EXPLORATION OF THE
REACTIVATION OF FFTF WITHIN THE ABOVE FREFERENTIALS, POSTHASIE—ATLEAST A
MEHTING OF TIIESE MINDS!1

ATTENTION MS. COLETTE E. BROWN. DOCUMENT MANAGER OF THE OFFICE OF SPACE
AND DEFENSE POWER SYSTEMS (NE-50). OFFICE OF KUCLEAR ENERGY, SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY. U S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY. ATTENTKN: NI PEIS: AND MR WILLIAM D.
MAGWOOD. IV. DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR ENERGY, SCIENCE AND
TECHNGLOGY; PLEASE ACCEPT YOUR COPIES OF THIS MEMOQ AS MY ALGUST 31, 6 00FM
RICHLAND, WA, BEST WESTERN TOWTR INN'S "PUBLIC MEETING REGISIRATION AND THE
MEETING'S WRITTEN, PUBLIC COMMENT. AND A PART OF THE PERMANENT PUBLIC
COMMENT FILE. WITH THE FOLLOWING ADDITION. ] WANT THE RESTARTING OF THE
FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY THAT I§ CURRENTLY IN STANDBY STATUS; INCLUDING.
ELEVATING IT TO THE CAPABILITY OF PRODUCING BOTH MEDICAL AND INDUSTRIAL
ISOTOPES, AND Pu-238 SUFFICIENT FOR ALL U. §, NTEDS, WITH MY ABOVE SUGGESTED
PARTNERSHIPS; AND THE EARLY ANCELLATION OF ALL Pu-238 AND ISOTOPT
PURCHASING CONTRACTS WITIL RUSSIA; AND OTHERS: INCLUDING THE YEARLY $155
MILLION DOLLARS MENTIONED IN THE TRI-CITY HERALI). THAT DOE IS FUNNELING
THROUGH PNNL, TO RLSSIA AS SECURITY'S FUNDS: AND {ISE THESE FUNDS AND THE Pu-
238 RUSSIAN CONTRACTURAL FUNDS; AND SUFFICIENT—NEW CONGRESSIONAIL
FUNDING: TO DEFRAY THE COST OF REACTTVATING AND UPGRADING FFTF “POST
HASTE" ™ Thanks 1 all of you i advance! !t

Yours truly é/ 2
Lrpre s C. % Al

Bernice Castleberry Mitchell

115 Spring Street

Richland, WA %9352

Phone: (509) 3750373

Enclosur 1) July 21. 2000 DOE Coverletter. showing Draft PEIS Hearing.
{ 1. Gechofer) Schedule (August 22, 200 through Scplember 6, 2000)
2) Druft PEIS Comment form.

21-1
(Cont’d)

21-2

21-1

21-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 21: Bernice C. Mitchell (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 21

33 Draft (Swnmary) Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Accomplishing
Expanded Civilian Noclear Encrgy Research and Development and Tsolope
Production Missions in the Uniied States. Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test
Facility, and Volumes | and 2

CcC: Gary King, PhD. D
Director. Offiec of Worker
And Comnmunity Transition
Department of Energy
Washington. DC 20583

DOE Office of Inspector General
Depastment of Encrgy
Washington, DT 20585

M. Frank C. Morales
CousultantInvestigator

Morales & Associates

Specialists in Federal Govenirment
Third Party Tivestigations

1211 Maricopa Hwy. Suite 202
Opai. CA 93023
lesicworldnetall, nel

PETS J@L{faﬁﬁ Jam
Aed & tast % ,f‘ g
/ e g@b%ua_t, O mﬁl{i

Page30f 3
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Commentor No. 22: Richard E. Schreiber

Response to Commentor No. 22

Draft PEIS Comment Form

}A/EA-SC-H Sae Cfmc,/o;ecf-

There are several ways to provide commenis an the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

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

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

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

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

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

Name (optional): ot Leliat d E L S oheed b =
Organization: PE*'\)‘ ed {: Fragm Ok MI\G{E e Nfd—fdlh—} L/]-A
Organizalion Address {circle one): i 9! Wer T & mf oy Dr‘.'u <

1 -
City: CA e [ N i_q [ Staze: Wzip Code: 378 2O -FEo6
Telephone {optional): 565 — #82 ~23% 9 _
E-mail (optionaly; 2 e KSchp oy hov@world neT. ath ne +
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mone inkommolion Qoatet: Colotie E_ Brown, NE-50 4
us. X of Enesgy * 16901 Road * MD 20874 £
Toll-ree Telaphona: 1-877-562-4593 * Toll-free Fax: 1-877-562-4502
E-mai: Nuclearirasiuchue-PEIS@ha.dos.gov

TZAD
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Commentor No. 22: Richard E. Schreiber (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 22

951 West Outer Drive
Oak Ridge, TN 37830-8606
August 8, 2000

Colette E. Brown, NE-58
L1.8. Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms, Brown:

Please consider my comments on the proposed EIS for expansion of the Nuclear Energy
R/D and Isotope Missions ef the USDOE. Tam now retired, but for severa! years I was in
charge of the Iridium Project at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory. The radiozctive
iridium was produced in the Iligh Flux isotope Reactor (HFIR), packaged and shipped to
commercial suppliers of gamma ray sources for radiographing welds in industry

Lam supportive of the production on Pu-238 &s & heat source for NASA deep space
missions and favor the restart of FFTF and the construction of a new research reactor. 1
am opposed 1o the use of the HFLR for Pu-238 praduction because it would invelve
cannibalizing facilities now used for iridium irradiation, as wel? as the manufacture of
other radioisotopes.

The biggest problem with the production of any radioisotope is reliability of source. 1
there (s any threat to that source, customers go elsswhere, This will be true for Py-238,
Just as it is for iridium now. There are just two sources of radioactive iridium in the
United States and both are dependent on the uninlerrupted operation of two reaclors,
HFIR and ATR. Buth are ancient machines and subject to frequent unscheduled
shutdown. Modernization efforts are modest and the pressure-containing members are
subject to radiation degradation and must be retired from service in the near term. This
uncertainly in the production of iridium gamma sources in the U.S. has led many
customers to choose Russia as their supplier. The same will be true for Pu-238 if the
proposed program decs not go forward.

Ideally, the development of another research reactor and the restart of FFTF would assure
the yninterrupted production of all radivisotopes needed in civilian programs in this
country

I believe three other points need to be made with regard 1o the scope of the present and
proposcd programs in the NI PEIS,

22-1
22-2

22-3

22-2
22-1

22-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
in combination with Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor.
Based on the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS, the Record of
Decision can implement one or more alternatives, or acombination of
elements from one or more alternatives.

22-2:  Seeresponseto comment 22-1.

22-3:  Theuseof HFIR for plutonium-238 production would not involve
cannibalizing facilities now used for iridium irradiation and would not
impact current missions. Asstated inthe NI PEIS, Section 2.5.3 of
Volume 1, “ Depending on the combination of facilitiesusedin
Alternative 2, HFIR and ATR could continue their current support of
the medical and industrial isotope and research and devel opment
missions, including some near-term growth, while accommodating the
production of plutonium-238.”

DOE agreeswith the commentor’s concern about thereliability of the
current sources of radioisotopes. This PEIS is a necessary step in the
process of expanding isotope production in the United States.

22-4:  Current domestic and global producers of radioisotopesinclude
governments that operate reactors and accelerators at national
laboratories or institutes, and private sector companies that own and
operate accelerators. There are also many partnership arrangements
wherein companies|leaseirradiation space in government reactors or
operate processing facilitiesin coordination with the government. A
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Commentor No. 22: Richard E. Schreiber (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 22

C.E. Brown Page 2

(1) The document makes no mention of how the government isotope program [its

into the total isctope production and use in this country, and the world. There
are many more isotopes used, and grealer quantities (curies), that are produced
In accelerators than in governmen reactors. Some materials are produced in
university reactors and some of the dominant isotopes used in medicine are
derived from sources provided by Canada. Some Furopean countries other than
Russia also provide isotopes that compete with USDOE sources. [t would be
useful il the PEIS examined in some detail just how the DOE program shares in
the overall radioisetope cconomy. Those parts that compete and those parts that
are unique should be highlighted,

Uhe indium program, and other radioisotope programs as well, could greatly
benefit from expanded use of the calutrons at Oak Ridge (Y-12). Thesc devices
arc used to separate naturally occurming mixtures of isotopes. At present, it is
necessary to allow the iridium sources to cool afier irradiation to reduce Lhe
amount of high enetpy gammas coming from an undesired isotope which decays
faster than the lower energy, desircd isotope. The time lost reduces the service
longevity of the sources. Separation of the isolopes prior to irradiation would
solve this problem and reduce handling dit¥icuitics, as well. The same concepl
applies to mary other radicactive sources that have many (non-radioactive)
isotopes accurring together in nature,

Radio- and non-radioisotopes arc largely sold to commercial users, or provided
to rescarchers with government grants. The income from commercial users
should be retained by the DOE facility making the sale, instead of being sent 1o
the US Treasury. Normal commercial incentives, and the flexibility to use
income for development purposes, should be availablc to the local DOE
laboratory or other facility that actually makes the transaction. This would not
only be a spark plug for the operation, stimulating efficicncies and maorale, but
would also make visible the income-producing capability of the program. This
visibility would be helplul when sccking funding from Congress, funding which
would still be necessary because of the large infrastructure costs associated with
reactor and hot cell operation. The same concept applies for calutron and
accelerator-produced isotopes. Seeing the contribution and social need for these
materials would give greater pubtic and Congressional support,

[ believe 1t would be of areat benefit to the argument presented in the PEIS if

these points are included.

Sincere!

Ak

ly,

\m\cﬂ %{? - W

Richard E. Schreiber

22-4

22-5

22-6

22-5:

22-6:

few universitiesalso produce radioisotopes, but their ability to provide
reliable and diverse supplies are generally limited by the small-scale
capabilities or operating schedules of their facilities.

DOE'sproduction and sale of radioisotopesfall intotwo

categories—"“ commercial” and “research” and both types of isotope
production are considered under the proposed actions. Commercial
radioisotopes are those that are produced in large, bulk quantities and
sold to pharmaceutical companies or distributors, or to equipment or
sealed source manufacturers. Examples of commercial radioisotopes
produced by DOE include strontium-82 and germanium-68 for medical
applications, and iridium-192 and californium-252 for industrial
applications. DOE only produces commercial isotopes when thereis
no U.S. private sector capability or when foreign sources do not have
the capacity to meet U.S. needsreliably. In contrast, research
radioisotopes are typically produced and sold in small quantitiesin
response to specialty orders from researchers preparing experimentsin
thefield of medicine, with small quantities of these radioisotopes also
purchased by industrial researchers. Because small-quantity production
of research isotopes is not financially attractive to private-sector
producers and is generally not undertaken, DOE attempts to provide all
research radioisotopes that are requested, subject to production
capability, inventory, and financial constraints. As successful
application of a specific research isotope is established, the production
and sales of that radioisotope may shift from research to commercial
status. Inrecent years, over 95 percent of DOE’s sales of radioisotopes
by dollar volume were commercial and 5 percent have been for research.
Additional discussion of how DOE’sisotopeprogramfitsintothe

overal U.S. and foreign isotope production capabilities was
incorporated into Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1.

Separation of naturally occurring i sotopes using the Oak Ridge
calutrons is not within the scope of the NI PEIS. However, nothing in
thisPEISwould prevent their useto purify isotopesprior toirradiation

if DOE deemed such useto be beneficial.

DOE notesthe commentor’sideas about income allocation. DOE has
not ruled out shared-income approaches related to future operation of
isotope production facilities.

AlIjoe4 131 Xn|[H 1584 81 Jo 9104 8y Buipnjou| ‘sa1els paliun ay) Ul SUOSSIA| Uoonpold adojos|
pue uswdoprag pue yoressay ABJeu JeajonN Uel|IAID papuredxT Bulysi(duoddy o) Juswere)s 10edul| [elusuuodinug dnewwe16old [euld



TeC

Commentor No. 23: Eugene C. Koschik

Response to Commentor No. 23

U. 8. Departrient of Energy, Office of Space and Defense Power Systems. NE-50
19901 Germantown Road
Germumionm. Maryland 20874-1220

Dear Mr., Secretary.

I help build FFTF while an employee of Westinghonse 1lantord Company starting in 1971
Dhuring 1980, FFTE achicved power status

Tt only operated a few years and then was on “standby status™ - WHAT A WASTE!

My wife had colon cancer surgery last vear and did not reguite chemo or radiation.
However, the future is very uncenain regarding necessary Lreatments?

PLEASE RESTART FFTF FOR MEDICAL ISOTOPES, .. ..,

Thanks

g . o
Tumans ¢ \CMJM%
Eugene C Keschik

121 W. 31"

Kennewick. WA 99337

231

23-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 24: Barbara Poulson

Response to Commentor No. 24

Aug 21 00 10:08=a Barbara Caviellao S03-234-0445 p-1

Draft PEIS Comment Form

e L7
ik P ar a

; <2
Rt S Crigny i Apetedic Mz,é%g_m

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

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

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

w calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877.562-4593

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

s commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hg doe.gav

Name {optional): gﬁkﬁ»rn- ﬁoﬁd}{c‘
Organization:

@@aninﬁon Address (circle one): A s é)5£.,z &8

Slalzﬂ& Zip Codez_m

Cify‘ f MJI_ZP
Telephone (optional):

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

For maora information cantact: Colefie €. Brown. NE-50
U5 Departmant of Energy + 19901 Genrantown Road = Gormaniven. MD 20874
Tall-free Tataphone: 1-077-552-4502 » Toll-rae Fax; 1.877.562-4552
Email: Huciact Infra stucture-PES@ha coe.gov
NN

24-1

24-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 25: Elizabeth Miles

Response to Commentor No. 25

53 /e
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25-1

25-2

25-3

25-4

25-1: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
The commentor should be awarethat FFTFisnot an experimental
reactor, but rather was built to test fuel for the breeder reactor program.

25-2:  DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are
high priority to DOE. 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 missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an
impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

Current waste management activities are conducted in accordance with
applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and appropriate DOE
orders.

25-3:  The purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
arange of reasonable alternativesto fulfill the proposed action, 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), and no defense missions or weapons
processing activities are associated with the proposed action. Section
1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to clarify the purpose and need for
reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

25-4:  DOE notesthe commentor’sopinion.
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Commentor No. 26: George T. Dvorak

Response to Commentor No. 26

Draft PEIS Comment Form

—
-4 DaEporer  thE Kesruar  of EETE  for

Lt 5 e b g DD Pei ¢ FIF A i FRIT s ol
*

LY E 3L Coyn L5 QA S,

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

* attending public meetings and givisg your comments directly to DOE officials

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

& faxing your conunents toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: NuclearInfrastructure-PEIS @hg. dee.gov

Name (optional): G EveG L 7 ()l‘/@ 23

Organization:

@rganizaucn Addiess {circle one}:

SSRGSl A DERTISS RO
City: Beanton &« r/v State: L/ Zip Code: Y 320
Telephone (optional), £~ S0 S 5§ - 5 75~

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

For mare information conlonl: Colefte E. Brawn, NE-50

US. Beporimant of Energy + 19901 Garmmantown Road « Gamantown. WD 20874
Toil-fren Telephone: 1-877-542-4593 = Toh-ree Fax: 1-877.562-4592

E-raGil: NUCIGOLInfast s ure-PEISENA. doe. gov

F12/00

26-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
The production of tritium or any other defense-related mission are not
within the scope of actions proposed for FFTF in this NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 27: Craig A. Maydole

Response to Commentor No. 27

Draft PEIS Comment Form

HAfter gfw."?r e 8 s P Drafi PELS  F hdee vt fuides
thaf 7€ Best  Piserpie achipe wopid Be o pesdaad oF

The FETE for __tle  drlochin of pheditnd Sotfe ,  f¢-235
aod  peliy péssencd,

T few! Hat Ffler difoyiis Fie  pestaas of Fhe FEFE A3
A wiste  of My fase olofiess. ey fhev, detegin the
fesjpat e f  FFTF  Places videte  p3k ow me t‘fd*‘ b‘j
dj_,{n.g,‘\ﬁ-‘! Yoo bl Fepsepnch gpwe  f2 o dotie f:v caroes dnof
oftar _Asemses A Frnadls  delagioy a resdvat af  Fha FETE
Pleces The US. atf v % pe Fari gyt breome  degdied
o e Sauyees ot md@fSc‘Jiaf»m

I U}'y the  Secertn, b vdey TR T pameoloads
(estart | of  sFrE Y

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

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

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

» calling toll-free and teaving your comments: 1-877-362-4563

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

= commenting via e-maii: Nuciear Infrastructure-PEIS @ng.doe.goy

Name (optional): Cra ‘-"\'\J A Maqdate

Organization: Provefe cirizew

@!(Jrganizmion Address {circle one): 3720 LZ”"""‘Q;}ZJ\" Ave

City: _Wast  Repl wod State: W& Zip Code:__TT 353

P

{optional):

E-mail {optionaly; <% 3% & e/ e covn

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mere infomation coniock Colette £ Brown, NE-G0

U5 Departmmnt of Energy - 15901 Gemaniown Road + Gemaniown, MD 20874
Toll-tae Telephona: 1.477-562.4593 v Toll-free Fax; 1-877-562-4582

Eunead: Nuclwor infiosinuchure-PES@hq doe.gov.

TR

27-1

27-1:  DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 28: Barry Egener

Response to Commentor No. 28

1639 SW Skyline Blvd.
Portland, OR 97214
August 11, 2000

Collette E. Brown

NE-50

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

Dear Ms. Brown,

Enclosed with the letter is a copy of a letter that | sent (twice!) before,
dated as indicated, to which | received no reply.

{ understand that the Department is considering restarting the reactor at
Hanford. In 1994 Secretary (¥Leary said that the Hanford reservation would
never make nuclear material again, that its sole activity would be repairing the
damage already done

Sa aside from the further detriment 1o credibility that the reconsideration
of this decision creates, what am | to make of current proposals?

| can only conclude that | do not trust those managing the Hanford
reservation to be cautious or truthful.

1strongly urge Secretary Richardsan ta resist any consideration to recpen
the reactor at Hanford.

Yours truly,

5%%/*70

Barry Egener MD

28-1

28-2

28-1:

28-2:

DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to“ensuretheavailability of isotopesfor medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilianuse.” The purpose
of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

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

Theprior Secretary’ s statement pertained to nuclear weapon materials.
No weapons material will be produced within the stated mission. All
stated missions are for civilian purposes.

DOE notesthe commentor’ soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 28: Barry Egener (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 28

July 18, 1997
1639 SW Skyline Blvd.
Portland, OR 97221

Department cf Energy
Washington DC

Te Whom It May Concern:

This letter is in regard ta the May, 1997 explosion at Hanford in
Washington.

As an American citizen and as a resident of the NW, 1 am concerned
about the incompetence and (lack of) credibility of those managing this
hazardous facility.

Since your office and the contractors have already established that
information you provide ta the public is not trustworthy, | am not interested in
receiving reassurances about procedures or planned corrections. We've been
there before.

Instead, this letter is a request for an address where | can write tc fallow
subsequent actions that are taken in regard to the management of the facility.
Preferabiy, this would be a public watchdog organization or a federal office
outside of your own.

Thank-you.
Barry Egener MD

¢t Ron Wyden, 1S Senator

28-3

28-3:

DOE notesthe commentor’ s concern about continued safe operations at
the Hanford site. For a specific response to the concerns over the

May, 1997 tank explosion at the Plutonium Reclamation Facility, please
refer to the Comment Response, ORD 07-16, p. 3-417, included inthe
Surplus Plutonium Disposition FEIS, Volume 3.

For ageneral oversight of Hanford cleanup operations, therearetwo
information sources.

1. TheDefense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Attention:

Andrew L. Thibadeau, Post Office Box 7887, Washington, D.C. 20044-
7887, 1-800-788-4016, mail box@dnfsh.gov; URL: http://mww.dnfsb.gov/)
isresponsiblefor independent, external, nuclear health and safety
oversight of all activitiesin DOE’ s nuclear weapons complex. The
Board reviews operations, practices, and occurrences at DOE’ s defense
nuclear facilities and makes recommendationsto the Secretary of Energy
that are necessary to protect public health and safety. Activities that
would occur under the nuclear infrastructure alternatives (described in
Section 2.5 of Volume 1) are unrelated to the national defense. Neither
nuclear weapons nor components for nuclear weapons would be
produced under these alternatives (See Section 1.2 of Volume 1 for a
description of the nuclear infrastructure missions).

2. TheHanford Advisory Board (Hanford_Advisory Board@rl.gov;
URL: http://www.hanford.gov/boards/hab/charter/charter.htm) may aso
be of interest. It isan independent, oversight body consisting of a
balanced mix of the diverse interests that are affected by Hanford
cleanup issues. Its mission isto provide informed recommendations
and adviceto the DOE’ s Richland Operations Office, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the State of Washington
Department of Ecology -- the Tri-Party agencies -- on selected major
policy issues related to the cleanup of the Hanford site.
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Commentor No. 29: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 29

For VL'W i florma oL

In My BpAT rh-s
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29-1

29-1:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern that the public hearings are
susceptible to domination by individual groups. In addition to the
public hearings, comments could be submitted by various means
including mail, atoll-freetelephoneand fax line, and aweb site
(http://www.nuclear.gov). The public hearing format used was based on
stakeholder input and was presented in the Notice of Availability

(65 FR 46443 et seq.) for the Draft NI PEIS. Thisformat wasintended to
encourage public discussion, regardless of the motivation for attending
the hearing. It provided an opportunity for the participants to meet
one another, exchange information, and share concerns, with DOE
personnel available throughout the course of each hearing to answer
questions. The meetings were facilitated so asto ensure that all persons
wishing to speak had an opportunity to do so. Persons wishing to
comment were selected at random from the audiences rather than
according to the order in which they registered. Thiswas accomplished
by arandom number drawing. In addition to the comment recorder
stationed at the main hearing, a second recorder was availablein an
adjacent room to receive comments without the need to await selection
at the main proceeding. The hearing format used promoted open and
equal representation by all individuals and groups. Equal consideration
was given to all comments, regardless of how or where they were
received.
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Commentor No. 29: Anonymous (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 29

A Call To Action!!!

The FFTF EIS Hearings
are COMING!!

August 28, Hood River, Or.
August 29, Portland, Or.
August 30, Seattle
August 31, Richland

All hearings are scheduled for 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.

Hood River hearing is at Hood River Inn, 1108 E. Marina Way.

Portland hearing is at Oregon Museum of Science & Industry (OMSI), 1945 SE Water Ave.
Seattle Hearing is at Wa. State Convention & Trade Center, 800 convention Place,
Richland hearing is at Tower Inn, 1515 George Washington Way.

These hearings are pivotal to the future of the FFTF!!
We have been toid that public input will be a factor in

the final decision, Everyone who has an interest in
¥FTF, please attend as many of these hearings as you
possibly can!! This may well be the make-or-break point

in the FFTF campaign. There has already been reaction to
the draft EIS. Do NOT let others dominate the
dizeussion! Get with your friends, co-workers: and
neighbors and carpeol. If you need transportation,
please call 346-6965 and leave a message.

It is aiso important that written comments be sent to!
Ms, Colerte Brown
DOE Office of Space & Defense Power Systems, NE-50
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, Md. 20874-1290

or E-mail them to: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS{@hg.doe.gov
By September 18.
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Commentor No. 30: Dianne Cooper

Response to Commentor No. 30

From: MDCOOPER2@aol.com%internet{fSMTP:MDCOOPER2@AOL.COM]
Sent:  Monday, August 21, 2000 12:10:14 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: PEIS comment

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems

NE _ 50

19901 Germantown Road, Germantown, MD 20874_1290

Ms. Brown

This letter is to express my comments on the draft PEIS 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.

| support option #1. Restart of the FFTF at Hanford, Washington, to meet all isotope production
and research requirements.

Believe the FFTF is a valuable asset that should be utilized. It makes economic sense to use the
FFTF since it is already constructed, had an outstanding operating history, and has fuel available
for these missions. Here in San Diego, California we are experiencing electrical rate hikes due
to deregulation and not enough generation capacity, therefore isotopes should not be made in
other reactors, which could take away needed space for fuel and reduce generation capacity.
Medical isotopes will be needed in quantities (after medical trial experimental quantities are
used) for distribution that only a large reactor like FFTF can provide.

Construction of one or two accelerators would take years to license and would only be another
drain on the already stretched power generation capacity of the United States.

Construction of a new research reactor is not required when FFTF is already there and fully
capable to meet this need. The legal challenges to build a new reactor are also very big and a new
reactor could not be constructed in less than ten years and at great expense in these times.

Again | want to express support for the restart of the FFTF.

Thank you very much

Dianne Cooper

30-1

30-2

30-3

30-1

30-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and opposition to Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s) and
Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor.

30-2:  Seeresponse to comment 30-1.
30-3:  Seeresponse to comment 30-1.
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Commentor No. 31: Alan E. Waltar
Texas A&M University

Response to Commentor No. 31

From:  Alan E. Waltar[SMTP:WALTAR@NE.TAMU.EDU]
Sent:  Sunday, August 20, 2000 6:01:02 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF Restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Leaders of the Next Millennium,

It will not be physically possible for me to attend any of the upcoming public hearings
associated with the FFTF EIS. Hence, please permit me to record my support for the restart for
the FFTF in the strongest possible language!

| had the great privilege of working on the FFTF for a large part of my professional career. As
such, critics may say that such an association clearly biases my support__somewhat akin to a
father who would protect his son to the bitter end. If someone were to use such an analogy to
dismiss my testimony, | would readily accept the charge. To me, the FFTF is very much like a
son. It represents everything that is right about our nation and, in many ways, the technology that
FFTF is capable of developing is, in my opinion, absolutely crucial to the welfare of our
nation__and possibly all of humanity. Hence, like a responsible son, it deserves to live and make
the unique contributions to society that only it can make.

During the last two years of my association with this marvelous machine, | had the pleasure of
traveling all around the world in hopes of establishing sufficient support for FFTF to turn it into a
true international user facility. Nowhere did | ever hear a disparaging remark about the technical
capabilities of this queen ship. It is universally recognized among the qualified technical
community that it is in a class all by itself.

There were certainly questions related its cost of operation. Indeed, it is not an inexpensive
machine to run. But quite frankly, the costs of operation (though substantial) are, | believe,
miniscule in comparison to the benefits that can still be derived from this facility. Furthermore, |
know that substantial private capital is available to offset federal expenses, but this option has
never been seriously considered by the Department of Energy. Hence, if costs are truly a pivotal
issue, a public/private partnership should be given full and honest consideration.

The missions have been well articulated, so there is no reason to repeat these here. | simply
submit that if the United States has any hope of re_establishing itself as a world leader of nuclear
technology__a technology that is CERTAIN to gain in importance on the global scene__restarting
the FFTF would be both technically and symbolically perhaps the most important
forward_looking decision it could make.

Alan E. Waltar

Professor and Head

Department of Nuclear Engineering
Texas A&M University

129 Zachry Engineering Center
College Station, TX 77843_3133
Phone: 979 845 1670

Fax: 979_845_6443

e_mail: waltar@ne.tamu.edu

31-1

31-2

31-1

31-1:
31-2:

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

DOE has not ruled out shared-cost approaches related to future
operations of isotope production facilities. Although private
manufacturers produce medical radioisotopes, DOE remains the key
provider for alarge number of radioisotopes that 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 quantitiesto make their
production financially attractiveto privateindustry. Under theNI 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.
DOEFE'sintent isto complement commercial sector capabilities to ensure
that areliable supply of isotopesis available in the United States to
meet future demands, and encourage the commercial sector to privatize
the production of isotopes that have established applications to a level
that would support commercial ventures.
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Commentor No. 32: Ken and Nancy VanDyken

Response to Commentor No. 32

From: Ken (038) Nancy VanDyken[SMTP:NVANDYKEN@PRODIGY.NET]
Sent: Sunday, August 20, 2000 3:12:57 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

We believe that FFTF should be restarted for medical isotope production
and for use in cancer diagnosis, treatment and research. It makes

little logical sense to toss aside this facility and its unique

abilities for our nation. Thank you.

_Ken & Nancy VanDyken
nvandyken@prodigy.net

32-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 33: Sidney J. Goodman

Response to Commentor No. 33

From: Sidney J. Goodman[SMTP:SJGDESIN@MINDSPRING.COM]
Sent: Saturday, August 19, 2000 9:44:13 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: Sidney J. Goodman

Subject: The nuclearization of space

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To whom it may concern:

| am horrified by the arrogant schemes proposed by NASA to nuclearize space.

The risks being stealthily foisted on an unsuspecting public are atrociously unacceptable.

The assurances issued by NASA reek of unethical and stupid neglect of fundamental
reality.

NASA's funding deserve drastic cuts.
Angry in Paramus,
Sidney J. Goodman, P.E., M.S.M.E.

170 Villanova Drive
Paramus, NJ 07652

331

33-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s opposition to NASA's use of nuclear
materialsfor space missions. NASA's policies concerning nuclear
power are outside of the scope of this PEIS. Through a Memorandum
of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power
systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions
that require or would be enhanced by their use. These radioisotope
power systems have been used for amost 40 years, and have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions. NASA establishes the need and
requirementsfor space missionsand providesathorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch.
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Commentor No. 34: Janice Jolly

Response to Commentor No. 34

From:  JANJOLLY@aol.com%internet{SMTP:JANJOLLY @AOL.COM]
Sent:  Saturday, August 19, 2000 8:01:49 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Closedown of Fast Flux Test Facilty

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| am writing to express my sincere concern at learning of your intent to close down the Fast Flux

Test Facilty, as expressed in the draft "Nuclear Infrastrusture Programmic Environmental Impact

Statement" issued for hearing and comment. As the newest , and the most advanced, versatile

and safest of all DOE reactors, its purpose has always been beneficial uses of nuclear science. It

has never been a defense reactor. We understand that some 20 years of design life remain for the 34-1
reactor. The U. S. needs a wide variety of isotopes for leading edge medical researc h and

therapy. Materials that could have been made at FFTF will result in clinical trials for several

types of cancer, arthritis and other medical concerns being cancelled or abandoned. Useful

Plutonium isotopes can also be produced at this facility rather than buying supplies from Russia.

Any new facility to do these same important jobs would cost on the order of $3 billion to $9 || 34-2
billion to reestablish at another locality. We need FFTF, please restart it. || 341

Sincerely,

Janice Jolly

34-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF
and opposition to Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s) and
Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor.

34-2:  Seeresponse to comment 34-1.
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Commentor No. 35: Tanja Winter

Response to Commentor No. 35

From: Tanja Winter[SMTP:TANJA@CTS.COM]
Sent:  Friday, August 18, 2000 11:53:41 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: What happened to renewables?

Auto forwarded by a Rule

RE: DOE Releases Draft Nuclear Infrastructure Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

| urge you stop your continued investment in nuclear technology. It is an outrage that the DOE
has remained a major player in the promotion and subsidy of nuclear power and weapons
research.

All DOE research and development money should be directed toward renewables such as solar
voltaic, etc. There should be no more federal funding for nuclear of ANY kind. Both weapons
and power are too dangerous and too expensive. All the social, environmental and medical costs
are ignored and the public is once again being taken for a ride.

Right from the start "Atoms for Peace" was a cover for the nuclear weapons program.
Unfortunately we know that all this "public input” is for show only. Your decisions to go with
nuclear have already been made. It is unfortunate that neglect of human needs today and of
future generation will be the price paid.

Tanja Winter, 8315 Paseo Del Ocaso, La Jolla, CA 92037

351

35-2

35-1:

35-2:

The commentor’s opposition to nuclear technology isnoted. DOE also
notesthe commentor’sinterest in alternative energy sources, although
issues of research and development of alternative energy sources are
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS. Other offices of DOE are
responsible for the research and development of alternative energy
sources.

The actions proposed in the NI PEIS neither support nor involve
weapons material development. All social, medical, and environmental
impacts of al aternatives, including no action, are evaluated in this
PEIS. Theresultsof thisevaluation are presented in EISVolume 1,
Section 2.7.1.

The Atomsfor Peace Program promoted peaceful applications of
nuclear technology. The program was not a cover for nuclear weapons
development. DOE policy encourages effective public participationin
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'sproposed alternatives. DOE gave equal considerationto all
comments. In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE considered comments
received from the public. No decisions have been made with regard to
the facilities and | ocations evaluated to fulfill the requirements of the
DOE missions. DOE’s Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be
based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental impacts, public
input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical assurance,
and other policy and programmatic objectives.
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Commentor No. 36: Kevin J. Bartlett

Response to Commentor No. 36

From:  Kevin Bartlett{fSMTP:KIBART@EMAIL.MSN.COM]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 16, 2000 8:28:01 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: RESTART FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

8_16_00

Colette E. Brown,

U.S. Department of Energy,

NE_50, 19901 Germantown Road,
Germantown, MD 20874_1290,
1_877/562_4592
Nuclear.Infrastructure_PEIS@hqg.doe.gov

Kevin J. Bartlett

3814 W Rockwell Ave
Spokane, WA 99205
(509) 323_0951

Dear Collette E. Brown:

| believe that FFTF should restart due to the variety and quantity of tasks FFTF can perform, and
due its s proven safety and reliability. With alternative two, existing facilities can't provide the
quantity and flexibility that FFTF offers. Construction of new accelerators are cost prohibitive,
don't offer the flexibility FFTF offers, and will require far more electrical power than this country
currently has available. Construction of a new research reactor makes totally no sense when you
have a proven reactor that is already built and has procedures to operate it. Not to mention the
politics to get a new reactor permitted, and the very high costs of trying to build it. The last
alternative of permanently deactivating FFTF would mean deactivating a facility that is
environmentally safe, and has an expected life of 35 years left of operation.

The simplest alternative is to do nothing, which DOE has perfected. Here in Washington State
we amazingly enough have a Major League Baseball team in Seattle. For years they were looked
upon as little more than a minor league team, then the State government had the foresight to
build a state of the art baseball stadium in Seattle (Safeco Field). Now the Mariners are top of
their division, and their stadium will host the MLB All_star Game next season. My point is, if

you build it, they will come. If somebody has the vision to restart FFTF and manage it well, old
successful missions will return, along with new missions not developed yet due to lack of
opportunity. There is no telling how many lives can be saved, or significantly improved due to
medical isotopes produced at FFTF.

Thank You For Your Time,

Kevin Bartlett

36-1
36-2
36-3

36-4

36-5

36-6

36-1

36-1:
36-2:

36-3:

36-4:

36-5:

36-6:

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

DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 2, Use Only
Existing Facilities.

DOE notesthe commentor’s opposition to Alternative 3, Construct
New Accelerator(s).

DOE notesthe commentor’s opposition to Alternative 4, Construct
New Research Reactor.

DOE notesthe commentor’sopposition to Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

The commentor’sposition isnoted.
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Commentor No. 37: Karen L. Skelly

Response to Commentor No. 37

From: Karen_L_Skelly@rl.gov%internetfSMTP:KAREN_L_SKELLY@RL.GOV]
Sent:  Thursday, August 17, 2000 2:09:37 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF SUPPORT

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Political agendas should be set aside and the FFTF should be restarted for the purpose of
producing medical isotopes.

Thank you
K. L. Skelly

” 37-1

37-1:  DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 38: Edward Maiuri

Response to Commentor No. 38

From: Edward G Maiuri[SMTP:EMAIURI@JCPENNEY.COM]
Sent:  Friday, August 18, 2000 11:21:12 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTP

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| support the Fast Flux Test Facility and would like to see it become a reality. I‘ 38-1

Cordially,
Edward Maiuri
Store Manager
0164_4

38-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 39: Lynn Reer

Response to Commentor No. 39

From: Lynn Reer[SMTP:LREER@WORLDACCESSNET.COM]
Sent:  Friday, August 18, 2000 12:34:18 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Hanford

Auto forwarded by a Rule

This is to express concern, fear, and outrage at the idea of starting ‘ 39-1
of FFTF or any other nuclear processes at Hanford. We have not
even cleaned up the nuclear waste that already exists. Please
have compassion and wisdom and do not pursue this course.

I‘ 39-2

Sincerely,

Lynn Reer

39-1:
39-2:

DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

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
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
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
aternatives would not divert or reprogram funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

S35U0CSsY O U SIUBLIOD UaN I —g BideyD



0S¢

Commentor No. 40: David Babad

Response to Commentor No. 40

From: David Babad[SMTP:DAVID_BABAD@AUTO_SOFT.COM]
Sent:  Tuesday, August 15, 2000 6:23:19 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF at Hanford, Wa.

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Collette E. Brown

15 August, 2000

NE_50

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

Ms. Brown,

These comments are in response to the news that the DOE is concidering restart of the FFTF at
Hanford, Wa. | will be unable to attend the public comment forums in Hood River, Or. and
Portland, Or. Please see that this letter is included in the proceedings of one of those meetings.

| find the DOE's attitude remarkable, and not a little disgusting, that the government would
concider restarting the FFTF before adequately providing for the waste stream that this reactor
would produce. Hanford has an abysmal record of containing its past waste stream. This stream
currently is moving toward the Columbia river and very little is being done to stop the plume.

Now you are suggesting that the NorthWest should shoulder yet more toxins?

|| 40-1

If I were the DOE's parent | would tell you to go clean up your room before you take anything
else out to play with!

We need solutions; not more pollution.

As you will no dobt notice, | fall strongly on the NO category concerning the FFTF restart. || 40-3
Thank you,

David Babad

32865 Watson Rd.
Scappoose, Or. 97056

40-1:

40-2:

Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation
of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). 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 radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of
low-level waste, disposed of at the site wherethewasteis generated, if
practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that

use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites

isnot practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under
DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial
facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the

restart and operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section 4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13
also address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
thetarget fabrication and processing in FM EF and how thiswaste would be

managed at the site.

DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to“ensuretheavailability of isotopesfor medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilianuse.” The purpose
of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

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

More specific to the stated missions presented in the NI PEIS, FFTF is
located approximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. Thereare no
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Commentor No. 40: David Babad (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 40

40-3:

dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater. Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the
NI PEIS (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,45.3.2.4, and
4.6.3.2.4) indicate that there would be no discernible impactsto
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from normal operation
of the existing Hanford facilities in support of the stated missions.
Also, no water quality impacts would be expected as aresult of
permanent deactivation of FFTF (Section 4.4.1.2.4).

TheHanford Site al so has acomprehensive waste minimization and
pollution prevention programin place assummarized in Volume 1,
Section 3.4.11.7 that would control any new siteactivities.

DOE notesthe commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 41: Norm and Billie Davis

Response to Commentor No. 41

From: Ncbj2@aol.com%internet{fSMTP:NCBJ2@AOL.COM]
Sent: Monday, August 14, 2000 11:27:39 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: (no subject)

Auto forwarded by a Rule

We support start up of FFTF
Norm and Billie Davis

” 41-1

41-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 42: Frank Shaw

Response to Commentor No. 42

From: Pressley F Shaw, Jr.[SMTP:P.F.SHAW@JUNO.COM]
Sent:  Tuesday, August 15, 2000 12:07:54 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Nuclear.Infrastructure_PEIS; decision

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Nuclear,Infrastructure

I'm in favor of the restart of F.F.T.F. for the medical isostopes. Plus anyother it can help
the American people to become independent country, not being dependant of another country. 42-1
So please let be sensable about our lives, and restart the facilty, we need so desperately.

Frank Shaw

86503 West O.1.E. Hwy.
Prosser, WA. 99350

h. 509 973 2736

42-1:  DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 43: Brian R. Duncan

Response to Commentor No. 43

From: Brian R. Duncan[SMTP:BDUNCAN1@HOME.NET]
Sent: Monday, August 14, 2000 10:16:18 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Just a quick note but don't let its brevity be confused with lack of interest.

| strongly support the start_up of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) af the
Hanford Reservation Site in Washington State. FFTF can start making
Medical Isotopes for the freatment of many different forms of Cancer
and Medical Research.

Brian Duncan
San Diego, CA
|

43-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 44: Gerald L. and Deborah A. Maiuri

Response to Commentor No. 44

From: JDMAIURI@aol.com%internet[SMTP:JDMAIURI@AOL.COM]
Sent: Monday, August 14, 2000 10:51:31 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: RESTART FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

MY HUSBAND AND | STRONGLY SUPPORT THE RESTART OF a1
THE FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY (FFTF).

THANK YOU,

GERALD L MAIURI
DEBORAH A MAIURI
JDMaiuri@aol.com
1925 McPherson
Richland WA 99352

44-1:  DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 45: D. A. Johnson

Response to Commentor No. 45

From: DAJDHOME @aol.com%internet [mailto:DAJDHOME@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, August 04, 2000 1:06 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes. 451
Thank you for this chance to comment.

D.A. Johnson

45-1:  DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 46: Chris Pennock

Response to Commentor No. 46

From: C(038)L Pennock [mailto:blue@3_cities.com]
Sent: Monday, August 07, 2000 3:16 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF Hanford

Please re_start FFTF for Medical Isotopes.

Thank you,
Chris Pennock

|| 46-1

46-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 47: Keely Lake

Response to Commentor No. 47

From: Keely Lake [mailto:keely lake@uiowa.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, August 08, 2000 2:34 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: ?Check_Subject

Dear Sir or Madame,

I am writing to show my support of the FFTF (Fast Flux Test Facility)
in Richland, Washington. | believe that it is important that it restart
with the purpose of making medical isotopes. | realize that | do not
live in that area, but | am concerned that no medical isotopes are
currently being produced in this country when we have a facility
which can do so if given proper support. Please count me among
those who support the FFTF facility. Thank you.

Sincerely
Keely Lake
Graduate Student, Univ. of lowa

2028 9th St. #8
Coralville, IA 52241

47-1

47-1:  DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
The commentor should note that medical isotopes are currently
produced in the United States.
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Commentor No. 48: Richard A. Gorringe

Response to Commentor No. 48

From: Richard A. Gorringe [mailto:richgorr@mail.pacifier.com]
Sent: Friday, August 11, 2000 3:32 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Fast Flux Test Facility at Hanford

Collette E. Brown,
NE_50

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

Dear Ms. Brown:

| OPPOSE any nuclear reactor startup at Hanford. Specifically, | || 481

urge you to decommission the Fast Flux Test Facility FFTF, the || 482
advanced liquid metal nuclear reactor at Hanford. There are

already billions of gallons of high_level waste out of control

at Hanford, the most contaminated place in the Western

Hemisphere. Reactor operation would only create more radioactive 183

waste streams, which would mean even more dangerous waste to
manage.

And | live downwind from this toxic mess!
Sincerely,
Richard A. Gorringe, Ph. D.

3574 NE Stanton Street
Portland, OR 97212

48-1: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

48-2:  Seeresponseto comment 48-1.

48-3:  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
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
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.

There are currently 53 million gallons of waste stored in 177
underground tanks at Hanford, primarily in double-shell structures.
The disposition of this waste has been determined and the project is
currently underway. Asdiscussed throughout Section 4.3 of Volume 1,
none of the proposed alternatives would add waste to the waste tank
inventories at Hanford.

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 4.3.1.1.13wasrevised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation. Thisanalysisisconsistent with policy and DOE Order 435-1,
that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of
low-level waste, disposed of at the site wherethewasteis generated, if
practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that
use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites
isnot practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under
DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial
facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the
restart and operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section 4.3.3.1.13and
4.4.3.1.13 also address the potential impacts associated with the waste
generated from the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how
this waste would be managed at the site.
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Commentor No. 49: George Baggett

Response to Commentor No. 49

From: GeoBaggett@aol.com%internet [mailto:GeoBaggett@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 02, 2000 12:26 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE-PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: KCHNews@sound.net%internet; Kbirns@kuhub.cc.ukans.edu%internet;
tbogdon@webtv.net%internet; J5bowser@aol.com%internet;
gicron@nex.net.au%internet; accuppy@planetkc.com%internet;
DikoDawson@aol.com%internet;
gntlcare@gntlcareanimalhospital.com%internet;
Fenton.Kathleen@epamail.epa.gov%internet; fneff@cctr.umkc.edu%internet;
maguy@sirius.com%internet; Rachel93@wichita.infi.net%internet;
mollyivins@star-telegram.com%internet; KingHouse@aol.com%internet;
Martyk@allspecies.org%internet; mmansur@kcstar.com%internet;
Mtmc929@aol.com%internet; mimimoffat@lawyer.com%internet;
SueBNelson@aol.com%internet; Gmorisaki@aol.com%internet;
dreck@sky.net%internet; tshistar@falcon.cc.ukans.edu%internet;
StanSlaugh@aol.com%internet; Suzyspalty@aol.com%internet;
Claudine.Thomas@worldnet.att.net%internet;
ross.vincent@sierraclub.org%internet; Hartwood@gvi.net%internet;
GeoBaggett@aol.com%internet

Subject: Comment to DOE RE: development of nuclear energy facilities
PEIS July 2000

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

RE: Comment on DRAFT PEIS

Thank you for providing the Summary Document regarding the current Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Expanded Nuclear Energy Research and
Development and Isotope Production Missions in the US. The document is

an improvement in readability over past documents, and below are my comments.

Comment #1.

Regarding the mission of the Department of Energy as mandated by the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, a number enlightening experiences have occurred as a result of attempting
to meet the "needed" isotopes for medical, industrial, and research applications. In
subsidizing various industries "needing" these isotopes, the numerous DOE facilities
have created environmental and economic burdens with no remediation endpoint in site.
Thus, this brings to question if the mandate of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 is

still valid at this point in history. Therefore, it would seem prudent for the Department

of Energy to request the U.S. Congress to aid the downsizing of the Department's mission
by a modification that will limit the scope of responsibility of the Department to only
meeting the requirements for nuclear isotopes in medical and research applications,
and environmental restoration of the numerous facilities in North America.

49-1

49-1: DOE notesthe commentor’sviews concerning DOE’s

missions. DOE is guided by the intentions of the U.S. Congress as
found in legislation and appropriations. Currently, Congress continues
to provide funding directing DOE to carry out its mandate for isotope
production and civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment.
Congress continues to direct DOE to complete its environmental
restoration commitmentsat existing DOE sites.
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Commentor No. 49: George Baggett (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 49

Granted, this reduction in the mission would greatly impact the nuclear

power industry. However, as we look at the halting of the development and
expansion of this technology, it becomes very clear that we will soon be
entering a period of closure and remediation of aging facilities. Some of these
facilities have been operating or are in a standby position, well beyond their
anticipated closure. A notable reduction in the availability of fuel products

will then force closure of these aging facilities, and greatly reduce
complications that are so notable throughout the world.

The driving rationale in my mind is that nuclear isotopes have been
demonstrated to have significant value. | am very concerned that future
generations will look back upon the last forty-five years of use and waste of
these valuable materials, and they will be extremely critical as to why we
were so short sighted in wasting these materials primarily to boil water and
contaminate the environment.

Comment #2

| strongly disagree with the statement that “In view of these energy and
environmental contributions, there is renewed interest in nuclear power to
meet an equivalent portion of the Nation's future expanding energy
requirements.” None of the environmentalists that | know are remotely
considering nuclear power as a method of reducing greenhouse gases.
Most familiar with the ramifications of this technology know the tradeoffs
do not come close to meeting any benefit in the reduction of greenhouse
gases.

There may be the ilk of Westinghouse, Bechtel, and others whom would profit
from a so-called "renewed interest," but the Department should be assured
that there is a quiet majority of Americans who oppose this technology,

whom will side with more militant and vocal groups who will rise against any
proposed commercial or research nuclear power plant development. The
Department should also be aware that siting such facilities is and will continue
to be virtually impossible. Further, as the fleet of nuclear power stations
become obsolete, the cost of remediation and closure will place in public
view such a staggering price tag upon the true costs of this technology that
the circle of opponents will grow to include the economic and finance
community.

49-1
(Cont’d)

49-2

49-2:  Clean, safe, reliable nuclear power hasaroletoday and in the future for
our national energy security. Inrecognition of thisneed, nuclear
energy research and development programs have been initiated to
address potential long-term barriersto expanded use of nuclear power
(e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation, safety, and economics) and to ensure
that current nuclear power plants can continueto deliver adequate and
affordable energy supplies. An enhanced DOE nuclear facility
infrastructure is required to support such nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications. Information on the need for
nuclear energy research and development isprovided in Section 1.2.3 of
Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 49: George Baggett (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 49

Comment #3

Granted, there are significant benefits from medical and some commercial
use of nuclear isotopes. However, the gist of the public discussion regarding
this document is how and where to draw the line on the continued mission of
the Department of Energy. If one considers the current direction of
remediation of DOE facilities throughout North America, the tasks and costs
are staggering. There are considerable challenges at SRS, Hanford, as well
as some of the smaller facilities like the Paducah - Gaseous Diffusion Plant.
The environmental restoration program is the most important program mission
for the Department, not only to ensure the problems do not worsen, but to
demonstrate to the public that seemingly insurmountable problems can be
resolved. The Department has demonstrated considerable talent and
persistence in its environmental restoration program to date, but as for
resolving the seemingly "insurmountable problems," there is considerable
work to do.

As a member of the Waste Commission in Kansas City, Missouri, some years
ago, we learned a valuable lesson in the management of specific tasks.

That lesson was that though history had told us that we (the city) were
responsible for the waste problems, it was not necessarily so. Two examples:

(1) old tires and (2) used motor oil come to mind. Under the old form of
thinking the problem would need to be resolved by the city. The city would
have to provide management for these waste products as an alternative

to improper disposal - dumping and discharge of used motor oil to the
sewer or a spot on the ground. We first resolved that it would be best to
recycle these waste streams. Second, we noted where the waste streams
were concentrated. We then approached tire dealers and oil change shops,
and learned that they had a system in place to recycle these waste streams.
We held meetings with representatives from these groups, requested

that they aid us in expanding the program to include do-it-yourself sources,
and then set in place a city ordinance requiring suppliers of tires and motor
oil to provide suitable and responsible disposal options for the waste products
generated by the use of their products. The result is that the city is not
responsible for these waste streams, retail tire outlets will take used tires
from ordinary citizens (often charging $0.50 per tire), oil change stores

and auto parts stores provide a service of taking and collecting used

motor oil to be recycled, and all this is done without cost to

the city or the tax payer.

49-3

49-3:

DOE notes the concerns expressed by the commentor relating to the
multiplemissionsof DOE. Bothisotope production and

environmental restoration must be managed in waysthat address each
mission. In the case of isotopes, DOE is aware of the advantages of
commercial production, and its isotope programs have and will continue
work to that end, where appropriate. DOE, at the direction of the U.S.
Congress, hasawide range of cleanup aswell asresearch and development
missions under the Atomic Energy Act. Any enhancement of DOE'’s
nuclear infrastructure would be made only if it is clear that to do so would
help better meet isotope and civilian nuclear energy research missions, and
be consistent and in balance with environmental stewardship at DOE sites.
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Commentor No. 49: George Baggett (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 49

The DOE is in the same situation. Asked to resolve all problems, the
agency has evolved into a complex organization that assumes that they
must provide all nuclear isotopes used in America. In my opinion, the
mission of the DOE has changed to environmental restoration and
management of the waste products and materials from decommissioning
weapons. Conservation of the value of isotopes, as well as purchase
valuable isotopes from the world communities are compatible with this
mission. Yet just because a commercial venture desires a supply of
isotopes for a nonmedical venture, | question the mission statement that
results in subsidizing such a venture and adds considerable cost and burden
to the Department and its more important missions.

Thus, considering options 1-5, Alternative 5 - Permanently Deactivate FFTF
(with No New Missions) comes closest to my thinking. Second would be the
No Action Alternative.

For discussion, | can be reached at the address below:

George Baggett

820 West 35th Street
Kansas City, Missouri 64111
Phone#: 816-931-9578
Fax#. 816-931-7578

As in the past, | will be more that pleased to continue to review DOE
documents and summaries. | will also be pleased to provide comment
as time permits.

49-3
(Cont’d)

49-4
49-5

49-4:  DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, or as a second choice, the No Action Alternative.

49-5:  Seeresponse to comment 49-4.
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Commentor No. 50: Paige Knight
Hanford Watch

Response to Commentor No. 50

From: paige s knight <paigeknt@juno.com>

To: collette.brown@us.doe.gov

Cc: hanfordwatch@telelists.com,

Date: Wed, 26 Jul 2000 11:24:16 _0700

Subject: FFTF report and hearings

Message_ID: <20000726.115924. 129217.0.paigeknt@juno.com>

Dear Collette,

| can't begin to express how frustrated and close to outrage | am at
the DOE's separation of the of the cost and nonproliferation studies
on the FFTF (Fast Flux Test Facility) at Hanford.

Apparently, the US DOE, in it's continuing disfunction, insists on the
fragmentation or piece_mealing of nuclear weapons/cleanup issues.
It also appears that the Department has retrenched more than ever
into its "DECIDE, Announce, DEFEND" posture. You have heard the
concerns of the public out West who have the most to loose if the
FFTF is restarted.

So, isn't it great that we get a 3rd chance to say NO yet another time,
but will not able to address the issues of cost and weapons proliferation
because they are not "on the table" yet.

| request on behalf of numbers of us in the Hanford region that the
hearings on the FFTF be delayed until the other studies come out.
We have experienced receiving pertinent documents the day of or
hour after a public hearing is held. It doesn't fly.

You have little choice but to get us the pertinent documents or delay
the hearings until we receive them with time to digest them, unless
you want to be blatantly undemocratic (as in democracy) in your
handling of these issues. | urge you to do the right thing.

Sincerely,
Paige Knight, Hanford Watch
503_232_0848

50-1

50-1:

CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seg.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021)
implementation regulations do not require inclusion of cost and
nonproliferation studies in an environmental impact statement. The
basic purpose of the NI PEIS is to describe the alternatives under
consideration for implementation (Section 2.5 of Volume 1) and the
environmental impacts that 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 before adecisionismade. The
associated cost report and nonproliferation report were made available
tothepublic on August 24, 2000 and September 8, 2000, respectively.

Production of nuclear weapons and Hanford cleanup are outside the
scope of this NI PEIS. Plutonium-238 produced in support of NASA’s
deep space missions (Section 1.2.2) isnot used to make nuclear

weapons. Missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 areunrelated
tothenational defense. Implementation of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
would have ho impact on funding for ongoing cleanup activitiesat the
Hanford Site (Section N.3.2 of Volume 2).

The commentor’s concerns about Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, are noted.
Asdiscussed throughout Section 4.3 of Volume 1, implementation of
Alternative 1 would pose small risks to persons in areas adjacent to the
Hanford Site. Risksto personsin areas more than 80 kilometers (50 miles)
from the sitewould be essentially zero.

DOE did not delay public meetings on the Draft NI PEIS because
ancillary decision documents such as the cost report and
nonproliferation report are not required to evaluate the environmental
impacts that would result from implementation of the aternatives
describedin Section 2.5 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 51: Everett L. Hughes

Response to Commentor No. 51

From: EVERETT L HUGHES EA

To: nuclear.infrastructure_ PEIS@hg.doe.gov
Sent: Saturday, July 29, 2000 1:59 PM
Subject: civilian nuclear

DOE:

| have not read, word for word, the document sent to me in the mail.

However, | believe we are 25 (twenty_five) years behind what has
been needed in the areas of products for the citizens developed by
nuclear means.

We must move forward, for the good of the United States.

The agenda of multi_national enviornmental groups must be
worked around. We are leading the world in our adherance to
those issues.

Fast Flux must move forward.

ALL production must be domestic, please do not buy Pu_238 from
Russia, or any other source.

| sense that our control and development of these product for the
benefit of US civilians, is in the interest of our National Security.

| have no degree in this area......... but I have an awareness of our
needs that can be met via what we seem to fear.

Everett L Hughes EA

360_427_0427 Fax 360_427_0421
www.everetthughes.com
www.accountant_city.com/everetthughes
Collier Bldg Suite 4

Shelton, Washington

51-1

51-2

51-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

51-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for the domestic production of
plutonium-238 and medical and industrial isotopes.
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Commentor No. 52: Kristine R. Brotherton

Response to Commentor No. 52

From: Kristine Rosemary [mailto:rose2@gemsi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 26, 2000 8:28 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: draft peis comment due by 9/11/00

please forward or direct to:
Ms. Colette E. Brown, NE_50
usdoe germantown maryland

Dear Ms. Brown,

| appreciate very much receiving the draft doe/eis_03100 for expanded
civilian nuclear energy R&D and for the opportunity to review the document.

However, as a resident within a 50 mile radius of the Hanford site, | must
respectfully request that the department consider cleanup at Hanford and at

the other national labs to be an absolute top priority ahead of all other missions.
Land restoration at the Hanford site, specifically at the Fitzner_Eberhart Arid
Lands Ecology reserve, also is in the public interest, as the native shrub_steppe
sagebrush grasslands preserved at Hanford for the past 50 years are an
outstanding example of lands among the most rare and endangered of those
plant communities in the continental U.S. Very fine work has been done at the
site to make inventories of the many plant and animal species occuring on
Hanford lands by federal and state agencies, Battelle, and with the cooperation
of The Nature Conservancy. A good effort has begun there which probably could
use more funding and support.

However, additional R&D of the kind described in the eis under review does not
appear to be compatible with those efforts. Please accept my preference for a
No Action alternative, and if that is not a possibility, for alternative 2, use only
existing operational facilities. Thanks for the chance to comment.

Very truly yours,
kristine r. brotherton
moses lake, washington

52-1

52-2
52-3

52-1: DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availability of isotopesfor medical, industrid,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to 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.

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

Although the land composing the Fitzner-Eberhart Arid Lands Ecology
Reserve is owned by DOE, the management of this and nearly al other
National Monument lands at Hanford are now the responsibility of the
U.S. Fishand Wildlife Service (F&WS). Funding for that management
comesdirectly from F& WS. All restoration activitiesfromlegacy DOE
missions on these lands have been completed.

52-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for the No Action Alternative, or as
asecond choice, Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operational Facilities.

52-3: See response to comment 52-2.
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Commentor No. 53: Dorothy Meyers

Response to Commentor No. 53

From: Connect2dm@aol.com%internet
[mailto:Connect2dm@aol.com]

Sent: Friday, July 28, 2000 2:21 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: re: Please restart FFTF for medical Isotopes!

Hello, Governor Locke,

I have had breast cancer ( masectomy was the Doctors
answer) and lung cancer;( an upper left lobe labotomy was
the Doctors answer). | had gall bladder attacks for 16 years
and _finally_ a Doctor used a medical Isotope to determine
that the gall bladder was indeed not functioning properly.

Please, seriously consider restarting FFTF to produce
medical Isotopes. The Isotopes would not be as expensive,
and more people would be employed. | believe this to be a
very profitable “Win_Win" enterprise for many people.The
most important factor being the saving of lives from

cancer and bringing medical costs down. Thank you.

531

Sincerely,

Dorothy Meyers

236 N Palouse St
Kennewick,Washington 99336
(509) 582_3111

53-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 54: Gerald Cox

Response to Commentor No. 54

From: Gerald Cox [mailto:gcox@Harding.edu]
Sent: Friday, July 28, 2000 2:26 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF

My name is Gerald Cox and | live in Searcy, Arkansas.

| am in favor of the restart of FFTF (Fast Flux Test
Facility) in Richland, Washington for the purpose of
making medical isotopes.

Thank you.

54-1

54-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 55: Tom Clements
Nuclear Control I nstitute

Response to Commentor No. 55

From: Tom Clements [mailto:clements@nci.org]
Sent: Friday, July 28, 2000 1:31 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: Johnson, Shane

Subject: re PEIS hearings

To Whom it Concerns:

| am writing to register my complaint about hearings on the FFTF/isotope
production PEIS being held before the public has seen the associated
cost and nonproliferation documents. These two documents should be
included as part of the PEIS process but as DOE has not yet chosen that
path, any PEIS hearings held prior to release of those documents is
unacceptable.

| have been informed by DOE that the cost study will be out in early
August and the nonproliferation statement at the end of August or first
of September. Any slippage in the release of the cost study will insure
that it will not be available far enough in advance of the PEIS hearings
for the public to be adequately informed. Even as it stands, the
nonproliferation assessment might not come out at all until the hearings
are over.

55-1
Given this bad situation, | request one of two things:

1) that the cost and non_proliferation studies be released immediately, at
least two weeks in advance of the first PEIS hearing, or 2) the PEIS
hearings be postponed until after the two documents in question have
been released and the public has adequate time to review them.

The decision about isotope production and FFTF restart is far too important
to give the public short shrift in the decision_making process. | can assure
you that withholding information before the hearings will not be productive
for this entire process and urge you to take immediate action to change this
situation.

Sincerely,

Tom Clements, Executive Director

Nuclear Control Institute

1000 Connecticut Ave., NW Suite 804
Washington, DC 20036, USA

tel. 1_202_822 8444, fax 1_202_452 0892
clements@nci.org  www.nci.org/org

55-1:

CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021)
implementation regulations do not require inclusion of cost and
nonproliferation studies in an environmental impact statement. The basic
purpose of the NI PEIS is to describe the alternatives under consideration
for implementation (Section 2.5 of Volume 1) and the environmental
impacts that would occur if these alternatives were implemented

Chapter 4 of Volume 1). The comment response process concerned with
the environmental impacts of the NI PEIS alternativesis described in
Section 1.1 of Volume 3.

Theassociated cost report and nonproliferation report were made
available to the public on August 24, 2000 and September 8, 2000,
respectively. Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agencies
are encouraged to make ancillary decision documentsavailableto the
public before adecisionismade. The Record of Decision concerning
enhancement of DOE’s nuclear infrastructureis scheduled for

January 2001.

Public hearings on the Draft NI PEIS were not delayed because ancillary
decision documents are not required to evaluate the environmental
impacts that would result from implementation of the alternatives
described in Section 2.5 of Volume 1.

Thedecision processwill be conducted in accordance with 40 CFR 1505.1.
Public commentsare anintegral part of DOE’sdecision process. All
relevant information required to eval uate the environmental impactsthat
would result from implementation of the alternatives was made available
to the public on July 28, 2000. Public hearings on the draft NI PEIS were
held at seven locations from August 22, 2000 to September 6, 2000.
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Commentor No. 56: Mark Cheney

Response to Commentor No. 56

From: MACheney3@aol.com%internet{SMTP:MACHENEY3@AOL.COM]
Sent: Sunday, August 13, 2000 11:07:21 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| believe that medical isotopes are needed more than ever in the world
today. We have a reactor that can produce them at minimal cost to the
public. Since FFTF is a breeder reactor, and according to experts in the
nuclear industry, it produces about half the waste that normal reactors
do. Itis also a smaller reactor; this means it even produces less nuclear
waste than a full size breeder reactor. Also, if a great portion of the
waste will be actually used as medical isotopes to treat people dying of
cancer, why in the world would anybody consider destroying it??!! It
seems totally absurd to me. Does anybody in charge of deciding what
to do with it understand these facts?

Why haven't these facts been explained to rational environmentalists?
Are people going to listen to the far environmental extremists who
believe that any amount of waste is bad, or the other ignoramuses to
don't even know what's is going on and just want to get involved with
any "environmental" cause that comes there way?

If there is some rational explanation for destroy FFTF, | would like to
know about it. Until then, | am totally against it.

Mark Cheney

4606 W 4th Ave
Kennewick, WA 99336
509 783 3455

56-1

56-2

56-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to Alternative 5, Deactivate FFTF. It should be noted that
while FFTF supported the breeder reactor program, it is not itself a
breeder reactor, but rather afast flux research reactor.

56-2: See response to comment 56-1.
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Commentor No. 57: John Swanson

Response to Commentor No. 57

From: John Swanson[SMTP:JOHNLSWANSON@WORLDNET.ATT.NET]
Sent: Sunday, August 13, 2000 4:42:24 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Comments

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Comments resulting from a skimming of the Draft PEIS Summary are:

1) In discussing the subject of SPENT FUEL MANAGEMENT (p.S_63),
the argument is made that the environmental impacts associated with
spent fuel management would remain minimal because the 16 MTHM

of spent fuel resulting from FFTF restart is less than 1% of the spent fuel
already stored at Hanford. While the conclusion of minimal impact may
be valid, the validity of the argument given in support of the conclusion
is very questionable.

Comparison of risks should not be based just on spent fuel quantities;

it should include factors such as the quantities of hazardous radionuclides
contained in the spent fuel. For example, most of the spent fuel currently
stored at Hanford contains plutonium at concentrations of ~0.1% or less,
while the mixed oxide fuel used in the FFTF contains ~10% or more Pu.
Thus, the amount of Pu contained in 16 MTHM of spent FFTF fuel is
approximately the same as (NOT <1% as much as) the amount of Pu
contained in the 2,133 MTHM of spent fuel that is currently stored at
Hanford.

2) Near the bottom of page S_27 is the statement "Collocation would
also minimize transportation risks because some isotopes have short
half lives." | can readily understand how collocation would minimize
transportation risks, but | don't understand the significance of short
half lives in this context.

3) Conversions between units should be checked. Two errors that jumped
out at me are: a) In the last paragraph on page S 27 _" (0.2to

20 kilometers [0.07 to 12.4 miles]) ___." A factor of 10 in kilometers
should also be a factor of 10 in miles. b) In the next_to_last paragraph
onpageS 29 " 200C (44F)___.". Atleast one of these

numbers is obviously incorrect.

John L. Swanson
Richland, WA

57-1

57-2

57-3

57-1:

57-2:

57-3:

Thediscussioninthe Summary and Section 4.8.3.5 of Volume 1 onthe
cumulative impacts for spent nuclear fuel management at Hanford was
revised to clarify that the management of the existing spent nuclear fuel
at Hanford resultsin adose of lessthan 0.1 millirem per year of the
maximally exposed member of the public. Thisdoseiswell within the
DOE limits given in DOE Order 5400.5. Asdiscussed in that Order, the
dose limit from airborne emissionsis 10 millirem per year, as required by
the Clean Air Act; drinking water is4 millirem per year, asrequired by
the Safe Drinking Water Act; and the dose limit from all pathways
combined is 100 millirem per year. DOE has committed to remove the
spent nuclear fuel at Hanford for ultimate disposition in ageologic
repository.

Theincremental impacts associated with managing the additional 16
MTHM of FFTF spent nuclear fuel were evaluated in Section 4.3.1.1.14
of the NI PEISfor the restart of the FFTF. As stated, the radiol ogical
impact to the public from overall radionuclide rel eases from the entire
FFTF complex during thelast year of reactor operation waslessthan
0.0001 mrem/year. Additionally, the dose contribution from FFTF spent
fuel management would be expected to be asmall fraction of the FFTF
reactor operation dose. Therefore, it would have no discernibleimpact

on the 0.1 mrem/year dose from the existing 2133 MTHM Hanford spent
nuclear fuel inventory. The currently used FFTF-specific spent fuel

storage system designs (i.e., facility storage vessels and dry storage casks)
arethe key contributorsfor determining that the incremental radiological
impact is minimal, not the difference in plutonium quantity in the FFTF
spent nuclear fuel.

The statement in the Summary has been revised asfollows: Collocation
with the irradiation facility would be needed to process some irradiated
target materials promptly after removal from the reactor/accel erator
because some isotopes have short half-lives. Collocation would also
minimize transportation risks.

Conversions have been checked and corrected.
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Commentor No. 58: Jacqueline N. Foxworthy

Response to Commentor No. 58

From: Jacqueline N Foxworthy[SMTP:GRANNYFOX@JUNO.COM]

Sent: Sunday, August 13, 2000 12:49:35 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Sir,

Please re_start the FFTF for medical isotope production for
use in cancer diagnosis, treatment and research. My husband
passed away a year ago from pancreatic cancer. This cancer
has to be diagnosised early and a treatment must be found to
stop it's spread when found. | support the re_start of the FFTF
for mediacl isotope production.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jacqueline N. Foxworthy
5604 86th Place NE
Marysville, WA 98270

58-1

58-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 59: Martin Bensky

Response to Commentor No. 59

From: Martin Bensky[SMTP:MBENSKY @EMAIL.MSN.COM]
Sent:  Saturday, August 12, 2000 6:09:21 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: Gordon Rogers

Subject: FFTF EIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| have been a resident of Richland, Washington, for nearly 23 years,
17 as an employee of the site operating contractor (Rockwell, then
Westinghouse) and 6 as a retiree. My background has been
heavily in the areas of site performance assessment, long_term
waste management, and Systems Engineering. | am currently an
alternate to a Public_at_Large seat on the Hanford Advisory Board,
but let me make it perfectly clear that my comments are entirely my
own as a private citizen and in no way represent views of the Board.
Some of my comments, as you will see, are focused upon Hanford
cleanup rather than directly on FFTF startup and operation because
one of the specious arguments against FFTF is that funding of FFTF
will detract from Hanford cleanup funds.

The point | want to make most strongly is that the meetings in Seattle,
Portland and Hood River are almost certainly not a source of useful
scientific data. If | may be quite frank, the hysterical fears of cancer,
etc., that you have heard (or will hear, depending on when you read my
comment) in meetings at those locales, are totally unfounded and are
the result of effective propagandizing by environmental activist groups.
Quite obviously, Seattle is unaffected by FFTF and Hanford cleanup
except that the residents pay federal taxes and in the unlikely event
that shipments of foreign waste to Hanford are permitted and arrive
at the port of Seattle. Residents of Portland, Hood River and, in fact,
anyplace downstream of, say, Hermiston, really have no sound basis
for claiming that they could be adversely affected by contaminants
that might eventually reach the Columbia River from any Hanford
sources.

59-1

59-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views on the necessity for reliance on
objective, scientific dataasthe basisfor sound decisionmaking. DOE is
committed to providing the public with comprehensive environmental
reviews of its proposed actions in accordance with NEPA, and to
providing ample opportunity for public comment on those actions.
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Commentor No. 59: Martin Bensky (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 59

If unfounded fears should not be your concern, what then, should
you be looking for in the comments from your meetings? The only
real issues involve possible adverse impacts of a major facility on
the local quality of life (e.g., adequecy of schools and local
infrastructure) or perhaps a deep_seated revulsion towards
anything "nuclear". | personally would be proud to live in a
community that is producing life_saving isotopes and vital materials
to support our space program. | believe that that is the prevalent
attitude of Tri_citians, and if residents of other communities are
somehow ashamed to be part of a "nuclear" project, let them keep
FFTF or similar projects out of their communities. Their attitudes
and false fears are their own problems, but the dedicated, competent
scientists and engineers in this community want to continue to do
what we know is right; we cannot combat the lies and distortions
that have hampered, and will continue to hamper, our progress.

In summary, let me reiterate my initial point. Your own investigations,
separate from these meetings, will provide the objective information
that you need in your decision process. Subjective beliefs and
attitudes are important, too, but the attitudes and beliefs of the
people right on the scene; i.e., the people of Benton and Franklin
counties, matter a whole lot more than those of activists far from
where the action is.

Martin Bensky

2121 Briarwood Ct.
Richland, Washington 99352
(509) 375_1704
mbensky@msn.com

59-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 60: George Flanagan

Response to Commentor No. 60

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

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

# retutning this comnent form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
o czlling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

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

Name (opticnal): ? Pra; #ﬂﬂ\t},ﬂ-\
Organization: CHML

Homelirclc oy F0 By dpod

ciy Qs Mgy wates 1Y Zip Codes £ JL 51

Tolanh

60-2

(optional):
E-mail (optionaly ___TE£ @ GRM - oy

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For moes nfermation condact: Coleta E. Brown, ME-50

1S, Department of Energy = 9901 Garmoniown Rood = Genmantown, MO
Tof-fea Ta ben"\nnﬂ 1:877:662-4593 - folkhee Fac 1,877 Senices
E-moi: Nuclearinhasiuchure-PES@ha.dos.goy %

T1Zi00

60-1: The commentor is mistaken about HFIR's primary mission. Asstated on
page 2-21 of the Draft PEIS, HFIR’s primary mission is neutron science
research. |sotope production at HFIR is done only on a not-to-interfere
basis.

All the nuclear reactor alternatives considered for radioisotope production
in the PEIS include the effect of this mission on other programs. For
HFIR, the assumption is made that the plutonium-238 production
mission will not adversely impact the neutron scattering mission nor other
isotope production missions. If adverse impact is predicted, the Office of
Science hasthefinal decision on how to best use the reactor.

60-2: The text on page 2-66 has been revised to incorporate the comment on
extended outage. Growth estimatesin diagnostic and therapeutic medical
isotope usage in the United States were based on a study issued by Frost
and Sullivan in 1997. In the period since theinitial estimates were made,
the actual growth of medical isotope use has tracked at arate consistent
with the study findings. The Cost Report presents operating costsfor
each alternative. The operating cost estimates did not take credit for
revenue from the sale of isotopes or leasing facilities to offset the
operating costs.
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Commentor No. 60: George Flanagan (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 60
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Fold on Iines and fusien with tape

Colette E. Brown, NE-50
11.S. Department of Energy
19341 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874

60-2
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 61: KalleH. Hyrkas

Response to Commentor No. 61

From: Kalle_H Hyrkas@rl.gov%internet
[SMTP:KALLE_H_HYRKAS@RL.GOV]

Sent:  Friday, August 11, 2000 4:30:53 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Support of FFTF Restart (Draft PEIS)

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Hi,

| fully support the restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility ” 61-1
for all viable missions.

Kalle Hyrkas

FFTF Nuclear Training

372_0207

61-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 62: Ken Stowell

Response to Commentor No. 62

From: Ken Stowell [mailto:kstowell@bentonrea.com]
Sent: Friday, August 11, 2000 1:22 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Hanford's FFTF

I'm not sure if this is the place for this type of comment,
if it isn't if you could let me know where to submit it |
would be glad to.

| fully support the idea of restarting the FFTF facility. |
strongly feel it would greatly benefit almost everyone. FFTF
has proven its capability and reliability during its early years.
It would be a shame to close it down and decommission the
facility since it has so many possibilities. | know that people
are concerned about the "waste" from the facility but they
don't understand that no matter what is done there is a waste
product of some type.

Again, to keep it short | would like to see the facility operate
once again, it has so many positives it can produce that will
certainly out weigh the negatives!!!

Ken Stowell

P.O. Box 70

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

62-1

62-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 63: William E. Schenewerk Response to Commentor No. 63

From: William Schenewerk[SMTP:WILLIAM.SCHENEWERK
@PARSONS.COM]

Sent: Wednesday, August 16, 2000 2:15:24 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE-PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF Restart 08162000

Auto forwarded by a Rule

From

William Ernest Schenewerk, Ph.D. 5060 San Rafael Ave,
08/16/2000, Los Angeles CA 90042-3239

Home: 323-257-6672 Work: 626-440-3708
william.schenewerk@parsons.com

To:
Ms. Colette Brown, Doe Office of Space and Defence
Power System

Ms. Brown:

| a presently working in chemical demilitar zation. | have
done nuclear work and hold a California Professional
Nuclear Engineer license. | am very much concernced
about the fate of FFTF. | enclosed a paper that | am still
working on. The future looks bad, even with maximum
nuclear power deployment. Absense of nuclear power,
we are faced with disaster within 100 years. Breeder ” 63-1 63-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
reactor deployment should start by 2020 for best resullts. None of the missions for which FFTF would be restarted involve fast
breeder technology and, although FFTF would be used to test some

Thank You, William E. Schenewer, Ph.D. nuclear fuels, they do not include fast breeder fuels. At present, U.S.
policy prohibits the pursuit of breeder reactors and, as noted above,
FFTF has other potential uses beyond testing fast breeder reactor
technology.
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Commentor No. 64: Daniel Axelrod

Response to Commentor No. 64

NI PEIS Toll-Free Telephone
08/23/00

Daniel Axelrod

Candidate for President of the United States
105 East Geneva Lane

Oak Ridge, TN 37830

This is Mr. Daniel Axelrod from Oak Ridge, Tennessee.

| testified at length last night at the public hearing. | don't
recall in my oral statement if | mentioned the source for
World Estimated Ultimately Recoverable Oil 2000.

The source was Popular Science, May 2000, page 56.

It was based on the oil and gas journal. Please add that
note to my transcribed testimony if possible or as a
supplementary comment. | would appreciate if you would
send me a copy of my transcript of my statement.

Ms. Brown can indicate when she mails out the transcript
if she wants me to send the copy of the letter from
Secretary Richardson if she has not obtained it from

him directly. Out.

64-1: DOE noted the source indicated.
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Commentor No. 65: Bobby Flowers

Response to Commentor No. 65

NI PEIS Toll-Free Telephone
08/23/00

Bobby Flowers

418 W. 17th Street
Apartment 22A

New York, NY 10011
212-242-0319

Hi. Good afternoon, Bobby Flowers calling from
New York City.

The reason why | am calling is | want to protest
expansion of the Nuclear Power for Space 651
Missions. Thank you have a good day. Thank you.

65-1:

DOE notesthe commentor’s opposition to enhancing its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238 for use in
future NASA space exploration missions. Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems,
and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or
would be enhanced by their use. NASA makesthe final determination,
through its own NEPA process, whether or not these radioisotope power
systems would be used to support individual NASA space exploration
missions; thisis not aDOE decision. 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. 66: John Saemann

Response to Commentor No. 66

NI PEIS Toll-Free Telephone
8/19/00

John Saemann

1775 Atkins Street

#2

Eugene, Oregon 97401
541-687-7712

This is John Saemann calling from Eugene, Oregon, to

make a statement on the Nuclear Infrastructure Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement. | would like to go on record
as preferring the no action alternative regarding the production
of Pu—238 for future NASA space missions and civilian nuclear
energy research and development activities. | oppose building
any new accelerators or restarting the Fast Flux Test Facility
and | believe we need not, we should not, make it easier to
have more Pu-238 available for whatever use is claimed.

Let's first clean up the mess that we made and not go any
further until that's taken care of.

Thank you.

66-1

66-2

66-3

66-4

66-1:

66-2:
66-3:

66-4:

DOE notesthe commentor’s support for the No Action Alternative and
opposition to Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s), and
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

See response to comment 66-1.

The commentor’sopposition to the production and availability of
plutonium-238 is noted. However, the United States has been using
radioisotope power sources in space safely and reliably for approximately
40 years. |n accordance with the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, DOE is
obligated to continue supporting NASA in the use of radioisotope power
sources. NASA hasdetermined that it will continueto require
plutonium-238 for power sources and heating in deep space missions.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the cleanup of existing
contaminants at the Hanford Site. Although beyond the scope of this

NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activitiesarehigh priority to DOE.
Hanford Siteenvironmental restoration activitiesare conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.

The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention programin place assummarized in Volume 1, Section 3.4.11.8,
that would control any new site activities.
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Commentor No. 67: John Saemann

Response to Commentor No. 67

NI PEIS Toll-Free Telephone
08/24/00

John Saemann
541-687-7112

We looked at some more at the NI PEIS and out of a bad
deal | think most desirable one alternative seems to be to
us the option of purchasing Pu-238 from Russia through
the existing contract. That's probably the best of a bunch
of bad deals. Ideally we shouldn't proceed with it at all but
if you gotta have some Pu-238 then probably the best way
to proceed is to obtain from Russia. Thank you very much
for asking for public comment, but | suspect you probably

are going to do what the DOE wants to do in the first place.

Anyway, lots of luck to you and thanks for spending
taxpayer money on something we really don't need.

Goodbye.

67-1

67-2

67-1:

67-2:

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russiato satisfy its

responsibility to supply NASA with the necessary fuel to support future

space exploration missions. Under the current contract set to expirein
2002, the United States is authorized to purchase up to 40 kilograms of
plutonium-238, with the total available for purchase in any one year
limited to 10 kilograms. To date, DOE has purchased approximately

9 kilograms of plutonium-238 under this contract. Under theNo Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet the
space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in the
NI PEIS. However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond what is
currently available to the United States through the existing contract
would likely require negotiation of anew contract and may require
additional NEPA review.

For supply reliahbility reasonsand concern of nuclear nonproliferation,
DOE'spreferenceisto establish adomestic plutonium-238 production
capability. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to further clarify the
purpose and need for reestablishing adomestic plutonium-238 production
capability to support NASA spaceexploration missions.

DOE policy encourages effective public participationinitsdecision-
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 analysisof DOE's proposed aternatives.
DOE gaveequal considerationto all comments. In preparing the Final

NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered commentsreceived from the public.
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Commentor No. 68: Karen Kotchek

Response to Commentor No. 68

NI PEIS Toll-Free Telephone
8/16/00

Karen Kotchek
1711 Elview Avenue
Apartment 402
Seattle, WA 98122

Hello. | don't agree with any further action to restart the
Hanford project in any way shape or form. No Fast Flux
Test Facility. Nothing. We should just clean it up and shut
it down for good.

Please send me any literature. Thank you.

68-1

68-1: DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF. DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the
existing cleanup mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this
NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.
Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.
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Commentor No. 69: Harold W. and Ann E. Willis

Response to Commentor No. 69

Draft PEIS Comment Form

Z“g nggqf E L7 E ;éég(g &AZW’L/%

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

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

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

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

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

Name (optional): /%’O/J QJQ?L /ﬁum £ .//%

Organization:

Organizatian Address {circle ong): ,MM&L

Sl dit) . oless
City: MoplisSaa

Telephone (opticnal):

State:.@ Fip Codes_ 2o ffd

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

For more infornaben contac: Colette E, Brown, NE-60
US, Depuatiynent of Energy + 16901 Gemaniown Road + Gemmaniown, MD 20874
Toll-tre Telephone: 1-877-562-4593 ~ Toll-fiee Fax; 1-877-562.4592
E-mol; Nuciecr mnashuchie-PES@ha doe.gov
7112/00

I‘ 69-1

69-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 72: Keith N. Woods

Response to Commentor No. 72

From: KWoodsl1507@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:KWOODS1507@AOL.COM]

Sent:  Friday, August 25, 2000 10:18:26 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Restart FFTF!

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please re_start FFTF for medical isotopes.

Keith N. Woods
Richland, WA 99352

| =

72-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 73: Laurence Kirby

Response to Commentor No. 73

From: Laurence Kirby[SMTP:VANINI@NETSTEP.NET]
Sent:  Thursday, August 24, 2000 10:42:01 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: comment

Auto forwarded by a Rule

This is a comment on some of the proposals for use of
nuclear power in the Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement.

| strongly oppose expanding the use of nuclear power in
space missions, which poses significant danger to Earth
before and during launching, and pollutes the extra_terrestrial
environment. Production and use of Pu_238 for deep_space
probes is highly contaminating and dangerous; the idea of
nuclear reactors on Mars is shocking and horrifying. Solar
power is adequate to provide operating power for space
probes, and alternatives to nuclear_powered rockets are
safer and already well developed.

The lessons of the 20th century with regard to nuclear power
have to be learned: the many disasters, the radioactove pollution,
the gigantic problem of waste, the dangers of terrorism, the

high costs (both economic and social), and the long list of
uneconomic, dangerous, polluted reactors that are now closed

or will soon have to be. A program like the DOE's should be
geared toward developing technologies for our future, not
preserving the vested interests of outmoded, discredited
technologies such as nuclear power. Investment in solar and
other environmentally safer technologies is called for.

Laurence Kirby

Professor of Mathematics
Baruch College

City University of New York

73-1

73-2

73-1:

73-2:

DOE notesthe commentor’s opposition to NASA’s use of nuclear
materials for space missions. Through a Memorandum of Understanding
with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems, and the
plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or would
be enhanced by their use. These radioisotope power systems have been
used for amost 40 years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their
performance, safety, and reliability in various NASA space missions.
NASA establishes the need and requirements for space missions and
undergoes athorough NEPA evaluation for each launch.

The commentor’s opposition to hucl ear technology for space applications
isnoted. DOE also notesthe commentor’sinterest in alternative energy
sources[i.e., solar energy], although issues of research and devel opment
of alternative energy sources are beyond the scope of this NI PEIS.
Other offices of DOE are responsible for the research and development
of alternative energy sources. The missionsto be addressed in this PEIS,
which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the
production of plutonium-238, and nuclear research and development, can
currently only be met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technol ogies.
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Commentor No. 74: G. E. Craig Doupe

Response to Commentor No. 74

From: Craig Doupe[SMTP:DOUPE@EMAIL.MSN.COM]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 23, 2000 12:57:49 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

The nation needs medical isotopes. Please restart FFTF.
G. E. Craig Doupe'

(509)628_1937
Fax (509) 628_8184

I‘ 74-1

74-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 75: Steve Binney

Response to Commentor No. 75

From: Steve Binney[SMTP:BINNEYS@ENGR.ORST.EDU]
Sent:  Friday, August 25, 2000 1:17:37 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: Niles, Ken; _NE_faculty; Schenter, Bob

Subject: Draft PEIS comment

Auto forwarded by a Rule

As a Professional Nuclear Engineer and someone who has
worked on the production of medical isotopes, | readily
recognize the value and uniqueness of the Fast Flux Test
Facility (FFTF). Although its original breeder reactor mission
has long since vanished, it is nevertheless a particularly viable
resource for the production of medical and industrial isotopes.
Its high power, hard neutron spectrum, and large irradiation
volumes offer great potential for not only producing high
specific activities of commonly used isotopes, but also
adequate quantities of lesser used research isotopes. Itis
hard to assign an economic value to the research isotopes.

If new research isotopes were more reliably available,
especially for diagnostic and therapeutic nuclear medicine
procedures, researchers could take advantage of these
isotopes to develop even better radiopharmaceuticals.
Unfortunately, with an inadequate and irregular supply of
these isotopes, researchers can't explore these areas because
of cost and the uncertainty of isotope supply. There's no denying
that new isotopes are costly; nonetheless they shouldn't be
expected to pay their own way. What will prove to be
financially beneficial in the long run is the improved health care
that comes from newly developed radioisotope procedures.

75-1

75-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Cost/henefit analyses are normally required in connection with government
regulatory actions. Whileit isplausiblethat the benefits of medical
isotopes far outweigh the costs and risks, the NI PEISisfocused on the
environmental impactsthat would result from implementation of the
alternativesdescribedin Section 2.5 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 75: Steve Binney (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 75

In that regard, when considering the options of an EIS,
consideration needs to be taken not only of the direct costs

of operating a facility such as the FFTF and of the value of

the isotopes produced, but also of the later costs saved by
those isotopes. Although | can't quantify this statement, |
would estimate it is conservative to say that for every dollar
spent on producing medical isotopes, ten or more dollars are
saved in health costs from improved diagnoses and elimination
of subsequent costly and unnecessary surguries. This hidden,
but colossal, reduction in health care costs from improved
diagnosis alone needs to be considered as a direct impact of
operation of a facility such as FFTF.

Based on these and other concerns not mentioned, | strongly
urge the adoption of Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF).

Stephen E. (Steve) Binney, Ph.D.

Director, Radiation Center

Professor of Nuclear Engineering and Radiation Health Physics
100 Radiation Center

Oregon State University

Corvallis, OR 97331_5903

Phone: (541)737_2344
Fax: (541)737_0480
Internet: binneys@rc.orst.edu

75-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 76: Tom Cowan

Response to Commentor No. 76

From: Tom Cowan[SMTP:TCOWAN@COWANWALKER.COM]
Sent:  Thursday, August 24, 2000 8:10:37 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Fast Flux Test Facility

Auto forwarded by a Rule

The FFTF is needed for the production of medical isotopes for
the treatment of cancer and heart disease. It will also fulfill the
need for space batteries, hardening computer chips and for
research.

It would be criminal for DOE to waste over $1 Billion of taxpayers'
investment by scrapping this magnificent facility.

76-1

76-2

76-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

76-2: DOE notesthe commentor’ s statement about wasting money by scrapping
FFTF.
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Commentor No. 77: Jane Davis

Response to Commentor No. 77

From: Jane Davis[SMTP:JADAVIS@3_CITIES.COM]
Sent:  Friday, August 25, 2000 1:44:15 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please re_start the FFTF for the production of medical
isotopes.

Respectfully yours,

Jane A. Davis

” 77-1

77-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 78: Ben Asher

Response to Commentor No. 78

From: Ben[SMTP:BPRACTICAL@YAHOO.COM]
Sent:  Friday, August 25, 2000 2:40:02 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Hanford

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To whom it may concern:

| urge you not to allow the proposed reopening of the
Hanford reactor. The site already has plenty of radioactive
waste that no one really knows how to dispose of.
Reopening the reactor would only produce more waste,
and the reasons cited for reopening it are flimsy. Thank
you for your time.

Sincerely,
Ben Asher
Seattle

78-1

78-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding existing wastes and
cleanup missions at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with
the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to
honoring thisagreement.
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Commentor No. 79: Bennett H. Orren

Response to Commentor No. 79

From: Bhorren@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:BHORREN@AOL.COM]
Sent:  Thursday, August 24, 2000 1:58:47 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Medical Isotopes
Auto forwarded by a Rule
Please re_start FFTF for Medical Isotopes. ” 791

Thank You, Bennett H. Orren

79-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 80: Holly G. Graham

Response to Commentor No. 80

From: Holly Gwinn Graham
[SMTP:DRAGONFLY100@HOTMAIL.COM]

Sent:  Thursday, August 24, 2000 7:16:16 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: No more nuclear proliferation

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Ms. Brown:

There is no excuse for the US continuing nuclear works of any
kind in an age when to do so only destabilizes the fragility of our
relationships with other countries. The US is acting like a terrorist
nation by continuing this aggression, not ratifying the CTBT, and
trying to abrogate the ABM Treaty. | am ashamed of this behaviour!

WE DO NOT NEED THE FAST FLUX REACTOR AT HANFORD TO
BE REOPENED. WE DO NOT WANT STAR WARS, NUCLEAR
BASED LASERS IN SPACE, BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE
PROGRAMS, INEPT AND UNPROVEN TECHNOLOGIES THAT
WAGE DEATH AND DESTRUCTION AND POVERTY UPON THE
PEOPLE OF EARTH IN THE NAME OF US SUPREMACY.

Please, stop this insanity now.

We shut down the N_Reactor because it was filthy, spewing
contaminants across the Downwind area throughout its existence.
We were supposed to spend the money that's been used to keep
those reactors on standby to SHUT THEM DOWN FOREVER AND
CLEAN THEM UP. We told DOE in meetings in Seattle in 1998 that
we do not want or need Tritium, or anything the Fast Flux Reactor
can give us. We stated clearly then (hundreds of people) that we
wanted Hanford cleaned up, and not reopened. You have not
listened to us, but | guess because we are just the citizens, and not
corporations who will gain billions by perpetuating this Obscene
technolgy, we have no voice with our own agencies.

80-1

80-2

80-1

80-3

80-4

80-1: The pursuit of DOE'sisotope and nuclear technology missions help rather
than hurt our relationship with other nations, and are consistent with the
policies and goals of the United States, including nuclear nonproliferation.
In addition to the NEPA review, potential nonproliferation impacts of the
aternatives evaluated in the PEIS have been assessed in a separate
Nuclear Nonproliferation Impact Assessment. This report confirms that
the alternatives are neither related to nuclear weapons production nor
inconsistent with nonproliferation policy.

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

2000. Wildfiresdid resuspend some materials already in the environment.
The resuspended materials were low, slightly above natural background
levels. Thelow levelsrequired severa daysof analysisto quantify.

80-2: DOE notesthe commentor’sopposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

80-3: DOE was tasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to“ ensuretheavailability of isotopesfor medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilianuse.” The purpose
of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing DOE
resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notesthe commentor’s opposition to the use of FFTF for the
enhancement of its nuclear facility infrastructure. 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 al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

Since all missions are for civilian purposes, production of tritium for
defense use is not included in this PEIS.

80-4: In compliancewith NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided
opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the NI PEIS and
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Commentor No. 80: Holly G. Graham (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 80

So | am saying yet again, NO TO YOUR PLANS! NO TO THE
FAST FLUX REACTOR. NO TO STAR WARS. NO BMD. NO
TMD. NO BILLIONS TO SUPPORT FOOLHARDY TECHNOLOGY
TOSSED INTO WAR ON EARTH AND CONTROL OF EARTH
FROM SPACE. NO TO US MILITARY SPENDING IN THE FACE
OF THE THINGS WE NEED TO ACCOMPLISH ON THIS PLANET
FOR THE INHABITANTS. YES TO PEACEFUL PURSUITS, NO
TO MORE WEAPONRY. NO TO THE IDIOT "VISION FOR 2020"
OFFERED BY THE AIR FORCE.

We are fortunate the fires at Hanford and Los Alamos were
contained. There were still horrible radiation leakages, as you

well know. What can be wrong with official thinking, to not realize the
utter stupidity of continuing a nuclear attitude in this new millenium?

Add my voice to the millions of Americans who say NO MORE
PROLIFERATION OF THIS NUCLEAR MADNESS! SHUT IT
DOWN AND CLEAN IT UP!

Sincerely,

Holly G. Graham
Olympia, WA

I| 80-2

80-1

the environmental impact analysis of DOE's proposed alternatives. DOE
gaveequal considerationto all comments. In preparing the Final NI PEIS
DOE carefully considered commentsreceived from the public. DOE's
Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on anumber of factors
including environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation
impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other policy and
programmatic objectives.

AlIjoe4 131 Xn|[H 1584 81 Jo 9104 8y Buipnjou| ‘sa1els paliun ay) Ul SUOSSIA| Uoonpold adojos|
pue uswdoprag pue yoressay ABJeu JeajonN Uel|IAID papuredxT Bulysi(duoddy o) Juswere)s 10edul| [elusuuodinug dnewwe16old [euld



16¢C

Commentor No. 81: Mark M. Giese

Response to Commentor No. 81

From: Giese, Mark M _ RACIWI[SMTP:M.M.GIESE
@MODINE.COM]

Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2000 1:20:00 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: sra@snakeriveralliance.org%internet

Subject: oppose restart of the FFTF in Washington

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Mark M. Giese

1520 Bryn Mawr Ave.
Racine, WI 53403
USA
m.mk@juno.com

08/23/00
Dear Ms. Brown:

Please oppose restart of the FFTF in Washington.
It is too hazardous.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Mark M Giese

” 81-1

81-1: DOE notesthe commentor’sopposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Included in the NI PEIS are the results of analyses that show the risks
associated with operating the FFTF are very small.
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Commentor No. 82: Pat Hamner

Response to Commentor No. 82

From: Pat Hamner[SMTP:PHAMNER
@RICHLANDMED.COM]
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2000 6:35:40 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart the FFTF for medical isotopes.

Pat Hamner MD.

” 82-1

82-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 83: Eve Prior

Response to Commentor No. 83

From: Jim Prior[SMTP:JPRIOR@TELEPORT.COM]
Sent:  Thursday, August 24, 2000 3:27:20 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Hanford Nuclear Reservation

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Attention: Bill Richardson

Please shutdown the FFTF reactor and put that I
money into cleanup! I
Sincerely,
Eve Prior

112 NE 32nd Avenue
Portland, OR 97232

831
83-2

83-1: DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

83-2: The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

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

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 84: R. Swain

Response to Commentor No. 84

From: RSwain203@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:RSWAIN203@AOL.COM]

Sent:  Thursday, August 24, 2000 1:37:27 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Please re_start FFTF for medical isotopes!

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please re_start FFTF for medical isotopes!

Isotopes are an answer to cancer over 1500 people
die each day from cancer and the FFTF can supply a
large quantity of high quality isotopes for treatment of
cancer, heart disease and arthritis. It also will serve our 841
nation's need for Pu_238 for space batteries, for "hardening"
computer chips, and research for new non_proliferative
fuels and transmuting our nation's plutonium wastes.

84-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 85: The Moses Family

Response to Commentor No. 85

From: Arati Moses[SMTP:ARATI7@YAHOO.COM]
Sent:  Thursday, August 24, 2000 1:20:10 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Against Nuclear Power Production

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To all Concerning:

To date there have been 347 nuclear accidents (recorded).
WHAT MAKES PEOPLE BELIEVE THERE WILL NEVER
BE POTENTIAL FOR ACCIDENTS FROM THIS DATE
FOWARD?

The consequences of nuclear accidents are far too devastating
to invest our country in. Our national health and committment

to its citizens must direct our monies into safer forms of energy.

The Moses Family,
Medical Doctors, Chemical Engineer, Bioligist,
Environmental Engineer

85-1

85-1: A detailed discussion of accidents and the eval uation of accidentsthat
could occur under implementation of the alternatives described in Section
2.5isprovided in Appendix | of Volume 2. Asdiscussed in Chapter 4 of
Volume 1, implementation of the alternatives would pose a small risk to
persons residing within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of candidate facilities,
and essentially zero risk outside of that area.

Although outside the scope of this PEIS, the commentor’sinterest in
aternate energy sourcesisnoted. The missions described in Section 1.2
of Volume 1 can only be accomplished with reactors and/or accelerators.
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Commentor No. 86: Randy Brich

Response to Commentor No. 86

From: Quaill[SMTP:MR.RB@WORLDNET.ATT.NET]
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2000 1:30:27 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF EIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Gentlemen:

| support the restart of FFTF at Hanford as a viable means
to produce cancer_fighting isotopes and other missions.
Failure to restart FFTF will indicate a lack of objectivity

by the USDOE. The USDOE Low Dose Research Program
http://lowdose.org/index.html is beginning to quantify

the effects of chronic low doses on cancer incidence.
Since the concern about low levels of ionizing radiation
stems from applying the Linear no_threshold Theory (LNT)
to extremely low doses, any information regarding the lack
of validity of the LNT needs to be presented in the EIS.

Sincerely,
Randy Brich

1469 Rimrock Ave
Richland, WA 99352

86-1

86-2

86-1:
86-2:

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

Ongoing research into the heal th effects of low level doses of ionizing
radiation has the potential to impact the way in which low dose health
effectsare modeled. Asindicated in Appendix H, the linear no threshold
mode! uses dose to cancer conversion factorsthat are derived from

studies of individualswho received relatively largeindividual dosesor
were members of groups who received large population doses. One of
the goals of current research is to improve health impacts model s based
upon health impacts to groups who have been exposed to lower level
doses. However, thisresearch is not yet conclusive with regard to
thresholds for health impacts (if thresholds exist). The linear no threshold
model is conservative and remains the currently accepted approach to
modeling low level radiation healthimpacts.
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Commentor No. 87: Dale Bartholomew

Response to Commentor No. 87

From: Dale Bartholomew[SMTP:DALEBARTHOLOMEW
@WORLDNET.ATT.NET]

Sent:  Wednesday, August 23, 2000 7:51:20 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Radioactive Isotope Productio

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| was very fortunate to have |_125 radioactive seeds implanted

into my prostate last year. This is one of the isotopes that is

and will become in ever increasing short supply. To save the 87-1
lives of future cancer patients, we need to re_start FFTF.

On balance, saving lives takes priority over all

objections to the restart.

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute my opinion.
Dale Bartholomew

1330 Broadview Drive
W. Richland, WA 99353

87-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 88: JamesR. Beaver, Mayor,

City of Kennewick

Response to Commentor No. 88

August 18, 2000

Colette E. Brown, Document Manager

Office of Space and Defense Power

Systems (NE-5())

(Ofice of Nuclear Encrgy, Science and Technology
US Department of Energy

19901 Genmantown Road

Germantown MDY 20874

Attention: NI PEIS
Regarding: Draff Progr ic Frviro [ Impact St for Accompiishing Fxpanded Civilian Nuclear

Energy Research and Development and Isotope Production Missions in the United States, Including the Role of the
Fast Flux Test Faciliey

Dear Ms. Brown,

The City of Kennewick formaily supports Alternative No. | in this document (restart FFTF). Pleasc rcforence
attached City of Kennewick Resolution No. 99-13

The FFTF has a history of successfully testing nuclear fiuels, matgrials, components, operating protocols, and
reactor safoty designs. It has a proven capability t¢ function as a nuclear science and irTadiation services user
facility, and hag suecessfully supported larpe and varied test programs for industry, nuclear energy, medical 1sotope
applications and research, space puclear power and fusion research programs

A restart of the FFTF provides an economically viable method to use mixed oxide fuels supplics before using low
enriched uranium. At the proposed operating power lever of 100 megawatts, the rcactor life would be cxtended and
the generation of spent fuel wonld be reduced. Restart of the FFTF makes sensc for the Tri-City Arca, for the Statc
of Washington, for the Department of Energy, and the United States,

Restart of the FFTF will provide the quickest methed of assuring the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial
and rescarch applications while at the same time meeling the material necds of other federal agencies and
undertaking rescarch and development activities for the development of nuclear power for civilian usc

Once again the Citv of Kennmewick fully supports Alternative No. | contained in the Draft Programmatic
Environmental [mpact Statement for Accomplishing Lxpanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Rescarch and
Development and Isotope Production Missions in the United States, Inctuding the Role of the Fast Flux Test
Facility (restart of the FFTF).

Sincerely,

James R. Beaver
Mayoer

RO et OB EETR

88-1

88-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 88: JamesR. Beaver, Mayor,
City of Kennewick (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 88

CITY OF KENNEWICK
RESOLUTION NO. 99 - 13

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF KENNEWICK IN SUPPORT OF PREPARING AN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR RESTARTING THE FAST FLUX TEST
FACILITY A1 HANFORD

WIEREAS, medical isotopes are increasingly being used in research and in providing new, cost-
elfective, cutting-edge lechnologies for the diagnosis and treatment of discase, including cancer, heart
disease, and arthritis; and

WHEREAS, the United States is importing more than ninety percent of the reactor-produced medical
isotopes currently used to save a significant number of the lives of oar citizens; and

WIIEREAS, market projections for utilization of medical isotapes for diagnosis and treatment show our
country will need new production sources to assure a domgcstic supply to mect the increasing demand;
and

WHEREAS, the Hanford Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) has unigue capabilities for providing large
quantities and a wide variety of high quality medical isotopes; and

WHEREAS, the FFTF was designed, constructed, and safely operated as a stale of the art reactor with
world class isotope production capabilities and is the newest, most sophisticated reactor in the U.S.
Department of Encrgy complex and as such is an irreplaceable national asset; and

WHEREAS, the FFIF is presently being maintained in a stand-by mode; and

WHEREAS, the public deserves an opportunity t0 be involved in the decision making process to
consider whether the FFTF should be restarted or permanently shut down; and

WIIEREAS, preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (E1S) will formatly involve the public in any
decision aboul FFTF s future,

NOW, THERCFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Kennewick that it iz in
support of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement for restarting the Fast Flux Test Facility at
Hanford and herchy encourages U.S. Department of Energy Secretary William Richardsen to order an
EIS for restarting the FFTF.

ADOPTED by the Tity Council of the City of Keanewick at its regular meeting on the 16T day of
March, 1999,

L

JAMES R BEAVER. Mayor
Allest:

sasuodsay 30 pue Sjuswlo) Ualin—rz Lideyd



90T-¢

Commentor No. 89: Ana Sherwood

Response to Commentor No. 89

Draft PEIS Comment Form

We ned EFTE Pleace AesTint L1
e U8 et QFzf FETE 29 of

Le)/’]lltfl ; 7
P a) VAW

L7 Jj

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

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

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

& faxing your comments toll-free io: 1-877-562-4592

» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructyre-PEIS@hg.doe.gov
Name {optional): N6 NEY L0
Organization: ﬂ “RL

Home/Organization Address (circle one}:

City: R /’IJQM f[

Telephone {optional):
E-mazil {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE FOSTMARKELD BY September 11, 2000

For mewe infomotion conrocr Calelte E. prown, NE-50

us. Depamvmmmgy 19801 Ganmantown = Germantown, MD:nun
iol-frea Teiephone: 1-87. .55245“ Toll-rea Fax, 1-877-562-459

E-modt mcbmhtmmmPEB@mdoegﬂv

QIarequ Zip Code: 9955 2

THUH

89-1

89-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 90: Dave Hess

Response to Commentor No. 90

Draft PCIS Comment Form
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There ate several ways fo provide commenits on the Nuclear infrastructure
DEIS. These include:

.tending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
returning this comment form to the registration desk at the mesting or to the address below
: calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593
» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4552
"~ » commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastruciure-PE1S @hg.doe.gov

Dage Hezs

Name (optional):

OIin\mticn:
5 \yrganizalioni\ddr&ss {circle one):
4 22 Davisonr

City: Qﬂééﬂ(‘/

Telephome (optional):

Py el
Suted? _ Zip Cote: (AR

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

For more infarmation contact: Colefte E. Bown, KE-50
U5, Department of Energy = 19501 Gennantown kood + Germantown, MD 20874
Toll-rae elaphone: 1-877-52:4593 + Toll-ree Fax: 1-477- saz-us»;z

E-mat: Nuclsarhastuclure-FES@ha.dos.

TR0

90-1

90-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

sasuodsay 30 pue Sjuswlo) Ualin—rz Lideyd



80T-¢

Commentor No. 91: Joy Fiore

Response to Commentor No. 91

Draft PEIS Comment Form

v F L ire Newdact

K75 [ PrsAe ety M&W

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

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

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

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

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

* commenting via e-mail; Nuclear. structure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name (cpticnal): j(j E= ] e

Orpanization:

rganization Address {circle one): W 3 j &#’44' reilvd

City DA ¥ M LEY sute AL 7ip 0o ES L7 5
Telephone {optional): 7 £ 2 723 fo il

E-mail (optional): ‘MM"? et

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mors nformation contact: Colefc E. Bown, N

U.5. Departmen) of Energy = oo B - Bommeioun B 250 B
ol creersoepm T e 4a3 ~ Joll o Fe. 17756245972

E-mal: Nuclsarinfiasiucue-PES@hG.doe.gov &

7/12/00

91-1

91-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 92: Fred K. Mangan

Response to Commentor No. 92

Draft PEIS Comment Form

We ot b andies Swdue G

Cock Clow Tk Cacted, (FETEY ey

1.0 b Seov b eersum A wrlh g Woan

JTJ\Q U\.\n"lﬂ‘f\ lf'L;LP) (‘h ln_o |'u\i.Dﬂ-f l'{h.F'

4
%—N-n'a‘\-- Comederes S yawious ?%ILn?M.' M, 2=
G, peebe® G A8 gideed c..mmuu"‘!n

s ewg ouwy dg bk b oot un L
Ay f\uc-(.u:\ ‘!‘esfaf'rL\ 4‘-{.\‘}‘ Coun, Ll—(‘ M&A—gx
bu_ FETE v

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

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

 returning this cormment form to the registration desk 2t the meeting or to the address below

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

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

& commenting via &-mail: Nuclear Infrastucrure-PEIS @hg.dee.gov

Name {optional): Tt W Monage

Organization:

anization Address (il oney (35 Dyelagy 3 W <

City: Qrchla, & suteWh zipcoaeQ4DTL

Telephone (optional):

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

For more infomalion contact: Colstle E. Brown, NE-SO

V.5, Deportmant of Energy » 19901 Ganmaniown kead « Gemmaniown, MD 20874
Toll-trea 1-877-562-4553 = Toll-rea Fax: 1-877-562-4592

E-mail: Nucl PEISENG.doe.gov

11200

92-1

92-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 93: K. M. Probasco

Response to Commentor No. 93

Draft PCIS Comment Form

e recep FETF D/m.m récknpd
[ap [4 fop ’/ﬂp,oig Spane _peibec  yrsEAD
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

L] artendmg public meetings and giviag your comments directly to DOE officials

« emrming this comment form to the registration desk at the mesting or to the address below

« calling tol-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4562

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

£ M FROBACD

Name (optional):

Orzani on:
@:’Organizatim Address (circle one):

City: 2D
Telephone (optional):
E-mail (optional): _,K/_VI;,MMM@_)&ZL‘ 50/

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mona inlomation conlast: Cotette E. Brown, NE-S0

129 Dspcnmen!ol Energy « 19901 Gemnaniewn d ~ Gemmaniown. MD 20874 E
)-477.562-4593 + Tollee P 1.877-542-0592

E-mait: Nucisarnfrosruchue-FES@he dos gov

Gl FPPNALE DPIE

Stale{_(/ft Zip Code:m._

72100

93-1

93-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 94: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 94

Draft PEIS Comment Form

fedards s v

There are several ways 10 provide comments on the Nucfear Infrastruciure
PEIS. These include:

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

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

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

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

® commenting via ¢-mail; NuclearInfrastucture-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Narme (optional):

Orgenization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

City: State: Zip Code:

Telephone {optional):

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST 8E POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mare Information contact: Coledte E. Brown, NE-50

11.5. Department of Energy + 19901 Germontown. Rood + Gemnantown, MD 20874
Toll-res Tolephone: 1-877.542.4593 - Tol-troe Fax; 187784245842

E-moi: Nucear infrasiuchre-PRSEhq.doe.gov

71200

94-1

94-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 95: T. C. Probasco

Response to Commentor No. 95

Draft PEIS Comment Form
wie wal TOF \‘Jtﬂa\g vest) b

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

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

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

« calling toll-free and leaving your comments; 1-877-562-4593

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

» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastrucnure-PEIS @hq.doe. gov

Name (opticnal): T C.<vb\viastp

QOrganization:
[#

) znization Address (circle one):
_11C Marghaall
City: \i\v{/\kof\&

Telephone (aptional):

At

Srate WA zip cote: 23225

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

are Information contach: Colelta . Brewn, NE-50

+ wr. MD 20674

For m
1.5, Deparment of Energy = 19901 d + Gammantos
Tol-tee Telephone: |-877-562-4503 » Tolkirae Fax: 1.877.562-45¢2
E-moi: Nuclearinfidshuc huire-PES@Ehq.doe.gov

T

I‘ 95-1

95-1:

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 96: Marsha Bdll

Response to Commentor No. 96

Draft PEIS Comment Form

FETE Sboed be m/wy??}»\i]%

96-1

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

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

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

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

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

Name (optional): W ﬂ;ﬁfﬁ(’ 4, f / f

Organization:

Organiz.ation Address (cirele ane): J S—Boz {///—0 7 /1/4'?/ ézl/'.

Ciry: 444 Y2/ el Zip Code: & 3 Ele

Telephone (uptlonal) w}

E-mail (opuonal}ﬁMMl/A Z: Corn
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more Infarmalion c:m!a:r Colatte E. brown, KE-50

us Deourtn’-emufhugy 19901 Geartntown Roag = Gonmintiewn, MD 20874
tree Talephone: 1-877.5524593 - Tilog oo S-B77 Gt doa
Nuclearmntrasinichire-PES@NI aos. gov

/12100

96-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. It
should be noted that power production is not one of the missions for
which FFTF would be restarted.

sasuodsay 30 pue Sjuswlo) Ualin—rz Lideyd



14154

Commentor No. 97: Patrick B. O’ Callaghan

Response to Commentor No. 97

Draft PEIS Comment Form

We [la=d Rasry seipafipse f/?)zsgmdif
THAT ddn PBE FRoW e BY yHE FF7S

THE 7T FE Al MHellb <pve
Rark JSO70°8 5%

LN AdDsTrer)
LIpEs G359  FROdiic pa e

Fedoall Y THE
EFTE oAa  FPERFofii
OFERAT 10448 Co 57 o .

77 /¢

LiFfE  Copiards JUNPRE TRE
PAA  HELL TrePRY

A Wi A S TR ol

THaAI RS
2 ; A 7
fotisiah 5 70 T ilaeyivend

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

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

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

« calting toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

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

Name {optional): ?ATQ{(’-‘% Ba ()’(’}Q’[{}f@//ﬁ/{)

Organization:

@@Organizaﬁon Address (circle one): AN /7 S/ P{’: *Q-/b Qf—wﬁ 7

ci (LAY ERTOL e DR zpcose 77007
Telephone {optionaly_2 03 5 7 G- w7l
Eemail (opticnal); /3 COC 8 Aol CoAl

i
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11,2000

For more Information canfect: Goketta E. Bown, NE-50 07

LS. Departmen) of Enargy + 19901 - Gamnantown. MD 20874

Tol-free Telephona: 1-B77-562-4593 * Toli-fiee Fox: 1-817-562-4592
E-mall: Nuclearnfrastuchre-PES@EhG doa.

712100

97-1

97-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 99: Bryan Coles

Response to Commentor No. 99

From: Bryan D Coles[SMTP:COLESBD@BOSSIG.COM]
Sent:  Friday, August 25, 2000 4:47:00 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Comments on Draft PEIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Collette E. Brown,

| am writing to provide my opinion on the draft PEIS for Expanded
Nuclear Energy Research and Development and Isotope Production.
It is quite obvious from the information provided that the restart of the
FFTF is the best option for meeting all of the goals laid out in the
statement.

Clearly, the most important reason for this is that the FFTF is already
built, would not require a large investment in time and resources to
restart and has a proven track record in meeting the mission objectives
the Department of Energy is trying to accomplish. It is designed to
meet NRC requirements and has been operated with excellence

since being started up.

Other options such as an accelerator would not meet all of the mission
objectives and would require a lengthy startup process and large budget
expenditures. It would also require large amounts of power at a time
when the electrical production in this country is becoming less able

to meet current demands on a daily basis.

The PEIS speaks to the building of a new reactor as an option. | do not
believe that all of the issues were addressed adequately in the PEIS.
Scaling up a current design such as a TRIGA without an extensive
re_licensing process would not be possible. Public reaction to a new
reactor would most likely be as adverse as restarting FFTF. The cost
for a new reactor would most likely be far in excess of the cost to
restart FFTF. The Department of Energy would most

likely suffer cost overruns and delays if this option were chosen.

99-1

99-2

99-3

99-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s), Alternative 4,
Construct New Research Reactor, and the No Action Alternative.

99-2: See response to comment 99-1.
99-3: See response to comment 99-1.
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Commentor No. 99: Bryan Coles (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 99

The option for maintaining the status quo is also untenable.
It makes no sense to maintain the FFTF in standby for an
indefinite time as this drains valuable resources from the
Federal budget for no gain. If it is not restarted now, the
odds of restart any time in the future will become even
more improbable.

On a final note, the Department of Energy should look at the
publicity that is being generated during this debate. It should
be obvious there is an intensive propaganda campaign being
conducted by anti_nuclear special interest groups with the full
support of the media, to create hysteria and fear over risks that
negligible. The Department should mount a rebuttal to these
efforts to make sure that the truth is made available to the
public so they may make an informed decision.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important
decision.

Bryan Coles
1970 S. 38th Ave.
West Richland WA 99353

99-4

99-5

99-4: See response to comment 99-1.

99-5: DOE notesthe commentor’sviewsincluding the need to keep the public
accurately informed. 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 hasnumerousweb sites, including one for NE (http://www.nuclear.
gov), that provide up-to-date-information complete with fact sheets, news
releases, and other materials. Itisalso DOE policy to encourage public
input on matters of regional, national and international importance. In
compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity
to the public to comment on the scope of the NI PEIS and the
environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed aternatives. DOE
gave equal consideration to all comments. In preparing the Final NI PEIS
DOE carefully considered comments received from the public.
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Commentor No. 100: Lowell A. Jobe
Coalition-21

Response to Commentor No. 100

Comments or DOE NI-PEIS-0310D by Lowell A. Jobe, member
Coalition-21, a volunteer organization of 80 people throughout|
fdaho, headgquariered in lduho Falls, dedicated to Supporting
Tomorrow's Technologies with Facts, not ears, focussing;
. particularly on nuclear issues.

Although any EIS does not require a comparative cost evaluation of |
the alternatives, a complete systems analysis requires that this inform-
ation is one of the key factors that needs to be used by DOE in their
decision making 10 assure maximum cost effectiveness. The public!

: also needs to have this information in order to make common sense
decisions and comments on such documents. DOE should atways,
strive to make this information publically available at the time the RIS

" is made available and before public hearings are held. Since this infor-
mation is not currently available to us, our final comments will await
its availability.}

- Al this fime we wish (o express our support [or the projects and our
backing for the short term implementation of the ATR and FDPE/
CPP65] Facilitics as part of INEEL's designation as the DOE lead

" Laboratory for Nuclear Erergry Research & Development mission.

owell A Jobe!
: 14469 N. 55th E.
Idaho Ialls, ID 83401

100-1

100-2

100-1:  Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agenciesare

encouraged to make decision documents such as the cost report available
to the public before adecision ismade. The cost report was made
available to the public on August 24, 2000. The Record of Decision
concerning enhancement of DOE’s nuclear infrastructureis

scheduled for January 2001. Commentsfrom Coalition 21 and DOE's
responses to those comments are given in comment number 1655 below.

100-2:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 2, Use Only Existing

Operational Facilities, Option 2, Irradiate at ATR and Process/Store at
FDPF/CPP651.
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Commentor No. 101: Carolyn Gardner

Response to Commentor No. 101

Draft PEES Comment Form

p ¢ U
U@% \,éa/m/ & Gl 7 T, T L Hecee”
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. Theseinclude:

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
® returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or te the address below
# calling toil-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593
L faxmg your comments toll-free 1o: 1-877-5624592
ing via e-mail: Nuclear.Infr e-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Nm(opnml):%a_&aw\/
Orvaizati

Home/Organization Address (circle one): 742 %W orotit
Cll}r:\yﬂ’p\" ‘1"@2 Qm#’&/ Zip Code: ng'fo s

Telepbone (optional): HOY-52F - d¢Fe_~

E-mail (optional):

—C“%&ML%_E few
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTRIAFIKE gf Septét}lber 18, 2000

rormmmnﬂmomml Colalte E. Brown, NE-50
us D-pafmenl of Erlwgv = Gamanionn, MD 20674
QW ]-871-662-159] Tol-ines Fa: 1- !77-&62-4592

E-mail: Nuclecrinkosiniciure-PEIS@Eh. doe.

7200

101-1

101-1: DOE notesthe commentor’sinterest in opportunitiesrelated to space
missions.
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Commentor No. 102: Ken and Nancy VanDyken

Response to Commentor No. 102

From: Ken (038) Nancy VanDyken
[SMTP:NVANDYKEN@PRODIGY.NET]

Sent:  Friday, August 25, 2000 5:48:23 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please re_start FFTF for the production of medical
isotopes. We should not lose this facility _it's
a national treasure! Thank you!

_Ken & Nancy VanDyken

102-1

102-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 103: Gay Arpan

Response to Commentor No. 103

From: Karen Gay Arpan[SMTP:KGARPAN@MCN.NET]
Sent:  Friday, August 25, 2000 8:17:47 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| am sending this email to ask you to restart the Fast
Flux Test Facility. | think it is a shame you have this
facility closed when it is in good shape and will be for
years to come. Why are we importing isotopes when
they could be made right here and better than anything
we could import from Russia.

| think we should use all of the resources we have at
home instead of depending on importing everything all
of time.
Sincerely yours,
Gay Arpan
P.O. Box 38
Alzada, Montana 59311

103-1

103-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 104: Barbara J. French

Response to Commentor No. 104

From: Barbara J. French[SMTP:NTR@OWT.COM]
Sent:  Friday, August 25, 2000 8:34:17 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF SUPPORT

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| support keeping the FFTF for Medical Isotope
production.

104-1

104-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 105: Suzanne Zehms Heaston

Response to Commentor No. 105

From: suzanne[SMTP:SHEASTON@OWT.COM]
Sent:  Saturday, August 26, 2000 8:13:47 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Restart FFTF!!

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Secretary Richardson:

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

We already face isotope shortages for research and treatment.
Human clinical trials for breast cancer were cancelled due to

a unavailability of Cu_67. Last year, the Seattle area faced
shortages for the isotope "seed" treatment for prostate cancer.

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

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

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

Suzanne Zehms Heaston
8983 Underwood Lane
Maple Grove, Minnesota 55369

105-1

105-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 106: Nell Taylor

Response to Commentor No. 106

From: Neil Taylor[SMTP:NAT@3_CITIES.COM]
Sent:  Sunday, August 27, 2000 12:31:00 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Restart FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please re_start FFTF for the production of medical
isotopes.

| oo

106-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 107: M. S. Bergez

Response to Commentor No. 107

From: MSBergez[SMTP:MSBERGEZ@MCIWORLD.COM]
Sent:  Sunday, August 27, 2000 5:23:54 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: "Please re_start FFTF for the

Auto forwarded by a Rule

"Please re_start FFTF for the production of medical
isotopes."

I ‘ 107-1

107-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 108: Judith A. Freeman

Response to Commentor No. 108

From: NPcaboose@aol.com%internet

[SMTP:NPCABOOSE@AOL.COM]
Sent:  Sunday, August 27, 2000 5:28:33 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: | need medical isotopes. Please help!
Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Whom This May Concern:

| am a two year survivor of ovarian cancer with powerful
odds against me for living beyond five years. The five year
survival rate for ovarian cancer in this country is 14%, but
the six year mortality rate in a study in England was only
10% with the use of "smart bullets" (medical isotopes),
and this country needs our reactors and nuclear stockpiles
to treat cancer patients.

| cannot urge you enough to please make the right
decision. | need medical isotopes as do so many millions
of other cancer patients. Some would call this is the
"American Holocaust" with the death of so many from
cancer who could have been treated with "smart bullets"
but were not. It is a most frustrating situation.

Thank you for your help.
Sincerely,
Judith A. Freeman
4411 N. 37th Street
Tacoma, WA 98407 _5615
NPcaboose@aol.com
(253) 752_3724

108-1

108-1: DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for greater availability of medical
isotopes. For nearly 50 years, DOE’suse of itsuniquetechnologiesand
capabilities to develop isotopes for civilian purposes has enabled the
widespread application of medical isotopes seen today. Under the
proposed action, DOE would enhance its existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to more effectively support production of radioisotopes
for medical applications and research.
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Commentor No. 109: D. F. Spellman

Response to Commentor No. 109

From: handle@owt.com%internet
[SMTP:HANDLE@OWT.COM]

Sent:  Sunday, August 27, 2000 5:49:36 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF Restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please ensure the re_start of the Fast Flux Test Facility
(FFTF) for the domestic production of medical isotopes.
It would be a tragedy if ignorance and irrational fear
were allowed to triumph over a unique, safe, and proven
scientific/technical facility that offers hope for successful
diagnosis and treatment of countless cancer patients

in the United States and abroad.

D. F. Spellman
1116 S. Highland Place
Kennewick, WA 99337

109-1

109-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

AlIjoe4 131 Xn|[H 1584 81 Jo 9104 8y Buipnjou| ‘sa1els paliun ay) Ul SUOSSIA| Uoonpold adojos|
pue uswdoprag pue yoressay ABJeu JeajonN Uel|IAID papuredxT Bulysi(duoddy o) Juswere)s 10edul| [elusuuodinug dnewwe16old [euld



L21¢

Commentor No. 110: Misty Esparza

Response to Commentor No. 110

From: Misty M. Esparza[SMTP:PLAYMISTY4ME
@EARTHLINK.NET]

Sent:  Monday, August 28, 2000 9:28:15 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please support the re_starting of FFTF. | feel it is very
important in many areas, but especially in the field of
medicine.

Thank You,
Misty Esparza

110-1

110-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 111: Floyd Ivy Response to Commentor No. 111

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/26/00

Floyd Ivy
Attorney in Kennewick, WA

| favor restarting FFTF for all the proposed applications
including isotopes and Pu_238. Please restart FFTF.

” 111 111-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Thank you.
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Commentor No. 112: Elizabeth Roberts

Response to Commentor No. 112

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/26/00

Elizabeth Roberts
360 479 6399

You need to stop holding public meetings and you
need to follow what you need to do. You need to
close down FFTF forever. It is horribly contaminated.
We do not need it for medical isotopes; that is a
diversion. The Department of Energy and the
government wants it to produce tritium, and the only
reason for that is for nuclear weapons which are illegal
according to international law.

You need to stop wasting the taxpayers money and you

need to use all the money you have right now for cleanup.

I have been to at least three of these hearings in Seattle,
and each time | have stated that you need to close it
down. You need to start following the law and you

need to do it now. Thank you.

112-1
112-2

112-3

112-4

112-1:

112-2:

112-3:

Comment noted. DOE iscommitted to providing the public with
comprehensive environmental reviews of its proposed actionsin
accordance with NEPA, and holding public hearingsisan essential and
required part of the NEPA process.

DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF. DOE also notes the commentor’s concerns regarding
the existing contamination at Hanford and the cleanup mission. 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.

DOE notes the commentor’sviews. However, the purpose of the NI PEIS
isto evaluate the environmental impacts of reasonabl e dlternatives

tofulfill the requirements of the proposed actions, whichincludethe
production of medical and industrial radioisotopes, the production of
plutonium-238 for future NASA space exploration missions, and civilian
nuclear research and development. No component of the proposed
action is for the purpose of producing tritium, nor isit for the purpose of
supporting any other defense or weapons-related mission.

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

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding thefutureform of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potentia capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since the
initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use has
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Commentor No. 112: Elizabeth Roberts (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 112

112-4:

tracked at level s consi stent with the Expert Panel findings. Section1.2.1
of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

See response to comment 112-2. Additionally, Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy agreed to achange in the Tri-Party
Agreement to placethe milestonesfor FFTF's permanent deactivationin
abeyance until the DOE reaches adecision on FFTF s future. Public
meetingswere held on thisformal milestone change.

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

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
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. Therefore, the NI PEI'S missions would not have
an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

AlIjoe4 131 Xn|[H 1584 81 Jo 9104 8y Buipnjou| ‘sa1els paliun ay) Ul SUOSSIA| Uoonpold adojos|
pue uswdoprag pue yoressay ABJeu JeajonN Uel|IAID papuredxT Bulysi(duoddy o) Juswere)s 10edul| [elusuuodinug dnewwe16old [euld



TETC

Commentor No. 113: Brian Watson

Response to Commentor No. 113

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/26/00

Brian Watson
360 479 6399
Bremerton, WA

I would like to offer a comment as to the plans to produce
plutonium and radioactive isotopes at FFTF at Hanford.
Why do | have to keep calling back, this is ridiculous.
You all know that there are so many problems with
radioactive and other toxic wastes at Hanford already
that can't really be dealt with. To even be considering
additional production of radioactive materials and toxic
materials at Hanford is unconscionable. DOE, you guys
really need to look at _ look at yourself, how can you
sleep at night. Really ridiculous. As you can guess,

| really strongly feel that this additional production of
Pu_238 is not only dangerous and it is unnecessary,
and I'd ask you to consider the relative merits of putting
more spacecrafts up into the air up in space versus the
health and safety of our family and children. Frankly, |
would rather have health and safety of our children then
another satellite. So please don't start FFTF, and focus
all of the energy and resources at Hanford on mitigation,
remediation, and cleanup efforts. That's where our
responsibility lie. You guys made a big mess and your
job is to clean up and it will be the children's job to clean
it up. Quite a gift. The least we can do is not make the
gift any worse then it already is for our descendants.
Please do what you outta do. Thank you.

1131

113-2

113-3

1131

113-1:

113-2:

113-3:

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

Steady and consistent progressin restoring the Hanford Siteis

documented in annual reports, available to the public at
www.hanford.gov. The Hanford Site has acomprehensive waste
minimization and pollution prevention program in place as summarized in
Volume 1, Section 3.4.11.8 that would govern any proposed site activities.

DOE notesthe commentor’s opposition to enhancing itsexisting nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238 for use in
future NASA space exploration missions. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are low and are discussed in detail in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixes H, |, and J of Volume 2 inthe

Final NI PEIS. Potential health and safety impacts associated with future
launches of spacecraft are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis,
but would be addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by
NASA in support of such missions.

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

SasU0dssyY 30 pue SIUBLWOD UaNIy—g ideyD



el

Commentor No. 114: Valerie Nichols

Response to Commentor No. 114

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/27/00

Valerie Nichols
206 417 5082

| am calling to comment on the proposed reopening
of the Hanford site and also the proposed use of that
site as a low_level waste facility. | am appalled that
you people are considering reopening Hanford and
using it as a waste dump. | thought this black hole
had been plugged for good but apparently not. So

I am planning to do everything | can to counter this
action, and | plan to tell everyone | know that | am a
US citizen that is voting. | am a US citizen and |
definitely plan to get the word out. So please, as far
as | am concerned don't No, No, No reopen the Hanford
site and use it as a waste disposal site as well.
Thank you.

114-1

114-1:

DOE notesthe commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availahility of isotopesfor medical, industrid,

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

of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing DOE
resources that was assessed for this mission.

Section 1.2 of the NI PEIS provides information on the purpose and need
for DOE’s proposed expansion of the nuclear infrastructure to ensure the
availahility of isotopes for medical, industrial, and research applications;
providing plutonium-238 for NASA, and undertaking research and
development activities related to devel opment of nuclear power for
civilian use. Although oneirradiation facility and several support facilities
on the Hanford Site (i.e., Alternative 1, Restart FFTF) were evaluated for
mission effectiveness, the scope of this PEIS does not include using the
Hanford Site as a“waste dump.”

Currently, both government and commercial waste disposal sites operate
within the boundaries of the Hanford Site. These are permitted by
Washington State.
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Commentor No. 115: Donna Olsen

Response to Commentor No. 115

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/27/00

Donna Olsen
503 222 2256

Simple statements Restart FFTF for medical
isotopes, that is via someone who has educated
me on the whole system. That is my simple
statement restart FFTF.

1151

115-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

SasU0dssyY 30 pue SIUBLWOD UaNIy—g ideyD



1234

Commentor No. 116: Kathy Jex

Response to Commentor No. 116

From: Jex, Kathy[SMTP:KIEX@QUSWEST.COM]
Sent:  Monday, August 28, 2000 10:35:42 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: PLEASE RESTART THE FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

|| 116-1

116-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 117: Hanford Observer

Response to Commentor No. 117

From: Hanford Observer[SMTP:HANFORD OBSERVER
@HOTMAIL.COM]

Sent:  Monday, August 28, 2000 3:47:14 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: hanfordwatch@telelists.com%internet

Subject: My Comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To:  Nuclear.Infrastructure_PEIS@hg.doe.gov

CC:  hanfordwatch@telelists.com

From: Hanford_Observer

Subject: Comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.

Please excuse this form of providing comments on the Nuclear
Infrastructure PEIS _ | dont wish to give my name and address,
since | fear retaliation by the Dept. of Energy (otherwise called
DoH! in the rest of this document). While DoH! talks a lot about
a zero_tolerance policy for reprisals against whistleblowers, their
actions show that in actuality, they have a zero_tolerance
against whistleblowers themselves.

My comments are all general in nature and are as follows:

1) The environmental consequences of accidents are probably
based on out_of date accident analyses. Since the facility was
last licensed to operate, DoH! has increased the safety
requirements.

2) Because of 1) above, the conclusions based on this out_of date

analyses are suspect.

3) Because of the need to revisit the safety analysis, and modify
the FFTF facility to meet the new tougher requirements, the costs
and schedule for the FFTF restart are probably significantly
underestimated.

1ns-1

17-2

117-1: FFTFcanbesafely 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 from implementation of Alternative 1, including normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The accidents evaluated in the NI PEIS were based upon the latest
facility safety analysis reports, recent analyses performed specifically in
support of the NI PEIS and other pertinentinformation. The FFTF
currently meetsall safety and environmental requirements established by
DOE. These DOE requirements are consi stent with those established by
regulatory agencies such asthe Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the
Environmental Protection Agency. Theenvironmental analysisshowed that
radiological and nonradiological risksassociated with restarting FFTFwould
besmall.

117-2:  DOE notesthe commentor’sopinion. DOE has confidencein the cost

and schedule estimate for FFTF restart.

117-3:  The NI PEIS presents the incremental risk associated with each of the

aternatives. Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected from
implementation of the alternatives, including normal operationsand a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents. The accident
review included internal events, external events, natural phenomena,
common-cause events, and sabotage and terrorist activities. In the event
of an earthquake, the FFTF could be safely shutdown, and nonessential
personnel evacuated. The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiol ogical risks associated with an earthquake
would be small.

117-4:  DOE notes the commentor’s concerns. This NI PEIS has been prepared

in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
the related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts
1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively. The
environmental impacts of reasonable aternativesto fulfill the
requirements of the missionswere disclosed and evaluated inthe NI PEIS.
DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and discloseall

required information to make adecision on expanding nuclear
infrastructure. Further, DOE evaluated each environmental resource
areain aconsistent manner across all the aternativesto allow afair
comparison among the various alternatives. The costs of proposed
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Commentor No. 117: Hanford Observer (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 117

4) The FFTF facility sits on the Hanford site. There are several
facilities that exist at the Hanford site that do not meet the
increased safety requirements. In fact, these facilities provide an
unacceptable risk from such common_cause accidents as seismic
events, however these risks will not be reduced to acceptable
level for years to come. If there were a seismic event and FFTF
were operating, the consequences would be increased further,
since a seismic event could reasonably be expected to affect not
only FFTF, but other facilities such as the waste tanks, PFP,
K_basins, and other facilities. How can you justify increasing
environmental consequences of accidents further, when already
they dont meet the current DoH! requirements?

5) DoH! always underestimates the costs and always underestimates
the environmental consequences of their actions. Why should this

PEIS be any different? The PEIS should be done by an independent
organization, such as the EPA, or by the State of Washington, as it lacks
credibility.

6) Restarting FFTF will increase the costs and scope for the Hanford
cleanup mission. As a result funds will have to be used which could
have been used to improve the environment and the cleanup schedule
will probably have to be stretched out. How can we justify making a
site that is already dirty even dirtier? You cant have it both ways _
either the site needs to be cleaned up or it doesnt. If it needs to be
cleaned up, the first step needs to be stop activities which makes

it dirtier.

7) In my view, there is no need to restart FFTF. There are cheaper
ways to accomplish the proposed mission. This is simply a political
payoff by the Klinton_Bore administration for the politically loyal _

it is a very expensive jobs program for the Tri_Cities area. Why not
just pay everybody in the area a small sum of money a year and
forget about restarting this dinosaur?

117-3

117-4

117-5

117-6

1nz-7

117-5:

117-6:
117-7:

actionsare not required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto beincludedin
aPEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make aninformed
decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.

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

FFTF and the proposed support facilities at Hanford currently exist and
will eventually be deactivated. The use of these facilitiesfor this mission
will not expand the scope of the Hanford cleanup. Anincreasein
restoration costs should only result from postponing FFTF deactivation
until after the Facility’s contribution to the NI PEISmissioniscompl eted.

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

DOE notes the commentor’s concern. The purpose of the proposed
actioninthe PEISisnot jobs, but to help meet the Nation’sneedsin
isotope production and nuclear research.
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Commentor No. 118: Thomas Schaffer
Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council

Response to Commentor No. 118

DFFICE OF

August 23, 2000

Colette €. Brown, NE-50
U.5. Department of Energy
18801 Gemmantown Road
Gemmantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

FFTF already has a proven track record for safe and environmentally friendly operation,
but the true benefits of this facility are yet to be realized. If you suppont restarting this
reactor, it can produce high quality medical isolopes to treat numerous cancer patients,
including some of our members, and possible other patients with other diseases.
American production of isotopes will allow continued advancements in medical
research, and provide jobs for American labor. This would keep American dollars in
America, improving our economic as well as the well being of American families. As the
new millennium progresses, alternatives to the use of petroleum fuels must also be
identified. The research performed at the FFTF reactor will help scientists and
engineers develop safe and economical sources of energy.

Therefore, on the behalf of the Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council, we would like to
express our support on the draft PEIS. We agree there is a need and that the
Department of Energy should take immediate action in this area. In is alsc our opinion,
that FFTF is a unique resource to imptement a new path forward, This path forward
would allow this country to advance technologically, medically, and econcmically in a
totally safe manner.

1305 KNIGHT STREET RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 929352
P.O. BOX 898 PHONE (509) 946-0326

1181

118-1: DOE notesthe Council’ssupport for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 118: Thomas Schaffer (Cont’d)
Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council

Response to Commentor No. 118

The PEIS identified a number of alternatives 1o supply needed isotapes, and research
opportunities that the Department of Energy is responsible for providing. We commend
conducting an environmental review. We believe you will find FFTF is uniguely situated
to address these needs and be cost effective. Our future is in cur children, and we must
leave them a legacy of sustainable health and sustainable energy. We have already
built an outstanding facility capable of meeting these needs, and now it is time to recoup
our investment by starting and operating this reactor. We must move forward. We look
forward to your decision to restart FFTF

Sincerely,

HANFORD ATOMIC METAL TRADES COUNCIL

Y/ 20

Thomas Schaffer
President
HAM.T.C.

118-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 119: ClarenceA. Strand

Response to Commentor No. 119

File: ffifeis01
262 Ada St
Richland, WA 9352-3916
August 21, 2000

Ms. Colette Brown

DOE Office of Space & Defense Power Systems, NE-30
19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, MD 20874-1294)

EFTF ELS i Il i i

I attended the last information meeting on the subject here in Richland, but will be out of
town and unable 10 attend the August 29 meeting. ! recommend that the start up of the
FFTF be expedited for the rescarch and development of isotopes needed for medical, heat
source and industrial purposcs. Several isotopes nzeded are in short supply. Often we
depend upon foreign and sometimes unreliable sources. The availability and quality of
medical sotopes from forergn sources can be atfected by the political climats in the
supplying covmry and can cause delays in procurement of the necded materials

Lsotope production is admittedly expensive, but the use of medical isotopes would be
beneficial to mankind. Isotopes have been used for the diagnosis, trcatment, and
extending life of patients with cancer and heart diseases well as other diseases. The
FFIF could be a valuable research tool for breakthroughs in cancer treatment. This
facility already exists and it would be a crime not to utilize it. cspecially for research,
development and production of medical isotopes.

[ recommend that the FFTE be made ready for research and the production of medical
isotopes as seon as pessible

Singerely

Ui e (0 St

Clarence A. Strand

1191

119-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 120: Marcus Beck and Family

Response to Commentor No. 120

Draft PEIS Comment Form

U/ //JE?'/.[ FFTF —/Q/pﬁgp Bestrt S

T % pefefivescdle 7o &5 fhei Fhis
i> Pues o .@'ﬂf gortdendion . e wntl
ote  aur consileue 1€ this ssiae. i8 unl
resalved  Spam ged i g glebinite prdnaey,

There are several ways to provide ts on the N Infrastructure

PEIS. These include:
+ attending public meetings znd giving your comments directly to DOE officials
= returning this comment form to the registration desk a¢ the meeting or to the address below
= calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593
® faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592
* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear. Infrastructure- PEIS@hq -doe.gov /
réj,m, ]

Name (optional): MW B@&L
Organimtion:ML_MMLM—D%i ﬁTL
@fOrganizaiionAddress (circle one}: 3 Yo M/ 9\[ 5';_

ciyiLor el (s State: 2L, ZipCode X 2 3362
Telephone (optional):

E-rnail {optional): @Lf_m (@ LES s ?(nfa'{{,

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

mara infomation confacl: Colale £. Brown, NE-50
s Geportmant of Encrgy - o, Somarionm B - Bammaian, Wp 15834
Teiaphane; 1-877.562-459 « Tolros Fox I 57?5624591

mall: Nuclaainfasinuchre-FES@ha.coe.

TA200

120-1

120-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 121: Milton H. Campbell

Response to Commentor No. 121

Draft PEIS Comment Form

\SAC‘?J- &#a C‘[e‘r/ o iy A1 7—[;‘

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

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

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

» czlling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

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

Name (optional): //'; /9 2 y /,-_:n. ;’n e 919
Orgamzanon /i < [ = /
(‘ Q;gamzaunnAddmss (circle one}: o ol MG 177&(- ! [: /4/(’

=l
city: Ncd/ane” Seate: 407 Zip Coder ZtS 22

Telepk (optional):

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

intormation conlack Colalte E. Bmvm NE-50
U3 Department 01 Entgy = IWCI'I Gemmantown Road + Gemmaniown, 20874 f3
Toll-kae Telephone: l 677.562:4593 - Tollirea Fox; 1-877- 552&!592
mail: Nuclear mircsinic ure-PER®ha. doa.gov
T8
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Commentor No. 121: Milton H. Campbell (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 121

Comments on the Draft PEIS
on
Isotope Production Missions DOE/EIS-0310D

Thank you for sending me the full text of the PEIS so that ! could review it
before making comment. | will avoid the public comment meetings for they
are dominated by activists who care little for my supportive opinion and
make it very uncomfortable for conscienticus people to express
themselves.

| was most dismayed the day after | received the full PEIS to read in the
paper that Heart of America spokesman felt that cost-wise the accelerator
option was less costly than operating FFTF. | read the report carefully and
found no cost comparison charts on which to base such an opinion. The
PEIS by definition does not make such comparisons and such comments
should be ignored. An additional comment that the PEIS authors were
biased toward the FFTF should also be ignored. After all when you want a
brain surgeon, you don't go to the garbage collector for an opinion!

On the whole, | found that the treatment of the altematives was acceptable.
| feel that the FFTF provides the most immediate and viable avenue 1o
producing medical isotopes and 238Plutonium. The target prep and target
processing operation is common to all alternatives presents a commeoen
waste source and risk potential to the public and to the workers.

Negative comments on waste production should be anticipated. That every
activity has a waste release cannot be denied, even in our breathing we
exhale carbon dioxide. Recognition of the waste stream, and good
engineering practices to minimize and contain it are the solution, not where
it will be treated or ultimately go.

As far as the PEIS goes, | am concemed with one major omission. The
accelerators would require a major power source, but | do not find an
impact assessment for this requirement. Considering the limited state of our
electrical generation industry throughout the nation, | believe that this
requirement should be inctuded in the constraints for this option.

In summary, | believe the FFTF should be selected to fulfill the needs cited
in this PEIS.

Milton H. Campbell . ./ g
Richland, WA 99382 %/é/ % - %/

D17 ferafi-
Jocelbond 1A TTSSR

121-1

121-2
121-3

121-4

121-5

121-3

121-1: DOE notesthe commentor’sviews. DOE iscommitted to providing the
public with comprehensive environmental reviews of its proposed actions
in accordance with NEPA, and to providing ample opportunity for public
comment on those actions. The costs of proposed actions are not
required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto beincludedin aPEIS. DOE
prepared a separate Cost Report to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an informed
decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS. DOE
mailed this document to about 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000.
The report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web
site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has
also provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the Final
NI PEIS.

121-2:  DOE notes the commentor’s opinion.
121-3:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

121-4:  Thewaste generated from target processing and fabrication, regardless
of which alternative is considered, are very common and in most cases
the volumes are the same.

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

121-5:  Theimpact assessment of the electrical demands of Alternative 3 on the
local electrical gird isasite specific assessment and will be evaluated
during subsequent NEPA review if the Record of Decision selects
Alternative 3. The annual cost of utilities for operation of the high-energy
and low-energy accelerators are presented on pages A-3 and A-4 of the
Cost Report. The Cost Report summary isprovided in Appendix P
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Commentor No. 122: Lillie McDanid

Response to Commentor No. 122

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

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

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

» calling toll-free and leaving your comments; 1-877-562-4593

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

® commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov
Narme (optional): ot v

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

cny(ﬁ%ﬂ/ G%L%

Telephone {optional):

St/ 7Zip Cote Z o /1 22

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

lnfnrmuﬂnn Donkl:f' Colaifa E. Brown, NE-50
.5, Department of Enargy * 19?01 Gaman = Gamnontown, MD 20874
Toll-res Telonhons: 13 877562 4593 Toﬂ free Faoc 1-877-562-4562
E-mail Nudearintrasiuchure-PES@hg. doe.gov
120

122-1

122-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 123: Tom and Susan Crawford

Response to Commentor No. 123

Draft PEIS Comment Form

We need EFTE —

le restart <d 1

ts on the Ni Infrastructure

There are several ways to provide co
PEIS. These include:

» attending public meetings and givirg your comments dirsctly to DOE officials

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

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

@ commenting via e-maii: Nuclear. Infrastructure-PEiS @hg.doe.gov

Name (optional) L + Segem el .:.\..J-,C;ri

Organization:

@B?