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Abstract: The U.S. Department of Energy(DOE) is responsible for providing the nation with nuclear weapons
and ensuring that these weapons remain safe and reliable. Tritium, a radioactive isotope of hydrogen, is an
essential component of every weapon in the current and projected U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile. Unlike
other materials utilized in nuclear weapons, tritium decays at a rate of 5.5 percent per year. Accordingly, as
long as the nation relies on a nuclear deterrent, the tritium in each nuclear weapon must be replenished
periodically. Currently the U.S. nuclearweapons complex does not have the capability to produce the amounts
of tritium that will be required to continue supporting the nation's stockpile. The Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Tritium Supply and Recycling (Final Programmatic EIS), DOE/EIS-0 161,
issued in October 1995, evaluated the alternatives for the siting, construction, and operation of tritium supply
and recycling facilities at five DOE sites for four different production technologies. This Programmatic EIS
also evaluated the impacts of using a commercial light water reactor (CLWR) without specifying a reactor
location. In the Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS (60 FR 63878), issued
December 12, 1995, DOE decided to pursue a dual-track approach on the two most promising tritium supply
alternatives: (1) to initiate purchase of an existing commercial reactor (operating or partially complete) or
reactor irradiation services; and (2) to design, build, and test critical components of an accelerator system for
tritium production. At that time, DOE announced that the final decision would be made by the Secretary of
Energy at the end of 1998.
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Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

On December 22, 1998, Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson announced that the CLWR would be DOE's
primary option for tritium production, and the proposed linear accelerator at the Savannah River Site would
be the back-up option. The Secretary designated the Tennessee Valley Authority's (TVA) Watts Bar and
Sequoyah Nuclear Plants as the Preferred Alternative for CLWR tritium production. The Secretary's
announcement that the CLWR would be the primary tritium supply technology reaffirms the 1995 Record of
Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS to construct and operate a new tritium extraction capability at the
Savannah River Site.

This Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor
(CLWR EIS) evaluates the environmental impacts associated with producing tritium at one or more of the
following five CLWRs: (1) Watts Bar Nuclear Plant Unit 1 (Spring City, Tennessee); (2) Sequoyah Nuclear
Plant Unit I (Soddy Daisy, Tennessee); (3) Sequoyah Nuclear Plant Unit 2 (Soddy Daisy, Tennessee);
(4) Bellefonte Nuclear Plant Unit 1 (Hollywood, Alabama); and. (5) Bellefonte Nuclear Plant Unit 2
(Hollywood, Alabama). Specifically, this EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with
fabricating tritium-producing burnable absorber rods (TPBARs); transporting nonirradiated TPBARs from the
fabrication facility to the reactor sites; irradiating TPBARs in the reactors; and transporting irradiated TPBARs
from the reactors to the proposed tritium extraction facility at the Savannah River Site in South Carolina.

The public comment period on the CLWR Draft EIS extended from August 28 to October 27, 1998. During
the comment period, public hearings were held in North Augusta, South Carolina; Rainsville, Alabama; and
Evensville, Tennessee. An additional public meeting was held in Evensville, Tennessee, on
December 14, 1998. The CLWR Draft EIS was made available through mailings and requests to DOE's
CLWR Office and at DOE's Public Reading Rooms. In preparing the CLWR Final EIS, DOE considered
comments received via mail, fax, submission at public hearings, recorded telephone messages, and the Internet.
In addition, comments and concerns identified during discussions at the public hearings were recorded by a
court reporter and were transcribed for consideration by DOE.

The CLWR Final EIS contains revisions and new information in response to the comments on the CLWR
Draft EIS and technical details disclosed since the Draft EIS was issued. These revisions and new information
are indicated by a double underline for minor word changes or by a sidebar in the margin for sentence or larger
changes. Volume 2 (Comment Response Document) of the CLWR Final EIS contains the comments received
during the public review of the CLWR Draft EIS and DOE's responses to these comments.

No sooner than 30 days after the notice of filing this EIS with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, DOE
expects to issue a Record of Decision.
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PREFACE

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Tritium Supply and Recycling (Final
Programmatic EIS) (DOE/EIS-0161), which was completed in October 1995, assessed the potential
environmental impacts of technology and siting alternatives for the production of tritium for national security
purposes. On December 5, 1995, DOE issued a Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS that
selected the two most promising alternative technologies for tritium production and established a dual-track
strategy that would, within 3 years, select one of those technologies to become the primary tritium supply
technology. The other technology, if feasible, would be developed as a backup tritium source. Under the dual-
track strategy, DOE would: (1) initiate the purchase of an existing commercial reactor (operating or partially
complete) or irradiation services with an option to purchase the reactor for conversion to a defense facility; and
(2) design, build, and test critical components of an accelerator system for tritium production. Under the Final
Programmatic EIS Record of Decision, any new facilities that might be required, i.e., an accelerator and/or a
tritium extraction facility to support the commercial reactor alternative, would be constructed at DOE's
Savannah River Site in South Carolina.

The Final Programmatic EIS described a two-phase strategy for compliance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). The first phase included completion of the Final Programmatic EIS and subsequent
Record of Decision. The second phase included the preparation of site-specific NEPA documents tiered from
the Final Programmatic EIS. These EISs address the environmental impacts of specific project proposals. As
a result of the Final Programmatic EIS and the Record of Decision, DOE determined to prepare three site-
specific EISs: the Environmental Impact Statement, Accelerator Production of Tritium at the Savannah River
Site (APT) (DOE/EIS-0270), the Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a
Comercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) (DOE/EIS-0288), and the Environment Impact Statement,
Construction and Operation of a Tritium Extraction Facility at Savannah River Site (TEF) (DOE/EIS-027 1).
Each of these EISs presents an analysis of alternatives which do not affect the alternatives in the other EISs,
with one exception. This exception is one alternative in the TEF EIS which would require the use of space in
the APT. For this alternative to be viable, the APT would have to be selected as the primary source of tritium.

On December 22, 1998, Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson announced that commercial light water reactors
(CLWR) will be the primary tritium supply technology. The Secretary designated the Watts Bar Unit 1 reactor
near Spring City, Tennessee, and the Sequoyah Units 1 and 2 reactors near Soddy-Daisy, Tennessee, as the
preferred commercial light water reactors for tritium production. These reactors are operated by the Tennessee
Valley Authority (TVA), an independent government agency. The Secretary designated the APT as the
"backup" technology for tritium supply. As a backup, DOE will continue with developmental activities and
preliminary design, but will not construct the accelerator. Finally, selection of the CLWR reaffirms the
December 1995 Final Programmatic EIS Record of Decision to construct and operate a new tritium extraction
capability at the Savannah River Site.

DOE has completed the final EISs for the APT, CLWR, and TEF. No sooner than 30 days after publication
in the Federal Register of the Environmental Protection Agency's Notice of Availability of the final EISs for
APT, CLWR, and TEF, DOE intends to issue a consolidated Record of Decision to: (1) formalize the
programmatic announcement made on December 22, 1998; and (2) announce project-specific decisions for
the three EISs. These decisions will include, for the selected CLWR technology, the selection of specific
CLWRs to be used for tritium supply and the location of a new tritium extraction capability at the Savannah
River Site. For the backup APT technology, technical and siting decisions consistent with its backup role will
be made.
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1. PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS

This chapter of the Comment Response Document describes the public comment process for the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial. Light Water, Reactor and the procedures used to
respond to those comments. Section 1.1 describes the means through which comments were acquired, summarized,
and numbered. Section 1.2 discusses the public hearing format that was used to solicit comments from the public.
Section 1.3 describes the organization'of this document, including how the comments were categorized, addressed,.
and dociumented. Section 14 also provides guidance on the Use ofthis documnent. Section 1.5 discusses the major
comments received on the environmental impact statement. Sectioi' 1.6 includes adiscussion of ihemajbr changes
to the environmental impact'statement-that resulted fro ii the public comment process. This chapter includes indexes
of all comnients receivend dring the 60-day- pblic cfoment period' and the December 14; 1998;public meeting.

1.1 INTRODUCTION

In August 1998, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) published the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR Draft EIS). This document
explained the need for a domestic tritium production source to maintain the United States' nuclear deterrent
and described and analyzed the environmental impacts associated with tritium production at one or more
nuclear power plants owned and operated by the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). The 60-day public
comment period on the CLWR Draft EIS began on August 28, 1998, and ended on October 27, 1998.

During the comment period, public hearings were held in North Augusta, South Carolina; Rainsville, Alabama;
and Evensville, Tennessee. After the public comment period ended, a public meeting was held on
December 14, 1998, in Evensville, Tennessee, to allow the public to comment on TVA proposals submitted
to DOE in early December. Figure 1-1 shows the locations and dates of the public hearings and meeting. In
addition, the public was encouraged to submit comments via the U.S. mail service, e-mail to a special DOE
web site on the Internet, a toll-free 800-number phone line, and a toll-free fax line. Section 1.5 includes a
summary of the major comments received through the public comment process. Section 1.6 includes a
summary of the changes that were made to the CLWR Draft EIS as a result of the public comment process.

December 14, 1998, Public Meeting

Prior to fulfilling the requirement to reach a technology decision by the end of 1998, Secretary of Energy Bill
Richardson asked TVA to submit final proposals for the Watts Bar and Sequoyah reactors, as well as for the
completion of TVA's Bellefonte reactor. These proposals were provided to DOE the first week in
December 1998, after the close of the public comment period for the CLWR Draft EIS on October 27, 1998
(see Volume 1, Section 1.1.4 of the CLWR EIS). Upon receiving the proposals, the Secretary of Energy
directed that this information be presented for public review and comment prior to his reaching the technology
decision. To enable this, it was necessary to schedule and conduct the December 14, 1998, public meeting with
a minimum of notice. At this meeting, DOE presented information on the new TVA proposals, answered
questions, and accepted comments on the proposals and the tritium program in general. The public was
encouraged to submit written, faxed, telephoned, and e-mailed comments on the new TVA proposals. All
comments received as a result of the December 14, 1998, public meeting are presented separately in Chapter 2
of this volume (200 series and 800 series commentors); DOE's responses to the December 14, 1998, comments
have been integrated with the public comment period responses in Chapter 3 of this volume.

1-1

1. PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS 

This chap(erofthe Conune~t Response Docurhentdescribes the public comment process forthe,Drafi Environmental 
Impa~t Statement/or the Production o/Tritiumin a Commercia/Light Wate~,Reactor and the procedures used to 
respond to those comments, Section 1.1 aescribes the means through which cOrlunents were acquired, summarized, 
and numbered. Section 1.2 dIscusses the public hearing format that was used to solicit comments from the public. 
S~Ctionl.3 describes the:otganizationof this document" includirighow the ,colI,llllents were categbrized, adctressed, I ' " " " ' ". ,.' ,."'" , ", . ,\,,' " . ' " ' 

'arid docUmented. Section 1.4' also provides,guidance on the use oqhis docum~nt. Section 1.5 dis~usses the major 
comments received onthe environmental imlmct statement: Section 1.6 includes a discussion ofihe 'rrlajor changes 
'to the environmental ;mpacts~tetnenttha(~es.4lted from the publiccomrnen~ process. This ~hapter includes indexes 
of all, comments receiveddUririg the,60-da;':p6bliccoinnient period apd th~ December 14,J998,public meeting, 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

In August 1998, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) published the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR Draft EIS). This document 
explained the need for a domestic tritium production source to maintain the United States' nuclear deterrent 
and described and analyzed the environmental impacts associated with tritium production at one or more 
nuclear power plants owned and operated by the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). The 60-day public 
comment period on the CL WR Draft EIS began on August 28, 1998, and ended on October 27, 1998. 

During the comment period, public hearings were held in North Augusta, South Carolina; Rainsville, Alabama; 
and Evensville, Tennessee. After the public comment period ended, a public meeting was held on 
December 14, 1998, in Evensville, Tennessee, to allow the public to comment On TVA proposals submitted 
to DOE in early December. Figure 1-1 shows the locations and dates of the public hearings and meeting. In 
addition, the public was encouraged to submit comments via the U.S. mail service, e-mail to a special DOE 
web site on the Internet, a toll-free 800-number phone line, and a toll-free fax line. Section 1.5 includes a 
summary of the major comments received through the public comment process. Section 1.6 includes a 
summary of the changes that were made to the CL WR Draft EIS as a result of the public comment process. 

December 14, 1998, Public Meeting 

Prior to fulfilling the requirement to reach a technology decision by the end of 1998, Secretary of Energy Bill 
Richardson asked TV A to submit final proposals for the Watts Bar and Sequoyah reactors, as well as for the 
completion of TVA's Bellefonte reactor. These proposals were provided to DOE the first week in 
December 1998, after the close of the public comment period for the CL WR Draft EIS on October 27, 1998 
(see Volume 1, Section 1.1.4 of the CLWR EIS). Upon receiving the proposals, the Secretary of Energy 
directed that this information be presented for public review and comment prior to his reaching the technology 
decision. To enable this, it was necessary to schedule and conduct the December 14, 1998, public meeting with 
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Evensville, TN
October 8, 1998
December 14, 1998 (public meeting)

North Augusta, SC
October 1, 1998

Rainsville, AL
October 6, 1998

Figure 1-1 Public Hearing and Meeting Locations and Dates, 1998

The number of persons estimated in attendance at each hearing or meeting, together with the number of
comments submitted and recorded, are presented in Table 1-1. These attendance estimates are based on the
number of registration forms completed and returned at each hearing or meeting, as well as a rough "head
count" of the audience, and may not include all those present.

Table 1-1 Public Hearing/Meeting Locations, Attendance, and Commentors

Locaion Date No. in Attendance Commentors..

North Augusta, SC October 1, 1998 34 4

Rainsville, AL October 6, 1998 200 27

Evensville, TN October 8, 1998 59 14

Evensville, TN (public meeting) December 14, 1998 [ 71 36

All public hearing and meeting comments were combined with comments received by other means (mail,
e-mail, 800-number, fax) during the comment period. Written comments were date-stamped and assigned a
sequential document number. Chapter 2 of this volume contains copies of the comment documents received
by DOE. Table 1-2 provides an overview of the number of comments received and categorized by method
of submission.
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Table 1-2 Method of Comment Submission

.Mehod Numbther ofSubmittals and Cominentors

Faxes 18

U.S. mail 51

1-800 number 34

E-mail 17

Hearings/meetings (written statements) 82

Total submittals 203

1.2 PUBLIC HEARING FORMAT

The public hearings used a format that allowed two-way interaction between DOE representatives and the
public and encouraged public comments on the document. A neutral facilitator was present at each hearing
to direct and clarify discussions and comments. A court reporter also was present at each hearing to record the
proceedings and provide a transcript of the public comments and the dialogue between the public and the DOE
and TVA representatives on hand. These transcripts are available in DOE Public Reading Rooms near each
site and in Washington, DC.

The format used for each hearing included a presentation, question and answer session, and a public comment
period. The hearing opened with a welcome from the facilitator, followed by a presentation on the proposed
action by a DOE representative. The facilitator next opened the question and answer session to give the
audience a chance to ask questions about the material presented. This was followed by the public comment
session, during which attendees were given an opportunity to read a prepared statement of no more than five
minutes. Modifications to the format were made at each of the public hearings to fulfill the special requests
of attendees. Following the public hearings, statement summaries were prepared from the transcripts of each
hearing and the comment documents submitted by the attendees (see Chapter 2 of this volume).

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THIS COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

This Comment Response Document is organized into the following sections:

" Chapter 1 includes a description of the public comment process; the public hearing format; the organization
of this document; the use of this document, including tables; the major comments received; and the changes
made to the CLWR Draft EIS.

" Chapter 2 contains scanned copies of the comment documents received during the public comment period
and the December 14, 1998, public meeting, as well as summaries of the comments received at the public
hearings and the public meeting. Comments received as a result of the December 14, 1998, public meeting
are presented separately (the 200 and 800 series).

" Chapter 3 includes the comment summaries and DOE's responses by category.

* Chapter 4 lists the references for this volume.
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Tables are provided at the end of this chapter to assist commentors and other readers in locating individual
comments concerning the CLWR EIS. The comments are categorized by issue (e.g., land or water resources)
and organized under assigned category codes. Table 1-3 lists the issue categories and corresponding category
codes. Similar comments within the same issue category are presented under an assigned summary code.

Table 1-3 Issue Categories

Category Code Issue Categoty

01 Policy issues

02 Purpose and need for tritium

03 Tritium requirements

04 Other production options

05 NEPA process

06 Reasonable alternatives selection

07 General support/opposition

08 DOE past practices

09 TVA past practices

10 Land, aesthetics, noise, soils, general environment

11 Air, water resources

12 Ecological resources

13 Socioeconomics, environmental justice

14 Occupational and public health and safety (normal conditions)

15 Occupational and public health and safety (accident conditions)

16 Waste management

17 Spent nuclear fuel management

18 Transportation

19 Design and fabrication of tritium-producing burnable absorber rods (TPBARs)

20 Decontamination and decommissioning

21 Reactor licensing issues

22 Safeguards and security

23 Cost issues

24 Miscellaneous

All comments appear in Chapter 2. Scanned images of the comments submitted via the U.S. mail service,
e-mail, toll-free phone line, toll-free fax line, or personal submission at the public hearings are presented first.
The scanned images are folldwed by summaries of oral comments submitted at the public hearings and
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meeting, listed according to dates (see Table 1-4). The commentor numbers correspond to the dates the
comments were received, as indicated in Table 1-4.

Table 1-4 Assignment of Commentor Numbers

Comments Receivid (Dates).", Commentor Numbers

August 28, 1998, to November 13, 1998 001-147

October 1, 1998 (public hearing in North Augusta, South Carolina) 500-507

October 6, 1998 (public hearing in Rainsville, Alabama) 600-629

October 8, 1998 (public hearing in Evensville, Tennessee) 700-720

December 10, 1998, to December 17, 1998 200-255

December 14, 1998 (public meeting in Evensville, Tennessee) 800-835

Table 1-5 lists all commentors who made statements or submitted comments at the public hearings or during
the public comment period and at the December 14, 1998, public meeting, including members of the public,
representatives of organizations or agencies, and public officials. Commentors are listedalphabetically by their
last name, along with the page on which their comments appear in Chapter 2, the numbers assigned to
individual comments in each document or statement summary, the comment summary-response codes, and the
page in Chapter 3 on which their comments are summarized and responded to by DOE and TVA. Table 1-6
lists the Federal, state, and local officials and agencies, companies, organizations, and special interest groups
that submitted comments. The commentors in Table 1-6 are listed alphabetically by organization, along with
the names of the individuals who submitted the comments, the document number assigned, and the page on
which the document appears in Chapter 2.

Table 1-7 is organized by comment summary-response code. Using the appropriate comment summary-
response code, commentors can locate all of the comments that are reflected in each summary. The table also
lists the page in Chapter 3 where each comment summary and corresponding response appears.

1.4 HOW TO USE THIS COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

This section will assist the reader in finding individual comments and the corresponding responses from DOE
and TVA. The commentor begins by locating his or her name or organization in Table 1-5 or Table 1-6,
respectively. Table 1-5 is an index of all commentors. Table 1-6 is an index of organizations and public
officials. Both of these tables list the page number in Chapter 2 on which their comments appear. To locate
other comments that address the same comment summary-response code, the commentor should use Table 1-7.
This table lists the comment summary-response codes, the page in Chapter 3 on which the comment is
addressed, and the other comment numbers addressed by each comment summary-response code.

For example, if Susan Gordon (commentor 137) wants to find her comments, she should go to Table 1-5 to
find her name and the corresponding page in Chapter 2 on which her document appears. On page 2-101, Ms.
Gordon would find her scanned document has been "side-barred" (published with vertical lines in the outer
margin to identify individual comments) and her first comment has been coded for comment summary-
response 08.02. Table 1-5 also provides Ms. Gordon with the number of comments identified, the comment
summary-response code assigned to each comment, and the page number in Chapter 3 on which the
corresponding comment summary and response are found. After obtaining the comment summary-response
code from either the scanned document on page 2-101 or Table 1-5, Ms. Gordon would then turn to Chapter 3
to read DOE's response to her comment. Ms. Gordon could use Table 1-7 to locate other comments expressing
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similar concerns. For this example, comment summary-response code 08.02 on page 3-34 also addresses the
following comments: 36-1, 41-4, 58-2, 103-3, 132-2, 136-3, 137-1, 211-3,217-3, 252-3, 507-2, 707-7, 720-2,
800-9, and 803-3. These comments are listed numerically by commentor (first number followed by the dash)
in Chapter 2.

1.5 MAJOR COMMENTS ON THE CLWR DRAFTr EIS

During the public comment period, approximately 800 comments were received. An additional 230 comments
were received in conjunction with the December 14, 1998, public meeting. Most of the comments focused on
a limited number of major issues. These issues and DOE's responses as well as other related comments, are
found in Chapter 3 of this volume and are summarized below.

By far, a majority of comments supported the completion and operation of the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant for
tritium production because it would promote economic development in a depressed area and provide other,
similar benefits. Other commentors generally opposed the completion of the Bellefonte plant as a nuclear
power plant, particularly for tritium production. In response to these comments, DOE acknowledged there is
both public support and opposition for the Bellefonte alternative. The CLWR EIS addresses all of the benefits
cited by the commentors who favored the Bellefonte alternative, as well as the concerns expressed by
opponents. DOE's responses to these and other related comments are found in Chapter 3, under Category 7:
General Support/Opposition.

The cost-effectiveness of the CLWR and the Accelerator Production of Tritium (APT) alternatives was another
frequent theme among many commentors. Most asked for cost-related information and/or expressed the
opinion that cost should be the major determining factor in a tritium production decision. In addition, some
commentors questioned the accuracy of the cost information that DOE provided at the public hearings and the
December 14, 1998, public meeting, and many believed there was little possibility that TVA could complete
the Bellefonte plant for the cost estimates cited. Other commentors stated they felt the large expenditures
required for CLWR tritium production would be better spent on other, more urgent social needs such as
education and environmental restoration. Some commentors were concerned about possible costs to TVA
ratepayers resulting from tritium production.

In response to the cost-related comments, DOE stated that the CLWR EIS was prepared in accordance with
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality's regulations on
implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500 through 1508), and DOE's NEPA regulations (10 CFR 1021). None of
these regulations require the inclusion of a cost analysis in an EIS. As discussed in Volume 1, Section 3.2.1,
the basic objective of the CLWR EIS is to provide the public and DOE decisionmakers with a description of
the reasonable alternatives for CLWR tritium production and information about their potential impacts on
public health and safety and the environment. While cost could be an important factor in the ultimate Record
of Decision, the purpose of this and other EISs is to address the environmental consequences of the proposed
action. However, DOE distributed cost information comparing the CLWR and APT alternatives (DOE 1998c)
at the public hearings in October 1998, and this information is available upon request. In response to comments
concerning the accuracy of TVA's cost estimates for completing the Bellefonte plant, DOE considers TVA's
cost estimates to be both accurate and conservative, given that the plant is nearly complete and TVA's cost
estimates were evaluated by an external reviewer. In response to comments that CLWR funds would be better
spent on other, more urgent social needs, DOE noted that Congress determines how funds are allocated, and
DOE does not determine Federal spending priorities. Furthermore, such spending priorities are beyond the
scope of this EIS. In response to the concerns of TVA ratepayers about potential costs resulting from tritium
production, DOE responded that no additional costs to ratepayers are expected. DOE's responses to the
cost-related public comments are found in Chapter 3, under Category 23: Cost Issues.
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Many commentors questioned the need for nuclear weapons and/or the present need for tritium. Other
commentors expressed a belief that the amount of tritium needed to support current and future nuclear weapons
stockpiles is less than the amount stated in the CLWR EIS. In response, DOE cited its responsibilities for
maintaining the nation's nuclear weapons stockpile under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 and the requirements
of the 1996 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan and accompanying Presidential Decision Directive, which
established the size and composition of the nation's nuclear weapons stockpile and the need for a new tritium
production source by approximately 2005. DOE stated that sufficient quantities of tritium can be obtained no
longer from weapons being retired from the existing stockpile, as cited in the most recent Presidential Decision
Directive. DOE's responses to comments concerning the need for tritium are found in Chapter 3, under
Category 2: Purpose and Need for Tritium.

Several commentors expressed concern that tritium production in a commercial reactor would violate U.S.
policy regarding the separation of commercial and military uses of nuclear energy, would hinder
nonproliferation efforts, and would encourage other nations to use their own commercial facilities for nuclear
weapons purposes. In response to these concerns, DOE cited the conclusions of a high-level study entitled
Interagency Review of the Nonproliferation Implications of Alternative Tritium Production Technologies
Under Consideration by the Department of Energy, A Report to the Congress (DOE 1998b). This interagency
review concluded that any nonproliferation issues associated with the production of tritium in a CLWR were
manageable and that DOE should continue to pursue the CLWR option, as stated in Volume 1, Chapter 1,
Section 1.3.5. DOE also stated that there is no U.S. policy, law, or treaty that prohibits the production of
tritium that ultimately will be used in weapons in a commercial reactor. In addition, DOE stated that the
United States is a declared weapons state, and the purpose of nonproliferation efforts is to keep nonweapons
states from acquiring nuclear weapons while the declared weapons states work toward total disarmament.
DOE noted that other nations already operate dual-purpose reactors that serve both civilian and military needs.
DOE's responses to comments on nonproliferation, the separation of civilian and military nuclear facilities, and
other policy issues are found in Chapter 3, under Category 1: Policy Issues.

Many commentors were concerned about public and occupational health and safety issues. Some specifically
questioned TVA's past history and practices related to plant safety. In response to these concerns, DOE stated
that the environmental impacts and potential radiological doses to both workers and the public resulting from
tritium production would be well below the limits considered acceptable by Federal and state regulatory
authorities. Public and occupational health and safety issues are discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 5, of the
CLWR EIS. DOE also stated that prior to irradiation of any TPBARs, a U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) safety evaluation would be required to amend the operating license of the reactors for tritium
production. This review specifically would look at all potential health and safety issues. DOE's responses to
public and occupational health and safety comments are found in Chapter 3, under Category 14: Occupational
and Public Health and Safety - Normal Conditions.

Several commentors stated that DOE has a history of polluting and contaminating every site they have operated
and wanted to know why the proposed action would be any different. In response, DOE acknowledged having
a number of older facilities in need of environmental cleanup, and an aggressive cleanup program is underway
to upgrade these facilities and ensure their continued compliance with Federal and state regulations. All of
the CLWR tritium production alternatives involve the use of state-of-the-art TVA reactors. These reactors
have excellent environmental compliance records and exemplary environmental, health, and safety programs
to ensure their continued compliance with Federal and state regulations. In addition, DOE expressed
confidence that tritium production in a CLWR would be safe and is technically straightforward. To
commentors who expressed concern that CLWR tritium production expenditures would drain DOE's budget
for its facility cleanup activities, DOE responded that the funding for both of these programs would come from
separate Congressional appropriations. Funding for CLWR tritium production would not be obtained from
funding already allocated for facility cleanup activities. DOE's responses to comments about past DOE
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practices and conflicts between DOE's cleanup activities and tritium production are found in Chapter 3, under
Category 8: Past DOE Practices.

Some commentors suggested that the CLWR EIS was deficient and inadequate as a NEPA document. In
response, DOE stated that it believes that the EIS is adequate and fully complies with NEPA. The EIS
evaluates all reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts for all reasonable alternatives, in accordance with
the Council on Environmental Quality's regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508) and DOE's NEPA regulations
(10 CFR 1021) and procedures. DOE's responses to NEPA-related comments are found in Chapter 3, under
Category 5: NEPA Process.

Other commentors stated that the relationship between the CLWR, APT (DOE 1999a,) and Tritium Extraction
Facility (DOE 1999b) EISs was not clearly explained in the CLWR Draft EIS. In response, DOE added a
Preface to the CLWR Final EIS to better describe the relationship between the CLWR EIS, the APT EIS (DOE
1999a), and the Tritium Extraction Facility EIS (DOE 1999b). This Preface also addresses Energy Secretary
Richardson's December 22, 1998, announcement that the CLWR would be the primary tritium supply
technology (DOE 1998d). DOE's responses to comments concerning the relationship between the CLWR,
APT, and Tritium Extraction Facility EISs is found in Chapter 3, under Category 5: NEPA Process (comment
summary-response code 05.01).

Several commentors were concerned about the additional spent nuclear fuel that would be generated by tritium
production. DOE responded that additional spent nuclear fuel would be generated if more than 2,000 TPBARs
were irradiated in a single reactor, as stated in Volume 1, Section 3.2.1, of the CLWR Final EIS. DOE also
stated that the CLWR EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of additional spent fuel generation resulting
from a maximum number of 3,400 TPBARs. DOE stated that it would manage the tritium production process
to minimize, to the extent practicable, the generation of additional spent nuclear fuel. In the event a suitable
repository is not available, as required by law, the additional spent nuclear fuel generated as a result of tritium
production would be stored on site in a dry cask independent spent fuel storage installation. DOE's responses
to spent nuclear fuel comments are found in Chapter 3, under Category 17: Spent Fuel Management.

Several commentors suggested that the production of tritium in a CLWR would make TVA reactors an
attractive target for terrorists and that DOE should address the consequences of such an attack in the EIS. In
response, DOE stated that, prior to loading TPBARs in TVA's Watts Bar reactor as part of the Lead Test
Assembly Program, a thorough security review was conducted. This review found existing security provisions
to be adequate to protect against such a threat. Prior to utilizing Watts Bar or other TVA reactors for tritium
production, additional DOE and NRC reviews wouldbe required to ensure adequate safeguard and security.
DOE's responses to these and other security-related comments are found in Chapter 3, under Category 22:
Safeguards and Security.

1.6 CHANGES FROM THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

In response to comments on the CEWR Draft EIS and as a result of information that was unavailable at the
time of the issuance of the Draft, Volume I of the CLWR Final EIS contains revisions and new information.
These revisions and new information are indicated by a double underline for minor word changes or by a
sidebar in the margin for sentence or larger changes. A brief discussion of the most important changes is
provided in th6-following paragraphs.

TPBAR Failures

In analyzing the potential releases of tritium to the environment from the proposed action, the CLWR Draft
EIS assumed that two of the TPBARs under irradiation would fail and the entire inventory of tritium would
be available to be released to the environment under normal operating conditions. The same two-TPBAR
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failure assumption was made in the analysis of transportation accidents. The assumption was based on the
failure statistics of standard burnable absorber rods, i.e., two failures out of 29,700 rods through July 1980.
Since the issuance of the CLWR Draft EIS, additional information obtained from Westinghouse revealed that
both failures were attributed to early manufacturing defects that have been corrected. The failures were
attributed to slumping of the absorber material--a condition that cannot occur in the TPBARs. Since the two
early failures, more than 500,000 Westinghouse burnable absorber rods have been used without a single
observed failure. Consequently, the CLWR Final EIS still analyzes the impacts to the health and safety of the
public from the potential failure of two TPBARs, but characterizes the event of such a failure as an abnormal
event during an irradiation cycle, rather than a continuous, normal-operation occurrence. This change in
assumptions results in changes in the potential tritium releases and estimated doses to the public under normal
reactor operation and some accident conditions (i.e., the nonreactor design-basis accident) for all reactor
alternatives.

The Secretary's Technology Announcement

The CLWR Draft EIS was issued in August 1998. At the time, the decision on the primary and backup
technologies to be used for tritium production had not been made. On December 22, 1998, Energy Secretary
Bill Richardson announced that the CLWR would be DOE's primary option for tritium production and the
proposed linear accelerator at the Savannah River Site would be the backup option (DOE 1998d). In addition,
the Secretary designated TVA's Watts Bar and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants as the preferred CLWR facilities. The
CLWR Final EIS was revised to reflect the Secretary's announcement decision and include the Preferred
Alternative. Changes were made primarily in the introductory sections of the CLWR Final EIS for accuracy.
The evaluation of the impacts was not affected.

Clarification of TVA Proposals

In response to public comments about the status of the TVA proposals to provide irradiation services or the
sale of a CLWR, Volume 1, Section 1.1.4, of the CLWR EIS was revised. The discussion of the procurement
process clarifies that DOE is considering only the purchase of irradiation services, not the purchase of a
reactor. Additionally, the section clarifies that TVA submitted several proposals to DOE during the ongoing
negotiations. An earlier TVA proposal for the use of Watts Bar expired. However, in December 1998, TVA
submitted another offer to DOE to provide irradiation services at Watts Bar and Sequoyah, as well as
additional proposals for Bellefonte. TVA's offer to provide irradiation services at one or more of the three
proposed sites is still viable.

Nonproliferation Policy Issues

In response to public comments requesting DOE to provide examples of the commingling of civilian nuclear
programs with military nuclear programs, Volume 1, Section 1.3.5, of the CLWR EIS was revised. The
discussion of nonproliferation now includes an explanation and some background information on the issue,
as well as examples of the commingling of civilian and military uses of nuclear power.

Water Quality Analysis

In response to public comments expressing concern about impacts to public water withdrawals downstream
of the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, sections of Chapters 4 and 5 in Volume 1 were revised. The discussions of
surface water use for Bellefonte (Volume 1, Section 4.2.3.4) identifies nearby intakes downstream. The
discussions of potential impacts to surface water near the three reactor sites (Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1.4,
5.2.2.4, and 5.2.3.4) include the tritium concentration at various locations downstream. In addition, Volume 1,
Section 5.2.3.4 was revised to include potential chemical concentrations downstream of Bellefonte.
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Accident Analysis

During the preparation of the CLWR Final EIS, data related to the design and fabrication of the TPBARs
indicated that the release of tritium from an accidental breach of a TPBAR more likely would be
time-dependent than instantaneous and finite, as was assumed in the Draft EIS (PNNL 1999). Consequently,
the analyses for the TPBAR handling accident and the transportation cask handling accident at the reactor site
(Volume 1, Appendix D) and the transportation cask accident en route (Volume 1, Appendix E) were revised
to reflect the more recent data.

Environmental Justice

Figures in Volume 1, Appendix G were revised to improve their quality. New figures were added to show the
location of minority and low-income populations within a 16.1-kilometer (10-mile) radius. In addition, a
representative average individual dose at 40.2 kilometers (25 miles) to each of the 16 principal directions has
been overlaid onto the 80.5-kilometer (50-mile) radius to show the potential dose to minority and low-income
populations.

Tritium Requirements and Supply

In response to public comments expressing concern about the disparity between the amount of tritium needed
and the amount that could be supplied by one CLWR, Volume 1, Section 3.2.1 was revised. The discussion
explains that the exact amount of tritium needed is classified information, however, for the purposes of
analysis, it is not expected to exceed 3 kilograms per year (6.6 pounds per year). It further clarifies that one
reactor with 3,400 TPBARs would be expected to satisfy a steady-state tritium requirement in most years.

Comparison of the APT and CLWR Alternatives

In response to public comments requesting additional information about the No Action Alternative, Volume 1,
Section 3.2.6 was expanded to include a table comparing the impacts of producing tritium under the accelerator
and CLWR options. A document comparing the costs of the technology options is available upon request from
DOE (DOE 1998c).

Source of Uranium-235 for Tritium Production

In response to public comments concerning the source of blended-down uranium-235 that could be used as
nuclear fuel for tritium production, Volume 1, chapter 5, Section 5.2.7 was revised for clarification. A
discussion of the environmental impacts resulting from blending-down activities of highly enriched uranium
was also added.

Mitigation Measures

The CLWR Draft EIS discusses the need for mitigation measures, if such need were warranted, right after the
presentation of the impacts for each environmental resource,. A new Volume 1, Section 5.5 was added to the
CLWR Final EIS to summarize these discussions.

Sensitivity Analysis

An additional variation from the baseline analysis has been included in Volume 1, Section 5.2.9 of the CLWR
EIS, i.e., the possibility of producing tritium at some date later than 2005.
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Miscellaneous Revisions and Editorial Changes

Several sections in the CLWR Final EIS were revised to reflect the availability of more recent data, or to
include corrections to erroneous information, improvements in the presentation, and other editorial changes.
None of these revisions affect the environmental impact assessment of the EIS. The sections with these types
of revisions are:

3.2.3
4.2.1.1
4.2.1.3
4.2.1.8
4.2.2.1
4.2.2.3
4.2.2.4
4.2.2.6
4.2.2.8
4.2.3.3
4.2.3.4
4.2.3.6
5.2.1.8
5.2.3.6
5.2.3.8
5.2.3.9

5.2.7
5.3
6.2.2
6.3.1

6.3.3
6.4
6.5.2.1
6.5.3.1
Chapter 7
A.3.2
Appendix B
C.3.4
D. 1.1.10
G.5

Reasonable Alternatives
Affected Environment, Land Resources, Watts Bar
Affected Environment, Air Quality, Watts Bar
Affected Environment, Socioeconomics, Watts Bar
Affected Environment, Land Resources, Sequoyah
Affected Environment, Air Quality, Sequoyah
Affected Environment, Water Resources, Sequoyah
Affected Environment, Ecological Resources, Sequoyah
Affected Environment, Socioeconomics, Sequoyah
Affected Environment, Air Quality, Bellefonte
Affected Environment, Water Resources, Bellefonte
Affected Environment, Ecological Resources, Bellefonte
Environmental Consequences, Socioeconomics, Watts Bar
Environmental Consequences, Ecological Resources, Bellefonte
Environmental Consequences, Socioeconomics, Bellefonte
Environmental Consequences, Public and Occupational Health and Safety, Chemical
Hazards, Bellefonte
Environmental Consequences, Public and Occupational Health and Safety, Energizing
Transmission Lines, Bellefonte
Fabrication of TPBARs
Cumulative Impacts
Environmental Protection Permits
Environmental Protection, Endangered Species Act
Environmental Protection, National Historic Preservation Act
Worker Safety and Health
DOE Regulations and Orders
NRC Performance, Civil Penalties-Watts Bar 1
NRC Performance, NRC Notices of Violation and Enforcement Action, Sequoyah
References
Physical Description of the TPBAR
Methods for Assessing Environmental Impacts
Radiological Releases to the Environment and Associated Impacts
Beyond Design-Basis Accident
Environmental Justice Analysis, Results for the Sites
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Comment
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Name of Commentor ". I uPgeNumber m' Number Response Code Number'

Belcher, Jeffrey 2-16 27-1 18.09 3-75
Nashville, TN

Bellomy, David & Willie 2-71 98-1 10.03 3-40
Scottsboro, AL 98-2 07.06 3-32

Bevill, Don 2-197 619-1 07.03 3-31
None Given

Billmeier, Jr., M.D., G. J. 2-4 5-1 02.01 3-8
Memphis, TN 5-2 01.01 3-1

Bizzarri, Ms. 2-36 52-1 01.09 3-5
Tuxedo Park, NY 52-2 14.04 3-52

Blanton, Monica 2-89 118-1 07.03 3-31
Chattanooga, TN

Blanton, Monica 2-145 245-1 01.09 3-5
Chattanooga, TN 245-1 23.16 3-89

245-3 07.04 3-31

Blanton, Monica 2-222 828-1 01.09 3-5
Chattanooga, TN 828-2 23.13 3-89

828-3 07.04 3-31

Blazek, Mary Lou 2-109 146-1 17.10 3-70
Salem, OR 146-2 17.11 3-70

146-3 14.18 3-58
146-4 24.12 3-95
146-5 24.16 3-96
146-6 12.06 3-46
146-7 13.04 3-48
146-8 24.17 3-96
146-9 19.01 3-76
146-10 15.09 3-64
146-11 15.10 3-65
146-12 11.06 3-42
146-13 14.01 3-51
146-14 15.11 3-65
146-15 24.20 3-97
146-16 17.12 3-71
146-17 24.23 3-97
146-18 17.13 3-71
146-19 17.14 3-72
146-20 18.12 3-76
146-21 14.19 3-58
146-22 24.18 3-97
146-23 24.13 3-95

Boggess, Fred 2-209 709-1 07.03 3-31
Chattanooga, TN

Boggess, Fred 2-217 810-1 21.08 3-84
Chattanooga, TN 810-2 23.26 3-92

810-3 23.27 3-92

Boles, Ronnie 2-140 240-1 07.08 3-33
Huntsville, AL 240-2 01.14 3-7
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jy:Name ofeCommentor Page Numb'.ber Numbea r Response Code Number

Boles, Ronnie 2-196 617-1 07.03 3-31
Huntsville, AL

Boles, Ronnie 2-214 801-1 06.03 3-28
Huntsville, AL

Booker, Silas M. 2-116 206-1 01.09 3-5
Spring City, TN
Borsody, R. P. 2-3 3-1 01.03 3-2
Dacula, GA 3-2 23.13 3-89

Bowen, Mary Ellen 2-76 105-1 14.04 3-52
Lewis County, TN

Brewer, Melvin L. 2-38 56-1 07.03 3-31
Chattanooga, TN

Brewer, Melvin L. 2-55 81-1 07.01 3-30
Chattanooga, TN

Brewer, Melvin 2-193 603-1 24.06 3-94
Chattanooga, TN 603-2 01,01 3-1

603-3 01.10 3-6

Brooks, Mary 2-146 246-1 07.07 3-32
Dayton, TN

Brown, Elizabeth R. 2-12 18-1 04.01 3-11
Charleston, SC 18-2 08.01 3-33

18-3 18.08 3-75
18-4 18.11 3-76

Budin, Earl, M.D. 2-78 110-1 01.04 3-2
Santa Barbara, CA 110-2 01.01 3-1

110-3 02.02 3-8
110-4 01.03 3-2
110-5 01.09 3-5
110-6 24.08 3-94

Buttram, Joe 2-196 616-1 07.03 3-31
None Given

Caldwell, Clyde 2-211 714-1 07.03 3-31
Dayton, TN 714-2 24.11 3-95

Call-In 2-29 43-1 04.01 3-11
Augusta, GA
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Name of Commentor" Page Number", ' Number, Response Code Number'

Caratoo, Michelle 2-208 707-1 06.05 3-29
707-2 18.07 3-74
707-3 02.02 3-8
707-4 24.03 3-93
707-5 01.04 3-2
707-6 01.09 3-5
707-7 08.02 3-34
707-8 23.13 3-89
707-9 05.24 3-22
707-10 12.01 3-45
707-11 23.11 3-88
707-12 20.04 3-82
707-13 24.02 3-93
707-14 20.01 3-81
707-15 13.05 3-49
707-16 04.04 3-12
707-17 14.24 3-59
707-18 20.03 3-82

Chaput, Ernest 2-216 808-1 05.29 3-25
Aiken, SC 808-2 05.32 3-26

808-3 03.04 3-10
808-4 24.31 3-99

Charles, Beverly 2-91 122-1 02.01 3-8
Springfield, IL 122-2 14.04 3-52

Clark, Don, Mayor 2-219 819-1 08.04 3-35
Pleasant Hill, TN

Clark, Donald B., Mayor 2-147 248-1 01.01 3-1
Pleasant Hill, TN 248-1 07.02 3-30

248-3 02.01 3-8
248-4 23.13 3-89
248-5 01.10 3-6
248-6 08.04 3-35
248-7 10.04 3-40

Coan, Clark 2-5 6-1 02.01 3-8
Lawrence, KS 6-2 04.01 3-11

6-3 01.09 3-5
6-4 22.01 3-84

Cod, James William 2-21 37-1 10.03 3-40
Athens, AL

Coffey, Joyce 2-8 12-1 07.03 3-31
Hollywood, AL 12-2 14.04 3-52

12-3 07.06 3-32
12-4 10.01 3-39

Coggins, Nathan 2-5 7-1 01.09 3-5
Jonesborough, TN 7-2 01.01 3-1

7-3 23.13 3-89

Colgan, Maggie 2-92 123-1 07.02 3-30
None Given
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"Document or Statement Comment Response on
Summr' on Chapter 2 LComment Summary- .'Chapter 3Page

Name of Commentor , iPage Number. Numbe,;. ResponseCode. Number.

Conlon, Michelle 2-206 704-1 05.18 3-21
Knoxville, TN 704-2 05.19 3-21

704-3 14.23 3-59
704-4 03.01 3-9
704-5 19.12 3-80
704-6 01.12 3-6
704-7 24.06 3-94
704-8 02.02 3-8
704-9 05.10 3-16
704-10 24.22 3-97
704-11 06.04 3-29
704-12 23.01 3-86
704-13 21.04 3-83
704-14 07.06 3-32
704-15 07.02 3-30
704-16 23.10 3-88

Conlon, Michelle 2-214 802-1 05.27 3-24
Knoxville, TN 802-2 23.23 3-91

802-3 05.10 3-16
802-4 05.31 3-25
802-5 01.15 3-8

Crafton, Ralph E. 2-70 96-1 07.03 3-31
Scottsboro, AL

Cramer, Bud, U.S. Congressman 2-39 57-1 07.03 3-31
Washington, DC

Cramer, Bud, U.S. Congressman 2-194 607-1 07.03 3-31
Washington, DC

Cramer, Bud, U.S. Congressman 2-220 820-1 07.08 3-33
Washington, DC

Crane, Mike 2-117 209-1 07.03 3-31
Spring City, TN

Crase, Kenneth W. 2-18 31-1 14.08 3-54
Aiken, SC

Cumbee, Judith C. 2-99 136-1 22.01 3-84
Lanett, AL 136-2 16.03 3-66

136-3 08.02 3-34
136-4 18.04 3-74
136-5 18.10 3-76
136-6 01.04 3-2
136-7 01.09 3-5
136-8 01.10 3-6
136-9 02.02 3-8

136-10 14.04 3-51
136-11 01.01 3-1
136-12 07.03 3-31

Cumbee, Judith 2-116 207-1 05.31 3-25
Lanett, AL 207-2 01.01 3-1

Davis, Robert L. 2-118 210-1 07.03 3-31
Huntsville, AL
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Dawson, R.C. 2-12 19-1 01.01 3-1
Los Angeles, CA

DeCamp, Greg 2-207 706-1 06.03 3-28
Aiken, SC 706-2 23.08 3-88

706-3 23.09 3-88
706-4 23.10 3-88
706-5 24.10 3-95

Dotson, Charles 2-220 821-1 07.03 3-31
None Given

Drinkard, Gary 2-217 809-1 23.23 3-91
Spring City, TN 809-2 05.31 3-25

809-3 05.29 3-25

Duckles, Madeline 2-97 132-1 14.04 3-52
Berkeley, CA 132-2 08.02 3-34

132-3 01.04 3-2
132-4 02.02 3-8
132-5 01.09 3-5

Dyer, Cheryll A. 2-118 211-1 10.04 3-40
Clinton, TN 211-2 07.03 3-31

211-3 08.02 3-34

Dyer, Cheryll 2-215 804-1 05.27 3-24
Clinton, TN

Easter, Danny M. 2-55 82-1 07.03 3-31
Rockwood, TN

Easter, Ronald E. 2-56 83-1 07.03 3-31
Rockwood, TN

Edmondson, Louvain 2-197 622-1 07.04 3-31
Soddy Daisy, TN 622-2 07.03 3-31

Edmondson, Louvain 2-210 711-1 07.04 3-31
Soddy Daisy, TN

Edmondson, Louvain 2-222 827-1 07.03 3-31
Soddy Daisy, TN
Eigelsbach, Robert E. 2-104 140-1 07.03 3-31
Chattanooga, TN

Evans, Charles F. 2-6 8-1 07.01 3-30
Hollywood, AL

Ewald, Linda 2-56 84-1 10.03 3-40
Knoxville, TN 84-2 14.04 3-52

84-3 16.04 3-67
84-4 23.13 3-89
84-5 01.10 3-6
84-6 02.02 3-8
84-7 01.04 3-2
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Comment
Summary and

" .,Document orStatement Comment - Response on
Sammary'on Chapter 2 Comment Summary- Chapter, 3 Page

Name of Commentor ",:' Page Number Number '., 'Response Code Number

Ewald, Linda 2-119 212-1 05.31 3-25
Knoxville, TN 212-2 01.12 3-6

212-3 01.01 3-1

212-4 01.04 3-2
212-5 01.13 3-7
212-6 14.04 3-52
212-7 10.03 3-40
212-8 23.13 3-89

Ewald, Linda 2-210 712-1 10.03 3-40
Knoxville, TN 712-2 14.04 3-52

712-3 16.04 3-67
712-4 01.10 3-6
712-5 02.02 3-8
712-6 23.13 3-89
712-7 01.04 3-2

Ewald, Linda 2-216 807-1 01.13 3-7
Knoxville, TN

Fagan, H.M. 2-218 815-1 24.27 3-98
None Given 815-2 06.03 3-28

815-3 09.03 3-36
815-4 14.04 3-52

Fagan, Patty 2-119 213-1 08.03 3-35
Dayton, TN 213-2 14.04 3-52

Fagan, Patty 2-219 818-1 08.03 3-35
None Given 818-2 14.04 3-52

Federico, John J., Jr. 2-39 58-1 07.03 3-31
Guntersville, AL 58-2 08.02 3-34

58-3 05.27 3-24
58-4 17.03 3-68
58-5 09.01 3-35
58-6 06.05 3-29

Federico, John 2-194 610-1 07.03 3-31
Guntersville, AL 610-2 05.27 3-24

610-3 06.05 3-29
610-4 17.03 3-68
610-5 14.04 3-52
610-6 07.04 3-31

Finley, James D. 2-23 40-1 23.13 3-89
Arab, AL

Forster, Ronald L. 2-41 59-1 07.01 3-30
Ringgold, GA

Forster, Ronald L. 2-120 214-1 07.08 3-33
Ringgold, GA

Forster, Ronald 2-199 628-1 07.04 3-31
Ringgold, GA 628-2 07.01 3-30

628-3 07.03 3-31

Forster, Ronald 2-212 715-1 07.03 3-31
Ringgold, GA
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Comment
Summary and

orDocumento Statement- Comment Rd : esponse on
.-Summary on Chapter 2 - " Comment Summary- Chapter 3 Page

Name of Commentor -Page Number. Number Response Code Number

Forster, Ronald 2-218 814-1 24.26 3-98
Ringgold, GA 814-2 07.08 3-33

Foster, Jr., Robert L. 2-96 129-1 11.03 3-41
Nashville, TN

Fowler, Carl 2-143 242-1 06.03 3-28
Birmingham, AL 242-2 07.01 3-30

242-1 07.08 3-33

Fowler, Carl 2-223 832-1 06.03 3-28
Birmingham, AL 832-2 07.01 3-30

832-3 07.08 3-33

Frees, C.A. 2-194 606-1 11.09 3-43
Fyffe, AL

Gait, Ralph 2-215 805-1 01.04 3-2
Pleasant Hill, TN

Gonce, Erich R. 2-120 215-1 07.03 3-31
Chattanooga, TN

Gordon, Susan 2-101 137-1 08.02 3-34
Washington, DC 137-2 01.01 3-1

137-3 05.16 3-20
137-4 02.01 3-8
137-5 02.02 3-8
137-6 01.04 3-2
137-7 23.13 3-89
137-8 19.09 3-79
137-9 17.09 3-70

137-10 13.08 3-50

Gorenflo, Louise 2-72 99-1 01.09 3-5
Crossville, TN 99-2 02.02 3-8

99-3 23.13 3-89
99-4 01.04 3-2

99-5 14.04 3-52

Graham, Roger 2-41 60-1 07.03 3-31
Nashville, TN

Graham, Roger 2-193 604-1 02.02 3-8
Chattanooga, TN 604-2 01.04 3-2

604-3 07.01 3-30
604-4 07.03 3-31

Gray, Peter 2-9 14-1 01.09 3-5
Aiken, SC 14-2 21.05 3-83

14-3 04.02 3-11

Gray, Peter 2-191 504-1 01.09 3-5
Aiken, SC 504-2 21.05 3-83

504-3 04.02 3-11

504-4 03.03 3-10
504-5 23.16 3-89

Green, James H. 2-42 61-1 07.03 3-31
Scottsboro, AL I I
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Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

Comment
Summary and

Document or Statement Comment Response on
Summary onChapter 2, Comme nt Summary- Chapter 3 Page

Name of Commentor. Page Number Number'.: Response Code Number

Griffith, William 2-57 85-1 07.03 3-31
Boston, MA

Griffith, Bill 2-209 708-1 07.03 3-31
Atlanta, GA

Groups Across the Nation Oppose 2-138 239-1 07.02 3-30
Commercial Reactor Production of 239-2 01.09 3-5
Tritium 239-3 02.01 3-8

239-4 23.13 3-89
239-5 01.04 3-2

Gunn, Chris, Dr. 2-77 108-1 14.04 3-52
Gullowhee, NC 108-2 23.13 3-89

108-3 02.01 3-8

Haas, Elizabeth, Mayor 2-42 62-1 07.03 3-31
Hollywood, AL

Hallock, Judith 2-37 53-1 01.04 3-2
Woodier, NC 53-2 02.01 3-8

53-3 23.13 3-89
53-4 14.04 3-52

Hancock, Larry 2-130 233-1 07.07 3-32
Chattanooga, TN 233-2 07.08 3-33

233-3 07.01 3-30

Hardesty, Marita M. 2-90 119-1 01.04 3-2
Kingston Springs, TN 119-2 02.01 3-8

119-3 23.13 3-89

Harper, Herbert L. 2-108 145-1 14.06 3-53
Nashville, TN

Harris, Ann 2-58 86-1 20.01 3-81
Ten Mile, TN 86-2 14.11 3-55

86-3 18.02 3-73
86-4 05.25 3-23
86-5 05.28 3-24
86-6 19.06 3-78
86-7 09.05 3-37
86-8 14.12 3-56
86-9 11.01 3-40

86-10 23.14 3-89
86-11 09.06 3-37
86-12 15.01 3-60
86-13 03.03 3-10

Harris, Ann 2-142 241-1 01.14 3-7
Ten Mile, TN 241-2 14.04 3-52

241-3 14.25 3-59
241-4 09.10 3-39
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Comment.
Summary and

Document orStatement Comment , Response on,
Summary on Chapter 2 Comment Summaty- Chapter 3 Page

NamneofCommaentor , Page Number, *,Number KResos Cd Nuber

Harris, Ann 2-205 703-1 11.01 3-40
Ten Mile, TN 703-2 11.04 3-41

703-3 03.03 3-10
703-4 18.05 3-74
703-5 18.06 3-74
703-6 24.13 3-95
703-7 19.06 3-78
703-8 14.03 3-52
703-9 05.17 3-21
703-10 14.02 3-51
703-11 23.10 3-88
703-12 15.01 3-60
703-13 09.06 3-37

Harris, Ann 2-217 811-1 01.06 3-4
Ten Mile, TN 811-2 19.14 3-81

811-3 24.25 3-98
811-4 01.14 3-7
811-5 14.04 3-51
811-6 14.25 3-59
811-7 09.10 3-39
811-8 01.15 3-8

Hartwig, Randall L. 2-43 63-1 07.03 3-31
Decatur, AL

Hartwig, Randy 2-199 627-1 07.04 3-31
Decatur, AL 627-2 12.02 3-45

627-3 13.05 3-49
627-4 14.22 3-59
627-5 07.03 3-31

Haston, Ernest 2-202 701-1 04.01 3-11
Spring City, TN 701-2 11.13 3-44

Hasty, Betty 2-10 15-1 07.03 3-31
Scottsboro, AL
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- Comment
.. 'Summary and

Document or Statement - ,Comment Response on
, ,CSumma on Cohapter2 Comment Summary, Chapter 3 Page

Name of Commentor. Page JNmbumbNumber Response Code, Number.

Haynie, Leigh 2-81 116-1 06.01 3-27
for Wild Alabama 116-2 05.11 3-17
Montgomery, AL 116-3 16.02 3-66

116-4 05.10 3-16
116-5 24.14 3-96
116-6 05.12 3-18
116-7 22.01 3-84
116-8 06.02 3-2j
116-9 02.02 3-8
116-10 03.03 3-10
116-11 12.03 3-45
116-12 13.02 3-47
116-13 12.04 3-45
116-14 14.14 3-56
116-15 05.13 3-19
116-16 05.14 3-19

116-17 11.10 3-43
116-18 05.15 3-20
116-19 12.05 3-46
116-20 10.02 3-39
116-21 11.07 3-42
116-22 13.03 3-47
116-23 05.26 3-23
116-24 05.16 3-20
116-25 15.08 3-64
116-26 14.04 3-52
116-27 16.01 3-66

Heckler, Angela 2-114 203-1 07.03 03-31
Hollywood, AL

Henighan, Richard and Lucy 2-72 100-1 14.04 3-52
Seymour, TN 100-2 02.02 3-8

100-3 01.04 3-2
100-4 01.09 3-5

Hodges, Glenda H., Mayor 2-44 64-1 07.03 3-31
Woodville, AL

Hodges, Glenda H., Mayor 2-98 133-1 07.03 3-31
Woodville, AL

Hoesly, Dick 2-121 216-1 07.08 3-33
Scottsboro, AL

Holt, Kenneth W. 2-73 101-1 14.06 3-53
Atlanta, GA

Horn, Stewart 2-35 49-1 21.02 3-83
New Hope, AL 49-2 09.04 3-36

Horton, Randy 2-98 134-1 07.03 3-31
Wilmington, DE

Houser, Dot 2-76 106-1 14.04 3-52
Ringo, GA 106-2 13.01 3-45

Houser, Mrs. Ed 2-113 200-1 13.01 3-47
Ringo, GA I I I _I
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116-13 
116-14 
116-15 
116-16 
116-17 
116-18 
116-19 
116-20 
116-21 
116-22 
116-23 
116-24 
116-25 
116-26 
116-27 

203-1 

100-1 
100-2 
100-3 
100-4 

64-1 

133-1 

216-1 

\01-1 

49-1 
49-2 

134-1 

106-1 
106-2 

200-1 

" 
, . Comment, 

; Summary and '-', <, . , 
" 

.'Comment . Response ~'! 
,';Sum,,!ary~ " t Chapter3 Page .• 
Resp'Onse Code" Number, ' 

06.01 3-27 
05.1 I 3-17 
16,02 3-66 
05.10 3-16 
24.14 3-96 
05.12 3-18 
22.01 3-84 
06,02 3-27 
02.02 3-8 
03.03 3-10 
12.03 3-45 
13,02 3-47 
12.04 3-45 
14.14 3-56 
05.13 3-19 
05.14 3-19 
11.10 3-43 
05.15 3-20 
12.05 3-46 
10.Q2 3-39 
11.07 3-42 
13.03 3-47 
05.26 3-23 
05.16 3-20 
15.08 3-64 
14.04 3-52 
16.01 3-66 

07.03 03-31 

14.04 3-52 
02.02 3-8 
01.04 3-2 
01.09 3-5 

07.03 3-31 

07.03 3-31 

07.08 3-33 

14.06 3-53 

21.02 3-83 
09.04 3-36 

07.03 3-31 

14.04 3-52 
13.01 3-45 

13.01 3-47 



Chapter 1 - Public Comment Process

Comment
Summary and.

Document or Statement 'Comment Response on
Summary on Chapter 2 Comment Summary- Chapter 3 Page

Name of Commentor ,Page Number. Number.:, Response Code Number

Howell, William W. 2-93 125-1 02.01 3-8
Nashville, TN 125-2 23.13 3-89

Howell, Steven 2-138 238-1 07.08 3-33
Scottsboro

Hutchison, Ralph 2-203 702-1 05.23 3-22
Oak Ridge, TN 702-2 05.30 3-25

702-3 05.04 3-14
702-4 23.16 3-89
702:5 23.15 3-89
702-6 05.10 3-16
702-7 01.02 3-2
702-8 01.05 3-4
702-9 01.01 3-1
702-10 14.05 3-53
702-11 01.04 3-2
702-12 21.03 3-83
702-13 22.01 3-84
702-14 05.05 3-14
702-15 13.08 3-50
702-16 20.02 3-81
702-17 01.10 3-6

Hutchison, Ralph 2-221 825-1 01.01 3-1
Oak Ridge, TN 825-2 14.05 3-53

825-3 02.01 3-8

Imhof, Joseph A. 2-103 139-1 10.03 3-40
Huntsville, AL 139-2 04.01 3-11

Imhof, Joseph A. 2-134 236-1 07.08 3-33
Huntsville, AL

Imhof, Joseph 2-193 602-1 11.11 3-43
Huntsville, AL 602-2 11.12 3-44

Imhof, Joseph 2-221 824-1 01.09 3-5
Huntsville, AL 824-2 07.08 3-33

Johnson, John 2-121 217-1 01.01 3-1
Chattanooga, TN 217-2 01.04 3-2

217-3 08.02 3-34

Johnson, John 2-213 800-1 24.24 3-98
None Given 800-2 23.02 3-86

800-3 16.01 3-66
800-4 05.31 3-25
800-5 01.04 3-2
800-6 01.01 3-1
800-7 24.21 3-97
800-8 24.19 3-97
800-9 08.02 3-34

Johnson, Terry 2-213 720-1 01.01 3-1
Decatur, AL 720-2 08.02 3-34
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Johnson, John 2-213 800-1 24.24 3-98 
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Comment
.Summary and

7 ouetor Statement, Com.ment , Response on
Sum'mary on Chapter 2 Comment Summary- Chapter, 3 Page

Name of Commenor _Page Number, Number,. Response Code Number

Karpen, Leah R. 2-2 2-1 01.09 3-5
Asheville, NC 2-2 02.01 3-8

2-3 23.13 3-89
2-4 01.01 3-1
2-5 05.21 3-22

Karpen, Leah R. 2-7 9-1 01.09 3-5
Asheville, NC 9-2 02.01 3-8

Kazanas, Judi 2-97 131-1 07.03 3-31
Chattanooga, TN

Key, Joelle 2-95 128-1 05.10 3-16
Nashville, TN 128-2 14.16 3-57

King, Joan 0. 2-13 20-1 01.09 3-5
Sautee, GA 20-2 02.01 3-8

King, Linda 2-102 138-1 15.03 3-61
Hoover, AL 138-2 14.04 3-52

Kittrell, Jackie 2-218 812-1 05.26 3-23
Knoxville, TN 812-2 21.07 3-84

Kuka, Larry 2-122 218-1 01.09 3-5
Harrison, TN

Lancaster, Colleen 2-99 135-1 01.09 3-5
Brentwood, TN 135-2 04.01 3-11

Lansden, Carl 2-197 621-1 07.03 3-31
Chattanooga, TN 621-2 23.13 3-89

Lee, James H. 2-105 142-1 14.06 3-53
Atlanta, GA

Leming, Earl C. 2-94 127-1 14.15 3-56
Oak Ridge, TN 127-2 04.04 3-12

127-3 23.16 3-89
127-4 17.08 3-70
127-5 19.13 3-81

Lentsch, Mary Dennis 2-133 235-1 02.01 3-8
Chattanooga, TN 235-1 01.09 3-5

235-3 01.04 3-2
235-4 01.12 3-6
235-5 07.07 3-32

Lentsch, Mary 2-222 829-1 02.01 3-8
None Given 829-2 01.09 3-5

829-3 01.04 3-2
829-4 01.12 3-6
829-5 07.07 3-32

Lind, Eskel 2-90 120-1 07.02 3-30
Santa Cruz, CA 120-2 01.09 3-5

Liska, R. D. 2-79 112-1 01.01 3-1
Republic, MO 112-2 23.13 3-89

112-3 14.04 3-52
1 1 112-4 02.01 3-8
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Chattanooga, TN 235-1 01,09 3-5 

235-3 01,04 3-2 
235-4 01.12 3-6 
235-5 07.07 3-32 

Lentsch, Mary 2-222 829-1 02.01 3-8 
None Given 829-2 01,09 3-5 

829-3 01,04 3-2 
829-4 01,12 3-6 
829-5 07.07 3-32 

Lind, Eskel 2-90 120-1 07.02 3-30 
Santa Cruz, CA 120-2 01,09 3-5 

Liska, R. D. 2-79 112-1 01,01 3-1 
Republic, MO 112-2 23.13 3-89 

112-3 14.04 3-52 
112-4 02.01 3-8 
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Chap ter I - Public Comment Process

Comment,,
Smayand'

Document or Stateinent•, <' ,, Comment mRaesponsedon

yaon Chapter-2 Com et 'Summary- .Chapter 3 Page:
'Name of Commentor, *Page Number Number,= Response Code Number'

Lomax, Carol 2-197 623-1 04.04 3-12
None Given 623-2 23.03 3-86

623-3 15.01 3-60

Losey, David 2-191 505-1 01.09 3-5
Aiken, SC

Lugo, Chris 2-219 817-1 05.21 3-22
None Given . 817-2 01.09 3-5

817-3 02.01 3-8

Machen, Jyles 2-44 65-1 07.03 3-31
Huntsville, AL

Machen, Jyles 2-200 629-1 07.03 3-31
Huntsville, AL 629-2 24.06 3-94

MacNulty, Joanne 2-89 117-1 01.09 3-5
Paonia, CO

Mann, Ed 2-197 620-1 07.03 3-31
Scottsboro, AL 620-2 24.09 3-95

Marshall, Suzanne 2-9 13-1 14.04 3-52
Jacksonville, AL 13-2 15.03 3-61

13-3 02.01 3-8
13-4 22.01 3-84

13-5 01.09 3-5

McCuisten, Mr. & Mrs. Ford P., Jr. 2-122 219-1 07.08 3-33
Dutton, AL

McFarland, Diane 2-22 39-1 14.04 3-52
Harvest, AL

Metchnik, Bill 2-45 66-1 07.03 3-31
Paint Rock, AL

Mills, Jerry V. 2-59 87-1 07.03 3-31
Dayton, TN

Mock, Dorothy J. 2-78 109-1 07.02 3-30
Pisgah Forest, NC 109-2 02.01 3-8

109-3 14.04 3-52
109-4 01.04 3-2

Monroe, Bill 2-207 705-1 21.01 3-82
Oak Ridge, TN

Morris, Donald 2-192 506-1 06.03 3-28
Aiken, SC 506-2 05.27 3-24

506-3 23.19 3-90
506-4 23.21 3-91

1-25

Lomax, Carol 
None Given 

Losey, David 
Aiken, SC 

Lugo, Chris 
None Given 

Machen, Jyles 
Huntsville, AL 
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07.03 3-31 
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01.09 3-5 

07.03 3-31 
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14.04 3-52 
15.03 3-61 
02.01 3-8 
22.01 3-84 
01.09 3-5 

07.08 3-33 

14.04 3-52 

07.03 3-31 

07.03 3-31 

07.02 3-30 
02.01 3-8 
14.04 3-52 
01.04 3-2 
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'Comment
... .. . .Documet . Summary and

Docutnentor Statement' . Comment R'Sesponse on
Summary on Chapter 2 Comment Summary- Chapter 3 Page

Name of Commentor ,Page Number Nunber• Response Code Number

Mueller, Heinz J. 2-106 143-1 23.16 3-89
Atlanta, GA 143-2 05.06 3-15

143-3 05.10 3-16
143-4 11.05 3-42
143-5 19.10 3-80
143-6 24.15 3-96
143-7 24.04 3-93
143-8 14.17 3-57
143-9 19.11 3-80

Myczack, Leaf 2-223 835-1 05.31 3-25
None Given 835-2 05.09 3-16

835-3 24.29 3-98
835-4 24.30 3-99
835-5 07.04 3-31

Nelms, Don 2-45 67-1 07.03 3-31
Gadsden, AL

Nelms, Don 2-144 243-1 07.08 3-33
Gadsden, AL

Nelms, Don 2-223 831-1 07.03 3-31
Gadsden, AL

Nicholas, David 2-46 68-1 07.03 3-31
Scottsboro, AL

Oak Ridge Environmental Peace 2-65 94-1 24.12 3-95
Alliance 94-2 02.02 3-8

94-3 21.03 3-83
94-4 06.03 3-28
94-5 02.01 3-8
94-6 01.04 3-2
94-7 01.06 3-4
94-8 09.07 3-38
94-9 05.08 3-15

94-10 05.09 3-16
94-11 05.05 3-14
94-12 17.01 3-67
94-13 19.07 3-79
94-14 19.08 3-79
94-15 06.07 3-30
94-16 18.03 3-73
94-17 09.08 3-38
94-18 17.04 3-68
94-19 14.13 3-56
94-20 22.01 3-84
94-21 13.08 3-50
94-22 17.05 3-69
94-23 17.06 3-69
94-24 01.07 3-4
94-25 14.05 3-53
94-26 17.07 3-69
94-27 01.10 3-6
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94-13 19.07 3-79 
94-14 19.08 3-79 
94-15 06.07 3-30 
94-16 18.03 3-73 
94-17 09.08 3-38 
94-18 17.04 3-68 
94-19 14.13 3-56 
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Chapter 1 - Public Comment Process

S. . "Comment
Summary and

Document or Statement . Comment Response on
,Summar' on Chapter 2. Comment Summary- Chapter 3 Page

, Name of Commentor: Page Number -. NuImber`, ," Response Code* " Number

Oak Ridge Environmental Peace 2-148 250-1 07.02 3-30
Alliance 250-2 02.02 3-8

250-3 01.09 3-5
250-4 01.04 3-2
250-5 23.13 3-89
250-6 01.01 3-1

Olson, Donald E. 2-47 69-1 07.03 3-31
Decatur, AL

Page, Robert H. 2-77 107-1 07.03 3-31
Signal Mountain, TN

Paschal, Rick 2-7 10-1 07.03 3-31
Dutton, AL

Petition 2-163 147-1 07.03 3-31

Petition (December 9, 1998) 2-154 254-1 07.03 3-31

Petition (December 14, 1998) 2-161 255-1 07.07 3-32

Phillippe, Mark D. 2-123 220-1 07.08 3-33
Scottsboro, AL

Poe, Jr., W. Lee 2-3 4-1 05.22 3-22
Aiken, SC 4-2 19.02 3-77

4-3 19.03 3-77
4-4 05.10 3-16
4-5 05.01 3-13
4-6 05.02 3-13
4-7 01.08 3-5
4-8 01.09 3-5
4-9 04.03 3-12
4-10 23.15 3-89

Poe, Jr., W. Lee 2-29 44-1 05.01 3-13
Aiken, SC 44-2 04.03 3-12

44-3 05.04 3-14
44-4 05.29 3-25
44-5 06.06 3-29
44-6 06.03 3-28
44-7 03.03 3-10
44-8 19.04 3-78
44-9 19.05 3-78
44-10 23.15 3-89
44-11 01.09 3-5
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Oak Ridge Environmental Peace 2-148 250-1 07.02 3-30 
Alliance 250-2 02.02 3-8 

250-3 01.09 3-5 
250-4 01.04 3-2 
250-5 23.13 3-89 
250-6 01.01 3-1 

Olson, Donald E. 2-47 69-\ 07.03 3-3\ 
Decatur, AL 

Page, Robert H. 2-77 107-1 07.03 3-31 
Signal Mountain, TN 

Paschal, Rick 2-7 10-1 07.03 3-3\ 
Dutton, AL 

Petition 2-163 147-\ 07.03 3-31 

Petition (December 9, 1998) 2-154 254-\ 07.03 3-3\ 

Petition (December 14, 1998) 2-\61 255-1 07.07 3-32 

Phillippe, Mark D. 2-123 220-1 07.08 3-33 
Scottsboro, AL 

Poe, Jr., W. Lee 2-3 4-1 05.22 3-22 
Aiken, SC 4-2 19.02 3-77 

4-3 19.03 3-77 
4-4 05.10 3-16 
4-5 05.01 3-13 
4-6 05.02 3-13 
4-7 01.08 3-5 
4-8 01.09 3-5 
4-9 04.03 3-12 

4-10 23.15 3-89 

Poe, Jr., W. Lee 2-29 44-\ 05.01 3-13 
Aiken, SC 44-2 04.03 3-\2 

44-3 05.04 3-14 
44-4 05.29 3-25 
44-5 06.06 3-29 
44-6 06.03 3-28 
44-7 03.03 3-10 
44-8 19.04 3-78 
44-9 19.05 3-78 

44-10 23.15 3-89 
44-11 01.09 3-5 
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Comment
Summary and

Document or Statement Comment Response on
Summary on. Chapter 2 Comment Summary- Chapter 3 Page

Name of Commentor Page Number Number,.. 'Response Code Number

Poe, Lee 2-188 501-1 04.01 3-11
Aiken, SC 501-2 05.04 3-14

501-3 23.14 3-89
501-4 04.03 3-12
501-5 05.02 3-13
501-6 05.29 3-25
501-7 06.03 3-28
501-8 24.01 3-92
501-9 03.03 3-10
501-10 19.04 3-78
501-11 19.05 3-78
501-12 23.15 3-89
501-13 23.16 3-89
501-14 01.04 3-2
501-15 01.09 3-5
501-16 01.10 3-6

Price, Gene and Barbara 2-28 42-1 07.03 3-31
Guntersville, AL

Price, Louis, Mayor 2-47 70-1 07.03 3-31
Scottsboro, AL

Proffitt, Tim and Jennifer 2-149 251-1 07.07 3-32
Decatur, TN

Proffitt, Ned and Joyce 2-150 252-1 07.07 3-32
Decatur, TN 252-2 15.03 3-61

252-3 08.02 3-34

Pulsipher, Alex A. 2-92 124-1 01.09 3-5
Knoxville, TN 124-2 01.01 3-1

Reed, Jesse L. 2-60 88-1 07.01 3-30
Grandview, TN

Reiber, Bre 2-74 102-1 01.09 3-5
New York, NY 102-2 01.04 3-2

102-3 07.05 3-32
102-4 17.15 3-72
102-5 01.11 3-6

Reynolds, Dick 2-189 502-1 06.03 3-28
Martinez, GA 502-2 03.02 3-9

Roberson, James 2-212 717-1 07.04 3-31
Chattanooga, TN

Roberts, Michael D. 2-48 71-1 07.03 3-31
Decatur, AL

Robinson, Mrs. W. H. 2-13 21-1 02.01 3-8
Scottsboro, AL

Rolce, Joyce 2-91 12 1-1 07.02 3-30
Nashville, TN

Ryan, R. Kent 2-48 72-1 07.03 3-31
Huntsville, AL
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Summary oil Chapter 2 Comment Summary- Chapter 3 Page 
,'Name of Comment or , ; Page Number " , Number'. ' Response Code ' Number 

Poe, Lee 2-188 501-1 04,01 3-11 
Aiken, SC 501-2 05,04 3-14 

501-3 23,14 3-89 
501-4 04,03 3-12 
501-5 05,02 3-13 
501-6 05,29 3-25 
501-7 06,03 3-28 
501-8 24,01 3-92 
501-9 03,03 3-10 

501-10 19,04 3-78 
501-11 19,05 3-78 
501-12 23,15 3-89 
501-13 23,16 3-89 
501-14 01.04 3-2 
501-15 01.09 3-5 
501-16 01.10 3-6 

Price, Gene and Barbara 2-28 42-1 07,03 3-31 
Guntersville, AL 

Price, Louis, Mayor 2-47 7O-I 07,03 3-31 
Scottsboro, AL 

Proffitt, Tim and Jennifer 2-149 251-1 07,07 3-32 
Decatur, TN 

Proffitt, Ned and Joyce 2-150 252-1 07,07 3-32 
Decatur, TN 252-2 15,03 3-61 

252-3 08,02 3-34 

Pulsipher, Alex A, 2-92 124-1 01.09 3-5 
Knoxville, TN 124-2 01.01 3-1 

Reed, Jesse L. 2-60 88-1 07,01 3-30 
Grandview, TN 

Reiber, Bre 2-74 102-1 01.09 3-5 
New York, NY 102-2 01.04 3-2 

102-3 07,05 3-32 
102-4 17,15 3-72 
102-5 OLII 3-6 

Reynolds, Dick 2-189 502-1 06,03 3-28 
Martinez, GA 502-2 03,02 3-9 

Roberson, James 2-212 717-1 07,04 3-31 
Chattanooga, TN 

Roberts, Michael D, 2-48 71-1 07,03 3-31 
Decatur, AL 

Robinson, Mrs, W, H, 2-13 21-1 02,01 3-8 
Scottsboro, AL 

Rolce, Joyce 2-91 121-1 07,02 3-30 
Nashville, TN 

'Ryan, R, Kent 2-48 72-1 07,03 3-31 
Huntsville, AL 
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Comment.

Summary and
Document or Statement .- Comment Response on
Summary on' Chapter 2 Comment .'Summary- Chapter 3 Page

'Name ofCommentor Page Number *'' Number.. '.ResponsjCode".', Number

Sanders, Patricia Pelot 2-81 115-1 23.13 3-89
Murfreesboro, TN 115-2 14.04 3-52

115-3 01.04 3-2
115-4 02.02 3-8

Sandlin, James B., P.E. 2-144 244-1 07.08 3-33
Scottsboro, AL

Sandlin, Jimmy 2-222 826-1 07.08 3-33
Scottsboro, AL

Sanford, C.S. 2-14 22-1 14.07 3-54
Nashville, TN 22-2 11.08 3-43

Sax, Steven 2-123 221-1 07.08 3-33
Fort Payne, AL

Scarbrough, W. D. 2-21 36-1 08.02 3-34
Huntsville, AL

Scarbrough, Wm. D. 2-75 103-1 10.04 3-40
Huntsville, AL 103-2 24.07 3-94

103-3 08.02 3-34
103-4 23.13 3-89

Scarbrough, W.D. 2-113 201-1 07.07 3-32
Huntsville, TN

Schmidt, George E., Jr. 2-124 222-1 07.02 3-30
Chattanooga, TN 222-2 05.21 3-22

Schowalter, Bob 2-14 23-1 07.03 3-31
Knoxville, TN 23-2 18.01 3-73

23-3 07.02 3-30

Schwartz, Bob 2-192 507-1 02.01 3-8
Aiken, SC 507-2 08.02 3-34

Schwenk, Nate 2-16 26-1 06.03 3-28
Spring City, TN 26-2 09.01 3-35

26-3 07.03 3-31

Sessions, Jeff, U.S. Senator 2-194 608-1 07.03 3-31
Washington, DC

Sexton, Jim 2-18 30-1 14.04 3-52
Florence, AL 30-2 01.01 3-1

Shelton, Delbert 2-199 626-1 07.03 3-31
Scottsboro, AL

Sherer, Cameron G. 2-11 16-1 04.01 3-11
Evans, GA

Smith, Steven 2-148 249-1 02.01 3-8
None Given 249-2 01.04 3-2

249-3 01.15 3-8
1 1 249-4 07.08 3-33
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Sanders, Patricia Pelot 
Murfreesboro, TN 

Sandlin, James 8., P.E. 
Scottsboro, AL 

. Sandlin, Jimmy 
Scottsboro, AL 

Sanford, C. S. 
Nashville, TN 

Sax, Steven 
Fort Payne, AL 

Scarbrough, W. D. 
Huntsville, AL 

Scarbrough, Wm, D, 
Huntsville, AL 

Scarbrough, W.D. 
Huntsville, TN 

Schmidt, George E., Jr. 
Chattanooga, TN 

Schowalter, Bob 
Knoxville, TN 

Schwartz, Bob 
Aiken, SC 

Schwenk, Nate 
Spring City, TN 

Sessions, Jeff, U.S. Senator 
Washington, DC 

Sexton, Jim 
Florence, AL 

Shelton, Delbert 
Scottsboro, AL 

Sherer, Cameron G. 
Evans, GA 

Smith, Steven 
None Given 

" 

Chapter I - Public Comment Process 

" ,Comment. 
" ' , ,_' '., . _ , , ," " ' Summary and 
Docfilhe;', diStati/ment "',' : .", ','Coniment .' :llespo~s~ on " 

~,§h'!i/jlf!!Y ,~,!jc~~J1,t,~~l.J 1,\' •. C~!!J!J,~~~,< '> -','~~"1x~~iy~,' .,,~ .,' i:~l!pt~r3J>ag~, 
, ",Page Num,ber.i\'~: \,/ 1\'::,:Num/jer.~;L,' )_"Respons~./::o.de,' ';','<'Number:,:' 

2-81 115-1 23,13 3-89 
115-2 14.04 3-52 
115-3 01.04 3-2 
115-4 02.02 3-8 

2-144 244-1 07.08 3-33 

2-222 826-1 07.08 3-33 

2-14 22-1 14.07 3-54 
22-2 11.08 3-43 

2-123 221-1 07.08 3-33 

2-21 36-1 08,02 3-34 

2-75 103-1 10.04 3-40 
103-2 24.07 3-94 
103-3 08.02 3-34 
103-4 23.13 3-89 

2-113 201-1 07.07 3-32 

2-124 222-1 07.02 3-30 
222-2 05,21 3-22 

2-14 23-1 07,03 3-31 
23-2 18,01 3-73 
23-3 07.02 3-30 

2-192 507-1 02.01 3-8 
507-2 08.02 3-34 

2-16 26-1 06.03 3-28 
26-2 09,01 3-35 
26-3 07,03 3-31 

2-194 608-1 07,03 3-31 

2-18 30-1 14.04 3-52 
30-2 01.01 3-1 

2-199 626-1 07,03 3-31 

2-11 16-1 04.01 3-11 

2-148 249-1 02.01 3-8 
249-2 01.04 3-2 
249-3 01.15 3-8 
249-4 07.08 3-33 
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Comment
Summary and

Document or Statement Commnent Response on
Summ'ary on Chapter 2 .Comment. Summary-, 'hapter 3 Page,

• Name of Commentor .Page Number Number., ResponseCode Number

Smith, Steven 2-200 700-1 06.03 3-28
None Given 700-2 23.22 3-91

700-3 23.16 3-89
700-4 23.04 3-87
700-5 17.16 3-72
700-6 03.03 3-10
700-7 17.17 3-72
700-8 06.05 3-29
700-9 06.06 3-29
700-10 23.05 3-87
700-11 02.02 3-8
700-12 03.01 3-9
700-13 02.01 3-8
700-14 05.02 3-13
700-15 01.04 3-2
700-16 01.09 3-5
700-17 23.06 3-87
700-18 23.07 3-87
700-19 06.04 3-29
700-20 01.02 3-2

Smith, Steven 2-215 803-1 23.24 3-92
None Given 803-2 01.07 3-4

803-3 08.02 3-34
803-4 24.31 3-99
803-5 05.31 3-25

803-6 01.04 3-2
803-7 01.15 3-8
803-8 23.05 3-87
803-9 05.05 3-14
803-10 07.03 3-31
803-11 02.01 3-8

Smith, Bob 2-188 500-1 09.08 3-38
Aiken, SC 500-2 03.02 3-9

500-3 24.05 3-93

Snell, Jim 2-117 208-1 14.04 3-52
Nashville, TN 208-2 02.01 3-8

208-3 01.09 3-5
208-4 05.33 3-26
208-5 23.13 3-89

Sparks, Robert 2-20 34-1 07.03 3-31
Arab, AL

Stanfill, Mary 2-19 33-1 07.03 3-31
Huntsville, AL 33-2 14.04 3-52

Stark, Kristina 2-150 253-1 01.14 3-7
Oakley, KS

Stephens, Jennifer 2-75 104-1 07.03 3-31
Albertville, AL

Stephens, Jennifer 2-198 625-1 07.03 3-31
Albertville, AL 625-2 13.05 3-49
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" Comment', 
n, ., ,. ,. , .. , 

,Summary and . , 

Docuinentoi'Statemeni Comment Response on 
, , ',Summ~ryo~ Cliapter] , Com';"ent. Summary- ' Chapier 3 Rage. 

, .;': ¥:Wiime·ofComili~nio.r .> ,':p,age l'{uinber' ,. ,':;Number ,,:\-:/; ResponsH:oae y '" Nuinber,' '., 

Smith, Steven 2-200 700-1 06.03 3-28 
None Given 700-2 23.22 3-91 

700-3 23.16 3-89 
700-4 23.04 3-87 
700-5 17.16 3-72 
700-6 03.03 3-10 
700-7 17.17 3-72 
700-8 06.05 3-29 
700-9 06.06 3-29 

700-10 23.05 3-87 
700-11 02.02 3-8 
700-12 03.01 3-9 
700-13 02.01 3-8 
700-14 05.02 3-13 
700-15 01.04 3-2 
700-16 01.09 3-5 
700-17 23.06 3-87 
700-18 23.07 3-87 
700-19 06.04 3-29 
700-20 01.02 3-2 

Smith, Steven 2-215 803-1 23.24 3-92 
None Given 803-2 01.07 3-4 

803-3 08.02 3-34 
803-4 24.31 3-99 
803-5 05.31 3-25 
803-6 01.04 3-2 
803-7 01.15 3-8 
803-8 23.05 3-87 
803-9 05.05 3-14 

803-10 07.03 3-31 
803-11 02.01 3-8 

Smith, Bob 2-188 500-1 09.08 3-38 
Aiken, SC 500-2 03.02 3-9 

500-3 24.05 3-93 

Snell, Jim 2-117 208-1 14.04 3-52 
Nashville, TN 208-2 02.01 3-8 

208-3 01.09 3-5 
208-4 05.33 3-26 
208-5 23.13 3-89 

Sparks, Robert 2-20 34-1 07.03 3-31 
Arab, AL 

Stanfill, Mary 2-19 33-1 07.03 3-31 
Huntsville, AL 33-2 14.04 3-52 

Stark, Kristina 2-150 253-1 01.14 3-7 
Oakley, KS 

Stephens, Jennifer 2-75 104-1 07.03 3-31 
Albertville, AL 

Stephens, Jennifer 2-198 625-1 07.03 3-31 
Albertville, AL 625-2 13.05 3-49 
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Chapter 1 - Public Comment Process

, ~ :~i~Comment

7 Summary and;.
Document or Statement Comment,- Response on
Summary on Chapter 2 Comment Summary- Chapter 3 Page

Name of Commentor .'PageNumber Number, Response Code Number

Stephens, Jennifer 2-212 716-1 07.03 3-31
Albertville, AL

Stiefel, Denny R. 2-15 24-1 07.03 3-31
Fyffe, AL

Stiles, William 2-115 205-1 07.03 3-31
Scottsboro, AL

Stone, Thomas J. 2-70 95-1 01.09 3-5
Aiken, SC

Stooksbury, Gary 2-31 45-1 01.04 3-2
Aiken, SC 45-2 21.06 3-84

45-3 23.17 3-90
45-4 04.01 3-11
45-5 05.07 3-15
45-6 15.07 3-63
45-7 03.03 3-10
45-8 23.15 3-89

Stooksbury, Gary 2-190 503-1 01.04 3-2
Aiken, SC 503-2 21.06 3-84

503-3 23.02 3-86
503-4 23.17 3-90
503-5 09.09 3-38
503-6 23.20 3-91
503-7 04.01 3-11
503-8 05.07 3-15
503-9 15.07 3-63
503-10 05.05 3-14
503-11 03.03 3-10
503-12 23.18 3-90

Sturtridge, Richard J. 2-80 113-1 01.09 3-5
Nashville, TN 113-2 14.04 3-52

Stutts, Steven C. 2-49 73-1 07.01 3-30
Jackson, MS

Stutts, Steven 2-198 624-1 07.01 3-30
Jackson, MS

Tanner, Steve 2-60 89-1 24.12 3-95
Chattanooga, TN 89-2 01.04 3-2

89-3 04.05 3-12

Tanner, Steve 2-62 90-I 23.15 3-89
Chattanooga, TN 90-2 01.02 3-2

90-3 01.04 3-2
90-4 07.01 3-30
90-5 06.05 3-29
90-6 04.01 3-11

Tanner, Steve 2-136 237-1 07.08 3-33
None Given

1-31

Chapter J - Public Comment Process 

·····.)i;~i,: -":.: ·"S;"/;t';,:F~'. ·.<.i;~~l)il~f~~i;;i~){~:1; ;+,.:i"i;;, ~i~·:;0ti):~t;;;(;:;:"·· 1'~i~~:1~~:l~;:ii:5i' . '. ,'. :~~~~::;~nd;' I,,:tt.) ii,l!~~~}~?~>': , . ~ ~()<:; .. ;;,) < 
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.. 

Summary; 0;' Chapter 4 Coniment . . SUf1l1hary-:' . Chapter 3 Page ... 
'. Name of Comment or . Page'Number . Number . Respo,nse Code . Number 

Stephens, Jennifer 2-212 716-1 07.03 3-31 
Albertville, AL 

Stiefel, Denny R. 2-15 24-1 07.03 3-31 
Fyffe, AL 

Stiles, William 2-115 205-1 07.03 3-31 
Scottsboro, AL 

Stone, Thomas J. 2-70 95-1 01.09 3-5 
Aiken, SC 

Stooksbury, Gary 2-31 45-1 01.04 3-2 
Aiken, SC 45-2 21.06 3-84 

45-3 23.17 3-90 
45-4 04.01 3-11 
45-5 05.07 3-15 
45-6 15.07 3-63 
45-7 03.03 3-10 
45-8 23.15 3-89 

Stooksbury, Gary 2-190 503-1 01.04 3-2 
Aiken, SC 503-2 21.06 3-84 

503-3 23.02 3-86 
503-4 23.17 3-90 
503-5 09.09 3-38 
503-6 23.20 3-91 
503-7 04.01 3-11 
503-8 05.07 3-15 
503-9 15.07 3-63 
503-10 05.05 3-14 
503-11 03.03 3-10 
503-12 23.18 3-90 

Sturtridge, Richard J. 2-80 113-1 01.09 3-5 
Nashville, TN 113-2 14.04 3-52 

Stutts, Steven C. 2-49 73-1 07.01 3-30 
Jackson, MS 

Stutts, Steven 2-198 624-1 07.01 3-30 
Jackson, MS 

Tanner, Steve 2-60 89-1 24.12 3-95 
Chattanooga, TN 89-2 01.04 3-2 

89-3 04.05 3-12 

Tanner, Steve 2-62 90-1 23.15 3-89 
Chattanooga, TN 90-2 01.02 3-2 

90-3 01.04 3-2 
90-4 07.01 3-30 
90-5 06.05 3-29 
90-6 04.01 3-11 

Tanner, Steve 2-136 237-1 07.08 3-33 
None Given 
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Comment''
Summary and

Document or Statement Comment Response on
Summary on Chapter 2 Comment , Summary- Chapter 3 Page

*Name ofCommentor Page Number,,, ,Number ResponseCodeq_: ,_Number

Tanner, Steve 2-211 713-1 05.20 3-22
Chattanooga, TN 713-2 23.15 3-89

713-3 01.02 3-2
713-4 01.04 3-2
713-5 07.01 3-30
713-6 06.05 3-29
713-7 04.01 3-11

Tanner, Steve 2-220 823-1 07.08 3-33
Chattanooga, TN

Taylor, Lucy W. 2-124 223-1 23.13 3-89
Chattanooga, TN 223-2 01.01 3-1

223-3 01.10 3-6

Thomas, Sharon and Gerry, Jr. 2-8 11-1 07.06 3-32
Flat Rock, AL 11-2 14.04 3-52

Thompson, Peaches, Mayor 2-50 74-1 07.03 3-31
Gurley, AL

Thornell, David 2-53 78-1 07.03 3-31
Scottsboro, AL

Thomell, David 2-195 612-1 07.03 3-31
Scottsboro, AL

Thrasher, Virginia 2-79 111-1 02.01 3-8
Birmingham, AL

Tiller, Hank 2-2 1-1 04.01 3-11
Hixson, TN

Tucker, John 2-17 29-1 10.03 3-40
None Given

Turner, Christopher F. 2-96 130-1 07.02 3-30
Walnut Creek, CA

Underwood, Calvin 2-220 822-1 07.08 3-33
Huntsville, AL

Van Wyck, Robert W. 2-23 41-1 01.09 3-5
Brentwood, TN 41-2 22.01 3-84

41-3 15.04 3-61
41-4 08.02 3-35
41-5 09.02 3-35
41-6 09.03 3-36
41-7 05.03 3-13
41-8 15.05 3-62
41-9 14.09 3-54

41-10 21.02 3-83
41-11 20.04 3-82
41-12 14.10 3-55
41-13 15.06 3-62

Van Wyck, Robert 2-114 202-1 07.02 3-30
Brentwood, TN 202-2 05.31 3-25

Van Wyck, Robert W. 2-146 247-1 05.31 3-25
Brentwood, TN
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Tanner, Steve 2-211 713-1 05,20 3-22 
Chattanooga, TN 713-2 23,15 3-89 

713-3 01.02 3-2 
713-4 01.04 3-2 
713-5 07,01 3-30 
713-6 06,05 3-29 
713-7 04,01 3-11 

Tanner, Steve 2-220 823-1 07,08 3-33 
Chattanooga, TN 

Taylor, Lucy W, 2-124 223-1 23,13 3-89 
Chattanooga, TN 223-2 01.01 3-1 

223-3 01.10 3-6 

Thomas, Sharon and Gerry, Jr. 2-8 II-I 07.06 3-32 
Flat Rock, AL 11-2 14,04 3-52 

Thompson, Peaches, Mayor 2-50 74-1 07,03 3-31 
Gurley, AL 

Thornell, David 2-53 78-1 07,03 3-31 
Scottsboro, AL 

Thornell, David 2-195 612-1 07,03 3-31 
Scottsboro, AL 

Thrasher, Virginia 2-79 III-I 02,01 3-8 
Birmingham, AL 

Tiller, Hank 2-2 I-I 04,01 3-11 
Hixson, TN 

Tucker, John 2-17 29-1 10,03 3-40 
None Given 

Turner, Christopher F, 2-96 130-1 07,02 3-30 
Walnut Creek, CA 

Underwood, Calvin 2-220 822-1 07,08 3-33 
Huntsville, AL 

Van Wyck, Robert W. 2-23 41-1 01.09 3-5 
Brentwood, TN 41-2 22,01 3-84 

41-3 15,04 3-61 
41-4 08,02 3-35 
41-5 09.02 3-35 
41-6 09,03 3-36 
41-7 05,03 3-13 
41-8 15.05 3-62 
41-9 14,09 3-54 

41-10 21.02 3-83 
41-11 20,04 3-82 
41-12 14,10 3-55 
41-13 15,06 3-62 

Van Wyck, Robert 2-114 202-1 07,02 3-30 
Brentwood, TN 202-2 05,31 3-25 

Van Wyck, Robert W, 2-146 247-1 05,31 3-25 
Brentwood, TN 
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Commient
or. . .. / .,: .Com n Summary and

Document orStatement:R Comment Response on
Sumrma•. onhChapter 2 i Comment, Summary- Chapter3Page.'

N.ameofCmmnrPage Number m, Number.o •. Response Code .. ,Number,

Vaught, Butch, Mayor 2-196 615-1 07.03 3-31
Langston, AL

Wahl, Mike 2-35 50-1 16.04 3-67
Athens, AL

Wahl, Xerxes 2-34 47-1 02.01 3-8
Athens, AL 47-2 07.03 3-31

Ward, Jerry 2-194 605-1 23.15 3-89
None Given

Ward, Richard 2-50 75-1 07.03 3-31
Chattanooga, TN

Ward, Richard 2-196 618-1 07.03 3-31
Chattanooga, TN

Watson, Charles R. 2-64 91-1 07.02 3-30
Chattanooga, TN

Weir, Marie 2-64 92-1 07.02 3-30
Dayton, TN

Weir, Marie 2-125 224-1 07.03 3-31
Dayton, TN

Weir, Mitchell 2-65 93-1 07.02 3-30
Chattanooga, TN

Weir, Mitchell 2-223 834 1 07.08 3-33
Chattanooga, TN

West, Jason J. 2-33 46-1 01.04 3-2
Aiken, SC

Wheeler, Mark A. 2-125 225-1 07.02 3-30
Hixson, TN 225-2 01.01 3-1

225-3 07.01 3-30
225-4 07.03 3-31

Wheeler, Mark 2-213 719-1 03.01 3-9
Hixson, TN 719-2 23.15 3-89

719-3 07.03 3-31
719-4 05.20 3-22
719-5 07.04 3-31

Wilhoit, Dwight 2-131 234-1 07.08 3-33
None Given

Wilhoit, Dwight 2-223 830-1 07.08 3-33
Chattanooga, TN

Wilholt, Mrs. Susan Cassidy 2-126 226-1 07.07 3-32
Dayton, TN

Wilkey, Jimmie 2-218 813-1 24.27 3-98
None Given 813-2 13.07 3-50

Williams, Charles R. 2-126 227-1 07.02 3-30
Soddy-Daisy, TN 227-1 07.08 3-33
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Vaught, Butch, Mayor 2-196 615-1 07,03 3-31 
Langston, AL 

Wahl, Mike 2-35 50-I 16.04 3-67 
Athens, AL 

Wahl, Xerxes 2-34 47-1 02,01 3-8 
Athens, AL 47-2 07.03 3-31 

Ward, Jerry 2-194 605-1 23, IS 3-89 
None Given 

Ward, Richard 2-50 75-1 07.03 3-31 
Chattanooga, TN 

Ward, Richard 2-196 618-1 07,03 3-31 
Chattanooga, TN 

Watson, Charles R. 2-64 91-1 07,02 3-30 
Chattanooga, TN 

Weir, Marie 2-64 92-1 07,02 3-30 
Dayton, TN 

Weir, Marie 2-125 224-1 07.03 3-31 
Dayton, TN 

Weir, Mitchell 2-65 93-1 07,02 3-30 
Chattanooga, TN 

Weir, Mitchell 2-223 834-1 07,08 3-33 
Chattanooga, TN 

West, Jason J, 2-33 46-1 01.04 3-2 
Aiken, SC 

Wheeler, Mark A, 2-125 225-1 07,02 3-30 
Hixson, TN 225-2 01.01 3-1 

225-3 07,01 3-30 
225-4 07,03 3-31 

Wheeler, Mark 2-213 719-1 03.01 3-9 
Hixson, TN 719-2 23.15 3-89 

719-3 07.03 3-31 
719-4 05.20 3-22 
719-5 07.04 3-31 

Wilhoit, Dwight' 2-131 234-1 07.08 3-33 
None Given 

Wilhoit, Dwight 2-223 83O-I 07.08 3-33 
Chattanooga, TN 

Wilhoit, Mrs, Susan Cassidy 2-126 226-1 07,07 3-32 
Dayton, TN 

Wilkey, Jimmie 2-218 813-1 24,27 3-98 
None Given 813-2 13,07 3-50 

Williams, Charles R. 2-126 227-1 07,02 3-30 
Soddy-Daisy, TN 227-1 07.08 3-33 
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Comment
Summary and'

Documentoir Statement *.. Comment Response on
Summary on, Chapter 2. , Comment Summary- Chapter 3 Page

':Name of Commentor Page Number Number. Response Code Number

Williams, Dan 2-51 76-1 07.03 3-31
Huntsville, AL

Williams, Danny L. 2-53 77-1 07.03 3-31
Florence, AL

Wilson, Justin P. 2-93 126-1 14.06 3-53
Nashville, TN 126-2 14.15 3-56

126-3 11.02 3-41
126-4 11.03 3-41

Wilson, Rex 2-213 718-1 07.03 3-31

Chattanooga, TN

Woloszyn, Mike 2-105 141-1 07.04 3-31
None Given 141-2 23.13 3-89

Womacks, Mike 2-129 232-1 13.05 3-49
None Given 232-2 01.02 3-2

232-3 23.22 3-91
232-4 13.06 3-49
232-5 07.06 3-32
232-6 01.01 3-1
232-7 07.07 3-32

Womacks, Mike 2-192 600-1 23.02 3-86
Scottsboro, AL 600-2 01.04 3-2

600-3 14.20 3-58

Womacks, Mike 2-216 806-1 23.25 3-92
None Given 806-2 23.07 3-87

806-3 13.05 3-49
806-4 01.02 3-2
806-5 23.22 3-91
806-6 13.06 3-49
806-7 07.06 3-32
806-8 02.01 3-8
806-9 07.07 3-32

Womacks, Carol 2-115 204-1 07.03 3-31
Scottsboro, AL

Womacks, Carol 2-219 816-1 24.28 3-98
None Given 816-2 23.12 3-88

Wright, Greg 2-223 833-1 07.08 3-33
Chattanooga, TN

Wright, Rhonda D., M.D. 2-15 25-1 15.02 3-60
Montgomery, AL 25-2 17.02 3-68

25-3 16.05 3-67
25-4 01.09 3-5

Zaage, Herman & Sylvia 2-36 51-1 01.09 3-5
Staten Island, NY 51-2 14.04 3-52

Zigler, Alexis 2-19 32-1 01.09 3-5
Sarasota, FL 32-2 01.04 3-2

32-3 07.05 3-32
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Chapter 1 - Public Comment Process

Table 1-6 Index of Public Officials, Organizations, and Public Interest Groups

Chapter 2
Document Page

Commentor Information Number Number

Action for a Clean Environment, Adele Kushner, Alto, GA 239 2-138

Akzo Nobel, Steven Howell, Plant Manager, Scottsboro, AL 238 2-138

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Susan Gordon, Director, Seattle, WA, and 137, 239 2-101
Washington, DC 2-138

Carolina Peace Resource Center, Harry Rogers, Columbia, SC 239 2-138

Cataract, Inc., Ronald L. Forster, Ringold, Regional Manager, GA 59, 214 2-41
2-120

Citizen Alert, Rick Nielsen, Las Vegas, NV 239 2-138

Citizens Protecting Ohio, Harvey Wasserman, Bexley, OH 239 2-138

City of Gurley, Alabama, Mayor Peaches Thompson 74 2-50

City of Scottsboro, Alabama, Mayor Louis Price 70 2-47

Cleveland Peace Action, Marjie Edguer, Cleveland, OH 239 2-138

Cumberland Countians for Justice & Peace, Donald Clark, Chair, Pleasant Hill, TN 239, 248 2-138
2-147

Economic Development Partnership of Aiken and Edgefield Counties of South Carolina, 45 2-31
Gary Stooksbury, Director, Aiken, SC

Electric Utility Board, Ronnie Boles, Chairman, Huntsville, AL 240 2-140

Engineering Association, Inc., Randall L. Hartwig, Valley-Wide Officer-Treasurer, Decatur, AL 63 2-43

Foundation for Global Sustainability, Michelle Neal-Conlon, Knoxville, TN 239 2-138

Government Accountability Project, Tom Carpenter, Seattle, WA 239 2-138

Grandmothers & Mothers Alliance for the Future, Susan Lee Solar, Austin, TX 239 2-138

Hanford Education Action League, Lynne Stembridge, Spokane, WA 239 2-138

International Association of Bridge Structural, Ornamental, and Reinforcing Iron Workers, 75 2-50
Richard Ward, General Organizer

International Association of Heat and Frost Insulators and Asbestos Workers, Bill Mahoney, 147 2-163
Union Representative

International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers, Bill Metchnik, Union 66 2-45
Representative, Paint Rock, AL

International Brotherhood of Boilermakers, Iron Ship Builders, Blacksmiths, Clyde Caldwell, 147 2-163
Jr., Union Representative

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 175, Mark A. Wheeler, Vice President, 225 2-125
Hixson, TN

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 721, Larry Hancock, Recording 233 2-130
Secretary, Chattanooga, TN
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Chapter2
Document Page

Commentor information Number Number

International Brotherhood of Painters and Allied Trades, Mitchell Weir, Union Representative 147 2-163

International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Michael A. Kendrick, Union Representative 147 2-163

International Union of Operating Engineers, AFL-CIO, Steve Stutts, International 73 2-49
Representative, Jackson, MS

International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 320, Danny L. Williams, Business Manager, 77 2-53
Florence, AL

Iron Workers Local Union No. 704, Melvin Brewer, Business Manager, and Robert E. 56, 81, 140 2-38
Eigelsbach, Assistant Business Manager, Chattanooga, TN 2-55

2-104

Jackson County Economic Development Authority, David Thornhill, Executive Director, 78 2-53
Scottsboro, AL

Laborer's International Union of North America, Stephen E. Farmer, Union Representative 147 2-163

Los Alamos Study Group, Greg Mello, Santa Fe, NM 239 2-138

Mid-South Peace & Justice Center, Bill Akin, Memphis, TN 239 2-138

North Alabama Industrial Development Association (NAIDA), Michael D. Roberts, Executive 71 2-48
Director, Decatur, AL

North Alabama Mayors Association, Dan Williams, President, Huntsville, AL 76 2-51

Nuclear Information and Resource Service, Michael Mariotte 239 2-138

Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance, Ralph Hutchison, Oak Ridge, TN 94,239, 250 2-65
2-138
2-148

Office of Justice, Peace & Integrity of Creation, Roman Catholic Diocese of Knoxville, 239 2-138
Marcus Keyes, Knoxville, TN

Oregon Department of Consumer and Business Services, Nuclear Safety Division, Oregon 146 2-109

Office of Energy, Mary Lou Blazek, Administrator, Salem, OR

Peace Action, Bruce Hall 239 2-138

Peace Action Central New York, Diane Swords, Syracuse, NY 239 2-138

Peace-Justice Human Rights Committee of Alabama New South Coalition, Judith Cumbee, 136, 207 2-99
Chair, Lanett, AL 2-116

Peace Resource Center of San Diego, Carol Jahnkow, San Diego, CA 239 2-138

Physicians for Social Responsibility/NYC, Bre Nicole Reiber, Executive Asst., New York, NY 102 2-74

Physicians for Social Responsibility/Santa Barbara, Earl Budin, M.D., Co-Chairman, 110 2-78
Santa Barbara, CA

Pleasant Hill, Tennessee, Mayor Donald B. Clark 248 2-147

Plumbers and Steamfitters Local Union No. 498, Don Nelms, Business Manager, Gadsden, AL 67, 243 2-45

2-144

Prarie Island Coalition, Bruce & Maggie Drew, Lake Elmo, MN 239 2-138
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Proposition One Committee, Ellen Thomas, Washington, DC 239 2-138

Public Citizen's Critical Mass Energy Project, Jim Riccio 239 2-138

Savannah River Regional Diversification Initiative, Thomas J. Stone, Chairman, Aiken, SC 95 2-70

Scottsboro Electric Power Board, James B. Sandlin, Manager, Scottsboro, AL 244 2-144

Scottsboro-Jackson County Chamber of Commerce, David L. Nicholas, President, Scottsboro, 68 2-46
AL

Sheet Metal Workers' International Association, Local Union 48, H. Carl Fowler, Jr., Assistant 242 2-143
Business Agent, Birmingham, AL

Shundahai Network, Reinard Knutsen, Las Vegas, NV 239 2-138

Sisters of Loretto, Betty Obal 239 2-138

Southwest Research & Information Center, Don Hancock, Albuquerque, NM 239 2-138

State of Tennessee, Justin P. Wilson, Deputy Governor for Policy, Nashville, TN 126 2-93

State Senator Lowell Barron, Fyffe, AL 611 2-195

Stone & Webster, Inc., William Griffith, Vice President, Boston, MA 85 2-57

Tennessee Carpenters Regional Council, United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 60 2-41
America, Local 74, Roger Graham, Nashville, TN

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, Division of Radiological Health, 128 2-95
Joelle Key, Health Physicist, Nashville, TN

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, DOE Oversight Division, 127 2-95
Earl C. Leming, Director, Oak Ridge, TN

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, Water Supply, Robert L. Foster, Jr., 129 2-96
Deputy Director, Nashville, TN

Tennessee Historical Commission, Department of Environmental Conservation, State Historic 145 2-108
Preservation Office, Herbert L. Harper, Executive Director and Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer, Nashville, TN

Tennessee Valley Energy Reform Coalition (TVERC), Stephen A. Smith, Executive Director 249 2-148

Town of Dutton, Alabama, Mayor Philip Anderson 55 2-38

Town of Hollywood, Alabama, Mayor Elizabeth Haas 62 2-42

Town of Woodville, Alabama, Mayor Glenda H. Hodges 64, 133 2-44

Tri-Valley CAREs (Citizens Against a Radioactive Environment), Marylia Kelley, Livermore, 239 2-138
CA

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4, Heinz J. Mueller, Chief, Office of 143 2-106
Environmental Assessment, Washington, DC

U.S. Congressman Robert Aderholt, Washington, DC 54 2-37

U.S. Congressman Bud Cramer, Washington, DC 57 2-39
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Document- Ch Ptge
Commentornormaton Number. Number

U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary, Office of Environmental Policy and 142 2-105
Compliance, James H. Lee, Regional Environmental Officer, Atlanta, GA

U.S. Public Health Service, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), Department of 101 2-73
Health and Human Services, Kenneth W. Holt, Atlanta, GA

U.S. Senator Jeff Sessions, Washington, DC 608 2-194

United Church of Christ, Peace and Justice Task Force, Bob Kinsey 239 2-138

Vine and Fig Tree, Jim Allen, Montgomery, AL 239 2-138

We the People, Inc. of Tennessee, Ann Harris, Executive Director, Ten Mile, TN 241 2-142

Western States Legal Foundation, Jacqueline Cabasso, Executive Director, Oakland, CA 239 2-138

Wild Alabama, Leigh Hayne, Wildlaw, Attorney for Wild Alabama, Montgomery, AL 116 2-81

Women's Action for New Directions, Susan Shaer 239 2-138

Women's International League for Peace and Freedom, Madeline Duckles, Chair, 132 2-97
Philadelphia, PA

Table 1-7 Comments Sorted by Comment Summary-Response Code

Comment
Summary Chapter 3

Response Code Page NO. . CommentNumber

Category 01: Policy Issues

01.01 3-1 2-4, 5-2, 7-2, 19-1,.30-2, 110-2, 112-1, 124-2, 136-11, 137-2,207-2,212-3,217-1,223-2,
225-2, 232-6, 248-1, 250-6, 603-2, 702-9,720-1, 800-6, 825-1

01.02 3-2 90-2, 232-2, 700-20, 702-7, 713-3, 806-4

01.03 3-2 3-1,97-1, 110-4

01.04 3-2 32-2, 45-1,46-1,48-2, 53-1, 84-7, 89-2, 90-3, 94-6, 99-4, 100-3, 102-2, 109-4, 110- 1,
115-3, 119-1, 132-3, 136-6, 137-6, 212-4, 217-2, 235-3, 239-5, 249-2, 250-4, 501-14,
503-1, 600-2, 604-2, 700-15, 702-11,707-5, 712-7, 713-4, 800-5, 803-6, 805-1, 829-3

01.05 3-4 702-8

01.06 3-4 94-7,811-1

01.07 3-4 94-24, 803-2

01.08 3-5 4-7

01.09 3-5 2-1,4-8, 6-3, 7-1, 9-1, 13-5, 14-1,20-1,25-4, 32-1,41-1,44-11, 51-1, 52-1,95-1,99-1,
100-4, 102-1, 110-5, 113-1, 117-1, 120-2, 124-1, 132-5, 135-1, 136-7, 206-1, 208-3,
218-1, 235-2, 239-2, 245-1, 250-3, 501-15, 504-1, 505-1, 700-16, 707-6, 817-2, 824-1,
828-1, 829-2

01.10 3-6 84-5, 94-27, 136-8, 223-3, 248-5, 501-16, 603-3, 702-17, 712-4

1-38

Final Environmental Impact Statement (or the Production o(Trifium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor 

", Chapter] 
" 

" .', " , Document Page 
~ 1" Com""'ent'or'injor".'ati~~ :,/ " 

> '7' 

Number. 
'" 

>",,: . , , Number· 

U.S, Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary, Office of Environmental Policy and 142 2-105 
Compliance, James H. Lee, Regional Environmental Officer, Atlanta, GA 

U.S. Public Health Service, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), Department of 101 2-73 
Health and Human Services, Kenneth W. Holt, Atlanta, GA 

U.S. Senator Jeff Sessions, Washington, DC 608 2-194 

United Church of Christ, Peace and Justice Task Force, Bob Kinsey 239 2-138 

Vine and Fig Tree, Jim Allen, Montgomery, AL 239 2-138 

We the People, Inc. of Tennessee, Ann Harris, Executive Director, Ten Mile, TN 241 2-142 

Western States Legal Foundation, Jacqueline Cabasso, Executive Director, Oakland, CA 239 2-138 

Wild Alabama, Leigh Hayne, Wildlaw, Attorney for Wild Alabama, Montgomery, AL 116 2-81 

Women's Action for New Directions, Susan Shaer 239 2-138 

Women's International League for Peace and Freedom, Madeline Duckles, Chair, 132 2-97 
Philadelphia, PA 

Table 1-7 Comments Sorted by Comment Summary-Response Code 

, " ", ' .' 

COlnment " , 
,'Summary.. Chapter 3 " " . , 

:ResjJons~ C'ode , pageJV.~. , . ' Comm.entNu;"ber , " ' 
" 

,r " , ' ,', . 

Category 01: Policy Issues 

01.01 3-1 2-4,5-2,7-2,19-1,30-2,110-2,112-1,124-2,136-11, 137-2,207-2,212-3,217-1,223-2, 
225-2, 232-6, 248-1, 250-6, 603-2, 702-9,720-1, 800-6, 825-1 

01.02 3-2 90-2,232-2,700-20,702-7,713-3,806-4 

01.03 3-2 3-1 , 97-1, I 10-4 

01.04 3-2 32-2, 45-1, 46-1, 48-2, 53-I, 84-7, 89-2, 90-3, 94-6, 99-4, 100-3, 102-2, 109-4, 110-1, 
115-3,1.19-1,132-3,136-6,137-6,212-4,217-2,235-3, 239-5, 249-2, 250-4, 501-14, 
503-1,600-2,604-2,700-15,702-11,707-5,712-7, 713-4, 800-5, 803-6, 805-1, 829-3 

01.05 3-4 702-8 

01.06 3-4 94-7,811-1 

01.07 3-4 94-24, 803-2 

01.08 3-5 4-7 

01.09 3-5 2-1,4-8,6-3,7-1,9-1,13-5,14-1,20-1,25-4,32-1, 41-1, 44-11,51-1,52-1,95-1,99-1, 
100-4,102-1,110-5,113-1,117-1,120-2,124-1, 132-5, 135-1, 136-7,266-1,208-3, 
218-1,235-2,239-2,245-1,250-3,501-15,504-1, 505-1, 700-16, 707-6, 817-2, 824-1, 
828-1, 829-2 

0I.10 3-6 84-5,94-27,136-8,223-3,248-5,501-16,603-3, 702-17, 712-4 
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Comment .
Summary- Chapter 3

Response. Code Page No. Comment Number:

01.11 3-6 102-5

01.12 3-6 212-2, 235-4, 704-6, 829-4

01.13 3-7 212-5, 807-1

01.14 3-7 240-2, 241-1,253-1, 811-4

01.15 3-8 249-3, 802-5, 803-7, 811-8

Category 02: Purpose and Need for Tritium

02.01 3-8 2-2, 5-1, 6-1, 9-2, 13-3, 20-2, 21-1, 47-1, 48-1, 53-2, 94-5, 108-3, 109-2, 111-1, 112-4,
119-2, 122-1, 125-1, 137-4, 208-2, 235-1, 239-3, 248-3, 249-1, 507-1, 700-13, 803-11,
806-8, 817-3, 825-3, 829-1

02.02 3-8 84-6, 94-2, 99-2, 100-2, 110-3, 115-4, 116-9, 132-4, 136-9, 137-5,250-2, 604-1,700-11,
704-8, 707-3, 712-5

Category 03: Tritium Requirements

03.01 3-9 700-12, 704-4, 719-1

03.02 3-9 500-2, 502-2

03.03 3-10 44-7, 45-7, 86-13, 116-10, 501-9, 503-11, 504-4, 700-6, 703-3

03.04 3-10 808-3

Category 04: Other Production Options

04.01 3-11 1-1, 6-2, 16-1, 18-1, 43-1, 45-4, 90-6, 135-2, 139-2, 501-1, 503-7, 701-1, 713-7

04.02 3-11 14-3,504-3

04.03 3-12 4-9, 44-2, 501-4

04.04 3-12 127-2, 623-1, 707-16

04.05 3-12 89-3

Category 05: NEPA Process

05.01 3-13 4-5, 44-1

05.02 3-13 4-6, 501-5, 700-14

05.03 3-13 41-7

05.04 3-14 44-3, 501-2, 702-3

05.05 3-14 94-11,503-10, 702-14, 803-9

05.06 3-15 143-2

05.07 3-15 45-5, 503-8

05.08 3-15 94-9

05.09 3-16 94-10, 835-2
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01.11 3-6 102-5 

01.12 3-6 212-2, 235-4, 704-6, 829-4 

01.13 3-7 212-5,807-1 

01.14 3-7 240-2,241-1,253-1,811-4 

01.15 3-8 249-3,802-5,803-7,811-8 

Category 02: Purpose and Need for Tritium 

02.01 3-8 2-2,5-1,6-1,9-2,13-3,20-2,21-1,47-1,48-1,53-2, 94-5,108-3,109-2,111-1,112-4, 
119-2,122-1,125-1,137-4,208-2,235-1,239-3, 248-3, 249-1, 507-1, 700-13, 803-11, 
806-8,817-3,825-3,829-1 

02.02 3-8 84-6,94-2,99-2,100-2,110-3,115-4,116-9,132-4, 136-9, 137-5,250-2,604-1,700-11, 
704-8,707-3,712-5 

Category 03: Tritium Requirements 

03.01 3-9 700-12, 704-4, 719-1 

03.02 3-9 500-2, 502-2 

03.03 3-10 44-7,45-7,86-13,116-10,501-9,503-11,504-4,700-6,703-3 

03.04 3-10 808-3 

, Category 04: Other Production Options 

04.01 3-11 1-1,6-2,16-1,18-1,43-1,45-4,90-6,135-2,139-2, 501-1, 503-7, 701-1, 713-7 

04.02 3-11 14-3,504-3 

04.03 3-12 4-9,44-2,501-4 

04~04 3-12 127-2,623-1,707-16 

04.05 3-12 89-3 

Category 05: NEP A Process 

05.01 3-13 4-5,44-1 

05.02 3-13 4-6, 501-5, 700-14 

05.03 3-13 41-7 

05.04 3-14 44-3,501-2,702-3 

05.05 3-14 94-11,503-10,702-14,803-9 

05.06 3-15 143-2 

05.07 3-15 45-5, 503-8 

05.08 3-15 94-9 

05.09 3-16 94-10, 835-2 

1-39 



Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

SComment

Summnary-, Chapter 3
Rspo•nse Code' Page No. ,Comment Number

05.10 3-16 4-4, 116-4, 128-1, 143-3, 702-6, 704-9, 802-3

05.11 3-17 116-2

05.12 3-18 116-6

05.13 3-19 116-15

05.14 3-19 116-16

05.15 3-20 116-18

05.16 3-20 116-24, 137-3

05.17 3-21 703-9

05.18 3-21 704-1

05.19 3-21 704-2

05.20 3-22 713-1,719-4

05.21 3-22 2-5, 222-2, 817-1

05.22 3-22 4-1

05.23 3-22 702-1

05.24 3-22 707-9

05.25 3-23 86-4

05.26 3-23 116-23,231-2,812-1

05.27 3-24 58-3, 506-2, 610-2, 802-1, 804-1

05.28 3-24 86-5

05.29 3-25 44-4, 501-6, 808-1, 809-3

05.30 3-25 702-2

05.31 3-25 202-2, 207-1, 212-1, 247-1, 800-4, 802-4, 803-5, 809-2, 835-1

05.32 3-26 808-2

05.33 3-26 208-4

Category 06: Reasonable Alternatives Selection

06.01 3-27 116-1

06.02 3-27 116-8

06.03 3-28 26-1, 44-6, 94-4, 242-1, 501-7, 502-1, 506-1, 700-1, 706-1, 801-1, 815-2, 832-1

06.04 3-29 700-19, 704-11

06.05 3-29 58-6, 90-5, 610-3, 700-8, 707-1, 713-6

06.06 3-29 44-5,700-9
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05.10 3-16 4-4, 116-4, 128-1, 143-3, 702-6, 704-9, 802-3 

05.11 3-17 116-2 

05.12 3-18 116-6 

05.13 3-19 116-15 

05.14 3-19 116-16 

05.15 3-20 116-18 

05.16 3-20 116-24,137-3 

05.17 3-21 703-9 

05.18 3-21 704-1 

05.19 3-21 704-2 

05.20 3-22 713-1,719-4 

05.21 3-22 2-5,222-2,817-1 

05.22 3-22 4-1 

05.23 3-22 702-1 

05.24 3-22 707-9 

05.25 3-23 86-4 

05.26 3-23 116-23,231-2,812-1 

05.27 3-24 58-3, 506-2, 610-2, 802-1, 804-1 

05.28 3-24 86-5 

05.29 3-25 44-4, 501-6, 808-1, 809-3 

05.30 3-25 702-2 

05.31 3-25 202-2,207-1,212-1,247-1,800-4,802-4,803-5,809-2,835-1 

05.32 3-26 808-2 

05.33 3-26 208-4 

Category 06: Reasonable Alternatives Selection 

06.01 3-27 116-1 

06.02 3-27 116-8 

06.03 3-28 26-1,44-6,94-4,242-1,501-7,502-1,506-1, 700-1, 706-1,801-1, 815-2, 832-1 

06.04 3-29 700-19, 704-11 

06.05 3-29 58-6,90-5,610-3,700-8,707-1,713-6 

06.06 3-29 44-5, 700-9 
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Comment
* Summary- Chapter 3
Response Code Page No. Comment Number

06.07 3-30 94-15

Category 07: General Support/Opposition

07.01 3-30 8-1, 59-1, 73-1, 81-1, 88-1, 90-4, 225-3, 233-3, 242-2, 604-3, 624-1, 628-2, 713-5, 832-2

07.02 3-30 23-3, 28-1, 91-1, 92-1, 93-1, 109-1, 120-1, 121-1, 123-1, 130-1, 202-1, 222-1, 225-1,
227-1, 239-1, 248-2, 250-1, 704-15

07.03 3-31 10-1, 12-1, 15-1, 17-1, 23-1, 24-1, 26-3, 33-1, 34-1, 35-1, 38-1, 42-1, 44-7, 47-2, 54-1,
55-1, 56-1, 57-1, 58-1, 60-1, 61-1, 62-1, 63-1, 64-1, 65-1, 66-1, 67-1, 68-1, 69-1, 70-1,
71-1, 72-1, 74-1, 75-1, 76-1, 77-1, 78-1, 79-1, 82-1, 83-1, 85-1, 87-1, 96-1, 104-1, 107-1,
118-1, 131-1, 133-1, 134-1, 136-12, 140-1, 144-1, 147-1,203-1,204-1,205-1,209-1,
210-1, 211-2, 215-1,224-1,225-4, 228-1,231-1,254-1,604-4, 607-1,608-1, 609-1,
610-1, 611-1,612-1,613-1,614-1,615-1,616-1,617-1,618-1,619-1,620-1, 621-1,
622-2, 625-1, 626-1, 627-5, 628-3, 629-1, 708-1, 709-1, 710-2, 714-1, 715-1, 716-1,
718-1, 719-3, 803-10, 821-1, 827-1, 831-1

07.04 3-31 141-1, 245-3, 610-6, 622-1, 627-1, 628-1, 710-1, 711-1,717-1,719-5,828-3,835-5

07.05 3-32 32-3, 102-3

07.06 3-32 11-1, 12-3, 98-2,232-5,704-14, 806-7

07.07 3-32 201-1, 226-1, 229-1, 230-1, 232-7, 233-1, 235-5, 246-1, 251-1, 252-1, 255-1, 806-9,
829-5

07.08 3-33 214-1, 216-1, 219-1, 220-1, 221-1, 227-2, 233-2, 234-1, 236-1, 237-1, 238-1, 240-1,
242-3, 243-1, 244-1, 249-4, 814-2, 820-1, 822-1, 823-1, 824-2, 826-1, 830-1, 832-3,
833-1, 834-1

Category 08: DOE Past Practices

08.01 3-33 18-2

08.02 3-34 36-1, 41-4, 58-2, 103-3, 132-2, 136-3, 137-1, 211-3,217-3,252-3, 507-2, 707-7, 720-2,
800-9, 803-3

08.03 3-35 213-1,818-1

08.04 3-35 248-6, 819-1

Category 09: TVA Past Practices

09.01 3-35 26-2, 58-5

09.02 3-35 41-5

09.03 3-36 41-6,815-3

09.04 3-36 49-2

09.05 3-37 86-7

09.06 3-37 86-11,703-13

09.07 3-38 94-8

09.08 3-38 94-17, 500-1
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Comment 
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06.07 3-30 94-15 

Category 07: General Support/Opposition 

07.01 3-30 8-1,59-1,73-1,81-1,88-1,90-4,225-3,233-3, 242-2, 604-3,624-1, 628-2, 713-5, 832-2 

07.02 3-30 23-3,28-1,91-1,92-1,93-1,109-1,120-1,121-1, 123-1, 130-1,202-1,222-1,225-1, 
227-1,239-1,248-2,250-1,704-15 

07.03 3-31 10-1,12-1,15-1,17-1,23-1,24-1,26-3,33-1,34-1, 35-1, 38-1, 42-1, 44-7, 47-2,54-1, 
55-1,56-1,57-1,58-1,60-1,61-1,62-1,63-1,64-1, 65-1, 66-1, 67-1, 68-1, 69-1,70-1, 
71-1,72-1,74-1,75-1,76-1,77-1,78-1,79-1,82-1,83-1, 85-1, 87-1, 96-1,104-1,107-1, 
118-1,131-1,133-1,134-1,136-12,140-1,144-1, 147-1,203-1,204-1,205-1,209-1, 
210-1,211-2,215-1,224-1,225-4,228-1,231-1,254-1, 604-4, 607-1, 608-1, 609-1, 
610-1,611-1,612-1,613-1,614-1,615-1,616-1, 617-1, 618-1, 619-1, 620-1, 621-1, 
622-2,625-1,626-1,627-5,628-3,629-1,708-1, 709-1, 710-2, 714-1, 715-1, 716-1, 
718-1,719-3,803-10,821-1,827-1,831-1 

07.04 3-31 141-1,245-3,610-6,622-1,627-1,628-1,710-1, 711-1, 717-1, 719-5, 828-3, 835-5 

07.05 3-32 32-3, 102-3 

07.06 3-32 11-1,12-3,98-2,232-5,704-14,806-7 

07.07 3-32 201-1,226-1,229-1,230-1,232-7,233-1,235-5, 246-1, 251-1, 252-1, 255-1, 806-9, 
829-5 

07.08 3-33 214-1,216-1,219-1,220-1,221-1,227-2,233-2,234-1, 236-1, 237-1, 238-1, 240-1, 
242-3,243-1,244-1,249-4,814-2,820-1,822-1, 823-1, 824-2, 826-1, 830-1, 832-3, 
833-1, 834-1 

Category 08: DOE Past Practices 

08.01 3-33 18-2 

08.02 3-34 36-1,41-4,58-2,103-3,132-2,136-3,137-1,211-3, 217-3, 252-3,507-2,707-7,720-2, 
800-9,803-3 

08.03 3-35 213-1, 818-1 

08.04 3-35 248-6, 819-1 

Category 09: TV A Past Practices 

09.01 3-35 26-2, 58-5 

09.02 3-35 41-5 

09.03 3-36 41-6,815-3 

09.04 3-36 49-2 

09.05 3-37 86-7 

09.06 3-37 86-11, 703-13 

09.07 3-38 94-8 

09.08 3-38 94-17, 500-1 
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Comment,
Sum~mary- ~ hpe

Response Code, Page No.:,. Comment Number

09.09 3-38 503-5

09.10 3-39 241-4, 811-7

Category 10: Land, Aesthetics, Noise, Soils, General Environment

10.01 3-39 12-4

10.02 3-39 116-20

10.03 3-40 29-1, 37-1, 84-1, 98-1, 139-1, 212-7, 712-1

10.04 3-40 103-1, 211-1,248-7

Category 11: Air, Water Resources

11.01 3-40 86-9, 703-1

11.02 3-41 126-3

11.03 3-41 126-4, 129-1

11.04 3-41 703-2

11.05 3-42 143-4

11.06 3-42 146- 12

11.07 3-42 116-21

11.08 3-43 22-2

11.09 3-43 606-1

11.10 3-43 116-17

11.11 3-43 602-1

11.12 3-44 602-2

11.13 3-44 701-2

Category 12: Ecological Resources

12.01 3-45 707-10

12.02 3-45 627-2

12.03 3-45 116-11

12.04 3-45 116-13

12.05 3-46 116- 19

12.06 3-46 146-6

Category 13: Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice

13.01 3-47 106-2, 200-1

13.02 3-47 116-12
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09.09 3-38 503-5 

09.10 3-39 241-4,811-7 

Category 10: Land, Aesthetics, Noise, Soils, General Environment 

10.01 3-39 12-4 

10.02 3-39 116-20 

10.03 3-40 29-1,37-1,84-1,98-1,139-1,212-7,712-1 

10.04 3-40 103-1,211-1,248-7 

CategorY 11: Air, Water Resources 

11.01 3-40 86-9, 703-1 

11.02 3-41 126-3 

11.03 3-41 126-4, 129-1 

11.04 3-41 703-2 

11.05 3-42 143-4 

11.06 3-42 146 - 12 

11.07 3-42 116-21 
, 

11.08 3-43 22-2 

11.09 3-43 606-1 

11.10 3-43 116-17 

11.11 3-43 602-1 

11.12 3-44 602-2 

11.13 3-44 701-2 

Category 12: Ecological Resources 

12.01 3-45 707-10 

12.02 3-45 627-2 

12.03 3-45 116-11 

12.04 3-45 116-13 

12.05 3-46 116 - 19 

12.06 3-46 146 - 6 

Category 13: Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice 

13.01 3-47 106-2, 200-1 

13.02 3-47 116-12 

1-42 
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Comment
ummaIry- Chapter 3 `

i Response Code Page No.', Comment Number

13.03 3-47 116-22

13.04 3-48 146-7

13.05 3-49 232-1, 625-2, 627-3, 707-15, 806-3

13.06 3-49 232-4, 806-6

13.07 3-50 813-2

13.08 3-50 94-21, 137-10, 702-15

Category 14: Occupational & Public Health & Safety - Normal Conditions

14.01 3-51 146-13

14.02 3-51 703-10

14.03 3-52 703 -8

14.04 3-52 11-2, 12-2, 13-1, 17-2, 30-1, 33-2, 39-1, 48-3, 51-2, 52-2, 53-4, 80-1, 84-2, 99-5, 100-1,
105-1, 106-1, 108-1, 109-3, 112-3, 113-2, 115-2, 116-26, 122-2, 132-1, 136-10, 138-2,
208-1, 212-6, 213-2, 241-2, 610-5, 712-2, 811-5,815-4,818-2

14.05 3-53 94-25, 702-10, 825-2

14.06 3-53 101-1, 126-1, 142-1, 145-1

14.07 3-54 22-1

14.08 3-54 31-1

14.09 3-54 41-9

14.10 3-55 41-12

14.11 3-55 86-2

14.12 3-56 86-8

14.13 3-56 94-19

14.14 3-56 116-14

14.15 3-56 126-2, 127-1

14.16 3-57 128-2

14.17 3-57 143-8

14.18 3-58 146-3

14.19 3-58 146-21

14.20 3-58 600-3

14.21 3-58 601-1

14.22 3-59 627-4

14.23 3-59 704-3
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13.03 3-47 116-22 

13.04 3-48 146-7 

13.05 3-49 232-1,625-2,627-3,707-15,806-3 

13.06 3-49 232-4, 806-6 

13.07 3-50 813-2 

13.08 3-50 94-21,137-10,702-15 

Category 14: Occupational & Public Health & Safety - Normal Conditions 

14.01 3-51 146-13 

14.02 3-51 703-10 

14.03 3-52 703 -8 

14.04 3-52 11-2, 12-2, 13-1, 17-2,30-1,33-2, 39-1,48-3,51-2, 52-2, 53-4, 80-1,84-2,99-5, 100-1, 
105-1,106-1,108-1,109-3,112-3,113-2,115-2, 116-26, 122-2, 132-1, 136-10, 138-2, 
208-1,212-6,213-2,241-2,610-5,712-2,811-5,815-4,818-2 

14.05 3-53 94-25,702-10,825-2 

14.06 3-53 101-1,126-1,142-1,145-1 

14.07 3-54 22-1 . 
14.08 3-54 31-1 

14.09 3-54 41-9 

14.10 3-55 41-12 

14.11 3-55 86-2 

14.12 3-56 86-8 

14.13 3-56 94-19 

14.14 3-56 116-14 

14.15 3-56 126-2, 127-1 

14.16 3-57 128-2 

14.17 3-57 143-8 

14.18 3-58 146-3 

14.19 3-58 146-21 

14.20 3-58 600-3 

14.21 3-58 601-1 

14.22 3-59 627-4 

14.23 3-59 704-3 
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Coment
Summary- Chapter, 3Response Code Page No. Comment Number

14.24 3-59 707-17

14.25 3-59 241-3, 811-6

Category 15: Occupational & Public Health & Safety--Accident Conditions

15.01 3-60 86-12, 623-3,703-12

15.02 3-60 25-1

15.03 3-61 13-2, 80-3, 138-1, 252-2

15.04 3-61 41-3

15.05 3-62 41-8

15.06 3-62 41-13

15.07 3-63 45-6, 503-9

15.08 3-64 116-25

15.09 3-64 146-10

15.10 3-65 146-11

15.11 3-65 146-14

Category 16: Waste Management

16.01 3-66 116-27, 800-3

16.02 3-66 116-3

16.03 3-66 136-2

16.04 3-67 50-1, 84-3, 712-3

16.05 3-67 25-3

Category 17: Spent Nuclear Fuel Management

17.01 3-67 94-12

17.02 3-68 25-2

17.03 3-68 58-4, 610-4

17.04 3-68 94-18

17.05 3-69 94-22

17.06 3-69 94-23

17.07 3-69 94-26

17.08 3-70 127-4

17.09 3-70 137-9
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2. COMMENT DOCUMENTS

This chapter is a compiilation of all the comments that the Department 6f Energyi (DOE) received during the publicý
comment period on the Draft Environmental Impact Staiementforithý*Productionof Triitium ina Commercial.Lighi
'Water :Reactor. C•oments received concernng the!Deceiber 14, 998, 8ublic meeing areals6 presented in this,
'chapter.

All comments received during the public comment period are presented in this chapter in the order in which
they were received and processed. Scanned images of documents received via U.S. mail, fax, e-mail, voice
mail, or handed in at public hearings are presented first. These documents are followed by summaries of the
comments made at the three public hearings and the public meeting. Numbers were assigned to each document
and speaker, and these numbers are keyed to Table 1-5, the Index of Commentors.

The commentors are presented in this chapter in numerical order. Commentor numbers are listed at the top
of each scanned image beside the name of the commentor and before the commentor's name in the public
hearings/meeting comment summaries in the latter half of this chapter. Commentors who submitted comments
during the public comment period are numbered 1-147. Commentors who submitted comments concerning
the December 14, 1998, public meeting are numbered 200-255. Commentors who spoke at the public hearings
are numbered 500-507 (October 1, 1998, North Augusta, South Carolina); 600-629 (October 6, 1998,
Rainsville, Alabama); and 700-720 (October 8, 1998, Evensville, Tennessee). Commentors who spoke at the
December 14, 1998, public meeting in Evensville, Tennessee are numbered 800-835.

The comments made by each commentor are identified by number and comment summary-response code in
the right margin of each document and under the commentor's name in the public hearings/meeting comment
summaries. The first number represents the comment number followed by a slash, and the other numbers
represent the comment summary-response code. These codes can be used in Chapter 3 to locate the comment
summary and response to each comment. Section 1.3 of this volume further describes the organization of this
Comment Response Document and discusses the tables provided in Chapter 1 to assist the reader.
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http//wwwdpdoegov/dp-62

* calling toll-free and leaving your continents
via voice macl -g800-332-0801

comsments- .a-'- ""- Aq',qr W'e4jyew rs lf-rE-mrtf -

(~ nflrvot~ T1?r.vfl ntS ~ )~a-fO' ,M-'c&,O acv t'Sc4'4A/t'CA/ ir,0,0

L,,',,r '~ vp,-r--'Ž en I /5-Z /13, 5~est Sc, 7Ofl~r iSc*te0c' cr'asp-r-.'~
,s'. ra.rir~r2 Sc r.75iofl ,rt9 ,700fl

MI ~ ~ ~ ~ e."" 57kr'e iS a--c d lý'2$ cwn'i mY't1-/c n71'

I~t I'O-~it/. #Fc&c -7O4a- L4ýct' /Si~ nriS,, Zr
.i~ery.sta Ths r~,.~Oc c.' i/v.-~mr ~ ";?/2,v '112e~..

dpcrirnsv,55,c',.SG g',. -cc AAto-ei r.-c Zi-,1

1/01.03

2/23.13

I 1(cont'd)

AUm& CLWR EIS

Dear Mi. Rose:

oet Preliminary Information on CLWR EIS In Preparation for Public Meeting

I would like to thank you for scheduling a public oicutdg on this EIS in North Augusta,
S.C.. I look forward to attending the meeting on October 1. 1998. When I received the
draft .IS earlier dcis week I irrnnvliawly reed it with grnat interest, I found several areas
so far in the D-EIS that I wish you would supply rne additional infom-ation on before the
October 1 rmnwng. It would umkc your intended meeting more valuable to me. te aream
of informration arm described below.

I ) In the Summary voleme, you indicated that there was an EIS prepared to evaluatu the
convemion of Bellefonte to fossil fuel Please send me a copy of the EIS (title 1/05.22
apparcztly is 0Pinal Environmentl Impact Statement for the Bellefonte Conversion
Project') and a copy of the ROD associated wiTh this BIS, I

2) I would also lik you to send ne information on the lead test assembly program. In
particular I would like infonnation on:

* What was done in the PNNL te.ts to show that the tiriium targets amr satisfactory I
targets and they do not leak tritium daring irradiation and the ritium can be 2/19.02
quantitatvely recovered and a copy of those results. I I

- Information on the S'tuctural design to keep the TPBARs stable in the reactor.
kThe figures shown in the CLWR EIS make this tmrget detsigt look as if it is a 3/19.03
cantileverd-top-autached taget This nrkes me conclude it iisnhje-t-ti to
danage daring irradiation frot waler flow vibration.)

Slformation on the benefit DOE or TVA have nhtained amd expect to obtain I
from the Watts Bar irradiation. (For example, has the Watts Bar effluents I 4/05.10
increased in tritium releases since the TPBAR Imidiation was started?) From the I

Tbankyou tor-yur Input. Phase0m addfiiaul sheets lnoeaary and atalch them to thia fornn

Name: 9~. P, 3~~ncs'(pinl
Organitatioun m F AS , t,? - Y' S-.
Address: ,'-
Cty: .9/ ,Z State: 6 ZipCode: -- r •
Work phone: Home phone: 721e ,2 7> - (;,•
Fax:
E-Mail Address:

1',jt;--' 

Commentor No.3: R. P. Borsodv 

, COMMENT FORM : 
, , 

The Department of Energy is interested in your COIIlIRCnts Q(l the: Draft £nviro~allmpact 
Statement for the Producrion of Tritium in a Cotnn12rcia1 Lighr Water Reactor. 

There are several ways to provide corn.ments on this document and these include: 

attending public meetings and giving your 
comments directly te DOE officials 
returning this comment form toO the 
registration desk at the meeting 
returning dl.is comment form or other ~'rine.n 
comments to the address OIl tbe back 

fa,,:ing your comments to 1-800-631-0612 
commenting via the World Wide Web site: 
http://www.dp.doe.govldp-62 
calling toll-free and leaving yom comments 
via voice mall, 1~800..332.os0l 

COmments- .J:"A/ 7'tr .P~ofr J£l.IVCfl't' St:-rEmf Pr-5(iVi/!Ec/ l?r~ 
'/2I7rr~r Yt;JS5//lt.£ t.L//1~hE/Id'.5 eS"(le~/(rt'v tA/,nr 17t€ ,,':.$1';- v,&'" 

' ... ·C'n.r:if ,/'?r-/-Ing,j /t~ &ef€ r.)A/c/~/' c'" vS~~C:Aac,.v (...£/u£. 

tu.-"r w/~,"Z.ct!'/I<.J'J· tV ( ;'Jr',.:.. ,J?/J.Jn!,,,£' 50 rOn'fL 7Jl'rC<.<;L,./.. (,(/4t(;',y~ 

CAr,,;' Be.' CA./- Cr: .... tJrEVV By CJ /7r€/t .n/"rk~ 
IN S"cr ,n,/cd 1"15 CU...e. t../!,,·A/Cd ~Vrr;Fm.s CRrk ItzlAir·4t!' T77'e 
11iI'n.G-v·~ld We1egr- &C'J-/-;~ U.JIN9 rEZI 'J/lh?7 J$ /1/e te"'O..t""&: 
Aie.edni', !7rC C<.r?(!1t::i./.I'IL... 0'; WI'Y~ .. N#/1t:.-/f Ii' !l!~Y d/1·e 

.f2.~c!IO/1cn,,-;eJ;~ WIIOSC. UfG: n C7r/'t..Y 9CC-"~' tF el// Al;"'!fC/,< 

14';:Z;: UABH~.A.,/ft 

1101.03 

r r ;$ rct1.. TltC!YC· F""Ic r:> T/;'/'J;r r p,~c;g=Sr- ~ U:sc C.-r II 
~T:,:r"-"_'_'_r_""."' .. a1=_£&;=t(''''-;!_'@~'£''-~=,J.L,,'''F~'-'d~F'''.~'"·e~C"_""=___:f_E::t"''''d-i''''"'6L..;.1'C''''-·· -"C",C"'<'",· "'·',f=:r ... "'''--___ 2123.13 
l'YJc-'u~ 0;::- //. 5;2C t4C' U,'/)RN/,,.,;,,-;r j//("i0 CA(t./ de II 
&""r '<6&, ?f /1;0 "'>I·v9 L"",·"2 .. Ln·""", /2,'0&.-9<' 7l.·/6/S 1(cont'd) 
dr)S 1"£d.eP' t;£ rr'2J r/~Yr1 /368)$ .T7~v9. 

fo~ /l 5~/i![ K/O~~ U.·",rN .77>t' [/58r /I/'Vd rzi:;t"Z m c/f,:: 

£-/.r'k,. ..1'0- ~a? Pt!'/7k:o/E.Jl ,P"/«~ t9 /:u- ~T/2.'Ke ~"y'~/9~ /rJ' 

1'bank you for your Input- Pluse wz: addl.tlonal ahttt:s 11 De<UIal'y.nd au.acb iJlelll kl this rorm. 

Name: ,e. f'. (3,ol'i.s·oc;=/""Y:......, _______________ "'(opIl=·o::;:noJ)=< 

Organization:· 5'. ;-. /1, C. E, - ? >. .r; 
Address: po /3(>/ r(/.::-~ 

arv: fJ/.J~l..h.A State:~ ZipCOOe: ><.-::.c;)/y 

Wa'rk phone: _________ Home phone: 77.'.J. 7) . (;7'''-:", 
F~: ___________________________________________________ ___ 
E·MailAd~~: ___________________________________________ _ 

Commentor No.4: W. Lee Poe, Jr. 

807 E. R.oOingwood Rei. 
Allcl':l1, S. C. 29801 
August 28.1998 

Mt.JayR<*: FA" 1-100.631-0612 
Office of Defense Programs 
li. S. Deputment of Energy 
1000 Indepcodence Avenue. SW 
WasbinitOD. D. C. 2(1.~85 

Attn: CLWR EIS 

Dear Mr. Rose: 

~e: ProlJ .. lnarT Inrorntatloa on CL WR EJ5 ID Prepal'lltloD fllr PUblic Meeting 

I would like to tIllll'lk YOII for scheduling A public Ill¢l;Lill~ un tIlil; EIS In Nonll Augusra. 
S.C. I look forward tCl attending the meeting on October 1. 1998. When 1 received the 
droit £IS curIlcr thio week, I immeclia~l.l' r=l it wit!! great interest. I found sevmi.larC8s 
so far in the D-EIS that I wish you would supply me additional info.nnation on before the 
Octo\>;:r 1 mu1inS. It would lID1k~ yOW' intmded meeting more Valuable to me. The aseas 
of information are described below. 

1) 

2) 

In Iile Sununary volume, you indicated that there was an IDS prepared to ~aIuate the I 
cOllvc:n.ion of Belk!oote to fossil fuel Please send me a copy of the EIS (title 110522 
appa1\mdy is "Final Environmental Impact Statement for !be Bellefonte Conversion • 
Project") and a copy of !he ROD asoocill.lC:d with ihilI ElS. 

1 would also like ),ou tCl send me infonnation on the lead teSt assembly program. In 
particular 1 would like int'onnatiOil 011: 

• What was done III me PNNL fe£ts tCllihow Ibat the tritium targets ure satisfactOIy II 
targets 8J1d they do not kM ttitiwnduring irradiation and the tritium can be 2119.02 
qU8.IluWlvely recovered and i topy of those resu\u. 
Information Oil the SlrUCtural ~lUl to keep the TPBARs stable in the reactor. II 
~The figures shown in the CLWREIS make this target design look: as iiit is B. 311903 
cantilevcrd'lOp-attached target. This makes me conclude it is ~hj .. .ctM !C) • 

damage during irradiation fi:om water flow vibration.) 
• Infonnation on !he benefit DOE or TV A have nhtai ned and expect;) to obalin II 

from tht W~ Bar irradiation. (For example, hIlS the Wat!5 Bar effluents 4105.10 
incMaSed in tritium releases sinoe !be TPBAR !1'1'~diation was ~wted?) Prom. the 

~L-____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ -J 



t'.

Commentor No. 4: W. Lee Poe, Jr. (Cont'd) Commentor No. 5: G.J. Billmeier. Jr.. M.D.

informaion contained in Section S.161.2, iradiation tests started in Seteber I1
1997 and with an 18 month irradlatoa cycle should be discharged in March
1999. This discharge is after the scheduled time for the Secretary of Energy 4 (cont'd)

decision that I read so much about in the local newspaper tnat affect the AFr and.
the CLWR ElSs and the Tritium Extracton EIS. What I bear quoted is a
decision in December 1998.

COMEN FOR

The Department of Energy is interested in your commeats on the Draft Environtrtenral Impact
Srtaearneofor the Production of Tritium in a Commercial L•gia Water Reucta.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:3) DOW hus linked the ritium production EISs together. This action is made obvious in
that the CLWR EIS has as its no action alternative the APT production and the MEIS
on the APT seems to show the No Action to be production m the CLWR. No where
have I seet a real no action alternative. (The draft APT F.S had a sort of No Action
Altemative but it was removed in the fitkal EIS,) Coupling this to what I read about
the Secretaries decision coupling these two ElSs and the Tritium Extraction EIS
makes the public wonder about NEPA linking. Plewas provide ae information on
why this approach has been made by DOE.

4) Section S.1,5.4describes nonprolifration considerations, In my hurried review of
the body of the EIS, I was unable to find more infomiration. Please provide me with
Cot•gmssionnal Ar Prrsidelntial ptitiong on thix subect at the fime AEC regsulaoy
authority was given to the NRC and the rest of military support mission was given to
ERDA arnd then flOF. 7t seUssn rn me this was the time that die decision to separate
commercial power from weapon production was made. Also provide me with
informaigon on the. decision to produtce. power in the dnal purpme N-Reactor. (It
seems quite a different thing to produae electric power in a government reactor that
has a prlniar. rnision to produce w*pn material than prcrdtnlntritinm (a weapon
matetia.)) in a commercial reactor. I That Later point seems to be DOE's justiflzaon
in the rofe•ncx-d auction. MAso please pro,'ide me whatever recent rinnprolifetation
studies that relate to this point. Is it logical to initiate use of commercial reactors to
=duce weapon mterials now that DOE doesn't have that capability within the

=67m~t

' 5/05.01

1ý6/05.02

5 (cont'd)

I 7/01.08

8/01.09

a ntending public meetings and giving your - faxing your corrnents to 1-800-31-0612
comments directly to DOE officials commenting via the World Wide Web site:

trenuing this cntinees form to the httpJ/www.dp.dor.go./dp-62
registration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your comments

tr•uraing this coumans form or other written via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801
comments to the address on the back

Commaist: C•,d ,,/n - -. S•-_ .- 'd
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5) 1 hope that DOE will have tables a the public meetings that compare the impacts of
producing ttitiwu in CLWR and the AfT. It sooms to me that is cnu of tne usajor 9/04.03
comparative assists in the NEPA decision on this EIS and on the APT EIS.

6) The one thing that has made the local press lately is.lhe CLWP and APT costs.
Saorith Lu bun large &agtui ilt oil the subject. Pleasep rovde rm soum wearly
information that will help me understand the issue. Also please send me both cost 10/23.15
analyses on the sam txasi:• If tLhcy arc iu on dio sate basus, plase, identify for arc
the diffeences and DOE's estimate of how those differences play into the cost
judgiecnts.

W. Lee Poe. Jr.

Taask yw roeyaourirot. Plewi s. ramdrditional rharta Itu t rr a nd~ rriatebt toe Ws this te-.

Name: '(3 LlS~t- S 4)lpisl

Address- 1- - -

11 2/01.01

City: S' . 4, 3 state: :--. Zip Code: ?a//,
Work phone: * 7- 0 Home phoIe.
Fax: 212C. - IL.-oen

E-Mail Address:

-C4,s~4ri ,.J efCAJ44>1 01- 4dlft-1)ifP 1-j

~r-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
.l:.. 

3) 

4} 

S) 

6) 

Commentor No.4: W. Lee Poe. Jr. (Cont'd) 

Information. contained in Section 8.1.6.1.2, irradiation rests swted in September 
1m lIIl4 Wlih anlSmonth irradiation cycle sholW1l:1e cJjscharglld in March 
l~. This discharge is after die scheduled time for the Secretary af Energy 
decision that I read so much about In the local ncwspllpet tIIar affecl the APT aru! 
the CL WR EISs and the Trltium Exlnlction ill. What I hear quOted is a 
decision in December 1m. 

DUe hA$ linked the tritium productioo EISs together. This action is tmde obvious in 
that !he CL WR ElS has l!8 its no action alternative the APT ~ction aod the FEIS 
on the APT seems to show the No Action to be production U1 tbe CLWR No where 
have I seen a real no a::tion alternalive. (The draft APT EIS had II sort of No Adon 
Altemative but it was tel'l\Oved in the fiJ\a1 ElS.) Collpling this lO what I read abollt 
the Secretnric.5 dccisiOli aluplilUl these two BIBs and die fritilUll ExtraCtion EJS 
makes the public wonder about NEPA linking. Please provide me information on 
why this approach has been made by DOE. 

Section S.1.5.4 describes nonproliferation considerations. In my hlllried review of 
the Dody of the EIS, I was unable to fUld JII(lre information. Please provide me with 
Ctlnsresslonal nr P=irlential (XlIIitiClnl on thL\ subject at the time ABC re~ularory 
authority was given to the NRC and Ihc rest of military suppon mission was gi\'tll ro 
EiUlA and then OOR. It 8ft'O'N'.d III me thi~ wm; the time that the decision to separate 
cornrnc:rcial power from weapon production was made. Also provide me wirl! 
infonna1i.on on the. decision to prodl1r.t. J'C'W"t in the tinal /,>U!'?MC N-Reactor. Ht 
seems quirc 8 different thing ro produce electric power in a govcmmcat reactor thal 
lw: a p~ mi'Gwn to produc~ WI!:tpun material th1lll1'1'OO1IcinL! tritinm (II. weapon 
rnatenaJ) in a conunerd.al reactor.} That latlJ:r point 5Cems to be DOS's jU$tif.ll:8llO!1. 
in the referenced se¢tion. Also l'les.S<! provide me whatever r~.ent nonproliferation 
Stndies thaI relme to this point. Is it logical to initiau: usc of commercial rtart.o.rs to 
F>d.uoe weopoD lI\lIierillls now that DOE docsn'ths\'c that~apability within the 
l.lepaJ1lrellt? 

I hope that DOE will havt: \ablcs at !he public meetings w.t compare the impllCl8 of 
producing tritium in CL WR II!Id 1hc AM'. It socnu 10 me mat is Oil< of ~ m.\jor 
comparative assists in the NEPA decision ollllilii EIS and on !lie APi EIS. 

'The one thing that has made the local press lately l~ the CL WR. and APT cosu. 
ScQIl" Lu be .. hu.g" IlfgwncLll 011 the subjc<:t. Please pro"'-ie me some early 
infonnation that will help me undmland the issue. Also please send me both cost ' 
anaI~ on Ille sarnt' basb- ll'they III" uul 011111e salUe; ~, p~ identify fOl' m<; 

tbe differences and DOE's estimate of how those diffc:rer.ce& play inro the cost 
jlldgmcnts. 

Sln~ r') Q 
W . .L..r. Jdt.Jot-I 
W. Lee Poe. Jr. 

4 (conl'd) 
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116105.02 

115 (conI 'd) 
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Commentor No.5: G.J. Billmeier. Jr.. M.D. 

- . - .. - - COM-MENT FORM - . ----. . -

. ". " " 

Jbe Department of Energy is in.terested in your comments on the Draft Environmenrallmpocl 
Stalenten.rjor 1M Production of Tritium in a COmm.trcial LiSIU Walu ReuclOT. 

Thet'e are several ways to provide COIlllIlCnts on this document and these include: 

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

.. returning this comment form to the 
registration desk: at the meeting 

• ret'.JfDing this comment form or other wriuen 
coIIUDeIIts to the addres s on the bacl:: 

• faxing your comment> to 1-S00-631.()612 
• commenting via the World Wide Web site: 

http11www.dp.doe.govldp-62 
• calling toll-free and leaving your comments 

via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801 

0';- . I~ c;V orO" :.s 
- ;l ~. 

rr, M' /. ILO<' 
o."h {/.~ 

.::t.. /, " • IJ' 
.~ I' · .. ~O"l .. ·F 

Name: ( tional} 

..,fOrganization: AF / 
Address: :to "",. 
City: dl~(~ State: ~ Zip Code: 61/" 
~:~Phone<&L~~7:1£$V Homcphooe 2.J).~~_ 
E·Mail Address: 

--1< /1p1(f'·(l..fu1.<..1 rlU!/~y' Ot- J.JI4'i~'CJ 
-f.;t;1;;7'M-</Atr~ ?fy110~J ~ 'R'c $e'i~./;r,;;v ,,~At(~L~ 

1/02.01 



Commentor No. 6: Clark Coan Commentor No. 7: Nathan Coggins

6
ra
..r15'

The Department offastgy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmental lmpact
Srawso for the Production of Tritfun in a Commercial Light Mier Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

Sattendingpublicmeetings and giving your fuisgyoarcommets to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials . rommenning via die World Wide Web site:

* retuning this comment form to the hsyp:I•,w.dp.doc.gov/dp-62
registration desk at the meeting c * calling toll-fret and leaving your commenta

Setarning dhi coromeaet fonm or other written via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801
comoments to the address on the bark

Comments:

.... Uve I - -ý .. r " . - .... d
tar the •olAowSng r•gH•;

no ao oiwn rnsnonra

(I) The probability oc new arms control agreements providing
£u ~t•,L.Lp •L•S in le nuner os nuclear weapons deployed

i80migh. Th- i± fit- . _2:_
oenpaum ar- tior p after a 'e t by Tn- I- -
oneoture. partieular-l after the testin bu y ansin an akir-
Furthernore, the near-nsnch of nuclear weapons in January,
insiý by thle RUSiarso iso giving imapetuse to do-electing the

LA•LIL a teumoving warpea~ a crom aelivery v"ehlcles to

b....ait ae.) thus, Lie need cor r~ilU~rso

.rarhe-n)e writl jonir, ,-p1A1;L iý nvL,.-i- P-O .gpr;
the need for new Produc.tion

icr Mne Savannan R5er Reservation is already severely
, and hasaiea a h00 CO Oe confl CereC

a..-•mwcl.-i cow~fes-....e 1!n :1t f..:...x.. t.. ,in. us. • -.
of t-h' Niti neal so,-,..- t Cnc,,,,Itl ,,., i-he in-rn A,.,IA -'VTT

with new tritium production. there is no reason to sacrifi
another region of the nation. The humnn opoulotinn a:d Irnore

1/02.01

2/04.01

Nathan & Kathey Coggins Family
255 Taylor Bridge Rd
Jonesborough,TN 37659

7/29/98

U.S. DOE
Commercial Light Water Reactor Proect
Attn: Steven Sohinki
POe 44539
Washington, DC 20026-4539

RE: Response to mailing 7/15/98

Gentlemen:

I am sorry I was unaware of the comment period which I
could have overlooked. I imagine a response at this time would
be to no avail. As a response at anytime from a non influential
taxpayer such as our family, is in my opinion to no avail.

For what it is worth, DOE & TVA should not mix power
generating with weapons production. Plus how many times will
ie need to destroy the world. Is not the old technology that
used Plutonium and Uranium to destroy Nagasaki and hiroshima
sufficient to destroy our next target? Is the tritium use only
job security as it only last a short while?

This stuff is way over my head but I personally detest
the waste that goes on at both agencies. When I see my small
savings account depleted for taxes. Then hear stories of
Westinghouse soaking the govt for 4 billion over 4 yrs to start
a reactor at Savannah River and 10C million for a cooling tower
that was used for only three months. Plus hiring soviet Nuclear
Engineers to keep them from going to work for some other country.

All these efforts to show strength to would be attackers
from foreign countries may be a waste of time if the unrest
within the U.S. is overlooked. The projected cost of 384m will
be exceeded by who knows how much.

We work hard, try to live right and be honest enough to
pay for our fair share of being a US citizen and it hurts deeply
when we see all the waste and injustices that takes place.
I ask you to please become a productive member of our society
and stop fleecing the taxpayers. When you are lobbying to spend
these millions, billions. Please think of our family who shops
at yard sales for clothing for our kids and raises a garden
and cans food for winter. Not because we necessarily have to
but because it is being a good steward of the money that has
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near Savannah River have already been negatively impacted. There
Ia - valla reason co sut0ec tone people anO ecosystems of

Sd adulos Lsai exposure

Th f yor inea w.etee ease adkl*ene stees it nmcesy.sd xpesA Oman to dts fe

Name: 11R iR CLARK O(rSA

Oreansiction:_ THE SOrIftINO GtMUP

Address: - - PO RO8 44-21I43

Ciry: __ _ LAW-WRNC KS 60540

Work phone: -..

Fax:

l-Mail Addrcss: -

I 1/01.09

3/23.13

M6
3) The barrier between civilian commercial nuclear power and

production for military needs should not be breached. If it
is, civilian reactors become targets for attack by terrorists
and foreign powers.

1 3/01.09
114/22.01

ýJt;-> 

Commentor No.6: Clark Coan 

-- -- - COMMENT FORM - = - - ;--

The Department ofF.nergy is interested in your comments on the Draft EnvirorvnenraJ Impact 
S=jor lh< Production of Tritium in a Commercial LiglrIlIbte, R<actoT. 

There are several ways to pro\-i.de c:omments on tbis document and the!.e jnclude: 

attending public meetings and giving your 
comments directly to DOE officials 
rewming this comment form to the 
regisuaIion desk at the meeting 
returning this c:ommeut fum or other writtOll 
comments to the addr= OIl the back 

faxing your comments ro 1-800-63 J -0612 
commenting via the World Wide Web sire: 
http://www.dp.doe.gov/dp-62 
calling [oil-free and leaving your cormnents 
via voice mail. 1-800-332-0&01 

COmm"'~ ____________________________________ ~ ____________ __ 

The NO Action Alternative is clearly tAg pnlfsr"'Qg alte£Ra1::i e 
for the following reasons· 

( i j the probabIlIty of new arms control agreements providing 
iOI substantial cats iil the number 01 nUclear weapons deployed 
is hiljfR Tt:te Tt~81!:t!'jel'li 28811 0 e c .. l. which calls [01 a Haelea! 

momentum. particularly after the testing by India and Pakistan 
Furthermore. the near-launch of nuclear weapons in Janu.ary. 
j 995 by the RU6Sl.anS 15 9lv~ng lfUpetus to de-alerting the 
stlategic [UICGS (lemOV!iilj wat~eadO§ from ael~very vehicles to 
pIewenL accidental ioaollclies). thUS, the heed for trl.il.um 
(assuming I;QIltiRwe9i £e8)eliA~ af t=he :ga:! EcOid decomlllissioned 
warheads I Wi] J dedi n e r e pj dl Y ; n the noxt fop yeaFe 1'09110 iR'3' 
the need for new prOduction. 

(2, 1 he Savannah Rl ver Reserva b.on 1.5 already severel y 
contaminAted with ra(hoacLloQ lUatG!lal§ abet haS Eo be conJ;ll.dere.d 
• P74'onnl ~ UJAe Illd"'::IJ . it!l HaafczJ L. \:ushlugl::; .. "tzt .... 
If tbe National Sec1]rjt~ CQ1!Tld' am'! the POE docid e to fi'5~ii'aap 
with nQw tritium production. there is no reason to SacTi fice 
another re ion of the nation. The hurn n re 
near at/anna R].ver ave a ready been ne9atively impacted .. There 
is 110 valId reason Eo subJect the people and ecosystems of 

. Dt!3t::CZi' '!'Cilueasee dnd Uortir6lJl Alabama to addItIolial expasute 
to radioact1 .. 1tr 
~ fOT your lpPttL Pluse usc.ddIdonaI ~ .U.~Q'.~d·&Ai~ them to dW: form. 

Name: :\Ut CLAR" OM"- (optional) 
Organization: __ __ 
Address: __ _ 
Ci!y: ____ _ 

Work phone: __ 
fax: ...,,-__ _ 
E-Mail Address: _ 

THl· sounlW1ND Gunur 
ro BOX "4-1Il.1l 
LAWRF·l\CF. I\S 6(.04.4 

""" 
3) The barrier between civilian commercial nuclear power and 

production for military needs should not be breached. If it 
is, civilian reactors become targets for attack by terrorists 
and foreign powers. 

1/02.01 

2/04.01 

113101.09 

114122.01 

Commentor No.7: Nathan Coggins 

Nathan & Kathey Coggins Family 
255 Taylor Bridge Rd 
Joneaborough,TN 37E59 

?/29i98 

LI. S. DOE 
Commercial Light Water Reactor Pro:ect 
Attn: Steven Sohinki 
POB 44539 
Washington, DC 20026-L539 

RE: Response to mailing 7/15/98 

Gentlemen: 

I am sorry I was unaware of the comment period which I 
could have overlooked. I imagine a response at this time would 
be to no avail. As a response at anytime from a non influential 
taxpayer Buch as our family, is in my opinion to no avail. 

For what it is worth, DOE & TVA ~hould not mix power 
generating with weapons production. Plus how many times will 
~e need to destroy the world. Ie not the old technology that 
used Plutonium and Uranium to destroy Nagasaki and hiroshima 
sufficient to destroy our next target? Is the tritium use only 
job security aa it only last a short while: 

This stuff is way over my head but 1 personally detest 
the waste that goes on at both agencies. When I see my small 
savings account depleted for taxes. Then hear stories of 
Westinghouse soaking the govt for 4 billion over 4 yrs to start 
a reactor at Savannah River and 100 million for a cooling tower 
that was used for only three months. Plus hiring soviet Nuclear 
Engineers to keep them from going to vork for some other country. 

All these efforts to show strength to would be attackers 
from foreign countries may be a waste of time if the unrest 
withi.n the U.S. is overlooked. The projected coat of 384m "ill 
be exceeded by who knows how much. 

We work hard, try to live right and be honest enough to 
pay for our fair share of being a US citizen and it hurts deeply 
when we see all the waste and injustice8 that takes place. 
r ask you to please become a productive member of our society 
and stop fleecing the taxpayers. When you are lobbying to spend 
these millions, billions, Ple8.se think of our family who shops 
at yard sales for clothing for our kids and raises a garden 
and cans food for winter. Not because .e nece5sarily have to 
but because it 1a being a good steward of the money that has 

11/101.09 

2/01.01 

3123.13 

~L-______________________________________________________________________________ ~ ____________________________________ ~ 



Commentor No. 7: Nathan Coggins (Cont'd) Commentor No. 8: Charles E Evans

been enttrusted to us by God. How much greater i6 your13(cnresponsibility to be frugal with hard working taxpayers noney.j3oI 'd)

Sinere.ly,

Nathan Coggins

~,%3let

S
S COM) FOR

The Deparancnt of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Envlmnmeneta Impact
Statement for the Production of Trirnha in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

* attending public meetings and giving your • faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials commenting via the World Wide Web site:

* returning this cormenu t fonm to the http;//www.dp.doe.gos/dp-62
registration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your comments

Sreturning this corrsrnn form or other written via voice mail, 1-800-332-0l01
comments to the addrcss on the back

comnents ,, II
1/07.01

-M JI

Thanki oou torý yori~pe Ph.. we. additiornal shoeo ieo..,u" and -od itrom to id.fon

Name: 'j 74Ca' (opberral)

Address: 21'.t Lu
5

1f
City: J- a'po{A state: 11 Zip Code: L
Wofkphone's f 7dReO Komrphane: 25Z YVf- tJ'st
Fox

66E-MadAddress: CA41eA f5Ifw ' 62~1St~ . A/f

•g

~~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 
I 

0-

Commentor No.7: Nathan Coggins (Cont'd) 

been entrusted to us by Ood. How much Feater ie your 113 (coni 'd) 
responaibility to be rrugal with hard working taxpayers woney. 

trathan Coggins 

Commentor No.8: Charles F. Evans 

--- - - - - - -

COMMENT FORM ' . . . 

The: Depanmc:nt of Energy is interested in YOUI comments on the Draft En\lirollnU!PUallmpacl 
StatDfU!nt for the Prot:l.udUm ofTritu.rm in a CommerriaJ Light ~ter Reactor. 

There are several ways to provide comments OD this document and these include: 

attending public meetings and giving your 
comments <fuectjy to DOE official, 
returning this comment fonn to the 
registration desk at the meeting 
returning this C(lm:ne:::l1 form or other written 
comments to the address OIl the back 

faxing your COmments '" 1-800-631 {)612 
commenting via the World Wide Web site:: 
http://www.dp.doe.g<>v/dp-62 
calling toll-free and leaving your comments 
via voice mail, i-S<X>-33Z"()801 

~¥~4~1 

Tbaak!,-ou far your hlpat. P1aaH ase addlrioDal ,,~ U' ormssary aDd attach them to Chis fonn. 

.P' r (option>I) 

Organization: J) 

A~:~-tC~~~~~~ ____________ ~~ __ ~ __ ~ ____ ~~ __ 
City: Slate: ~ Zip Code: 55 2'2 
Wori: phone: ~21 - 7't- 4,00 Home phone: 2ft- 'lil- lid S 
F~: ________ ~ ____ ~~~~ __ ~ ________ ~ ________________ ___ 

E-Mail Addrcss: C~~O{ N@ {ktL50!JF/. I Net 

1107.01 
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Commentor No. 9: Leah R. Karnen Commentor No. 10: Rick Paschal

1mb ILKarion 400 Chbarlt to St 4103
Acirostita XiC
AM00

PtUaeo ustitZARiu

VAX. L4.204-5404
email:

"1M 6 ETFO

Wednesday. August 12, 1998

Mr. Stephen M. Sohinki, Director
Office of Commercial Light Water

Reactor Production

P.O. Box 44539
Washington, DC 20026-1539

Der Mr. Sohinki:

Prnduction of Tritium

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Srazemen for the Production of Tritiam in a Conmmerciao Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

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

* returning this comment form to the
registration desk at the meeting

* returning this comment form or other written
comments to the address on the back

* faxingyourcommens tol-800-63t-0612
Scommentig via the World Wide Web site:

hupJ/w-w p.doe.gov/dp-62
* calling rtol-free and leaving your comments

via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

Cammeniut / ~ ~L.ct' ~ ..& ~ ~

ts:tu- .. {. - ." &e

o)

-. 7

When I received your letter of July 15, 1998. I was appalled to learn that plans are

proceeding for producing tritiunt. Further, to produce it in commercial light water

reactors goes against national policy, which separatcs military production from

conunercial.
I 1/01.09

,•it ~ z,(- -.- l~A r ./e ... a
. Z-- --- ,;' .4&10-9 'f • ..... - , ... - -1 - ,ý-1,1. . ..... .... . ... r . ..... ...... . . ... . .. .

ez. - - ý / - ";-i - 7 /ýý. ,
There has been no castablished need for tritium. The United States should bc reducing 2/02.01

its nuclear stockpiles rather than adding to or replenishing thettm.

Therefore, I oppose the project In totality.

Sincerely yours.

Leah R. Karpen

P!S. Please sand me notice of meetinga on thi dTafL EIS-

o-6 -- A J 6A- -, - /1 7.03

- 5 c,~i- ~........-

Teank you far your iapot. Pteas se aa dditoalat shet if -mery and attach them to Usit turas,

Natrie: O'Csc fA SCr4,4il- (uPn .. 1)
Organization:Z .
Addre~ss:
City: J• -}t'lT.u State: 4'43. Zip Code: :T7 7 4/-

Workphone: -tz46 /S--!s- f
4

-: Homephone: -;251 - 45 7-..2/'.?
P.- 2(-. I c-'.- I -- , ZR E-MaI Address: g/..c.,~ r) i5.,#. ~.

71*"

t'J':-' 

Commentor No.9: Leah R. Karpen 

Leah llaman 

Wednesday. August 12, 1998 

Mr. Stephen M. Sohinki, Director 
Office of Commercial Light Water 

Reactor Prod uction 
P.O. Box 44539 
Washington, nr. 20026-1,,,'19 

Der Mr. Sohinki: 

Production of Tritium 

-100 Cl'tarlutrtll Sf 1:1003 
AmlivillHXC: 
lB80l 

['hone: szo.~s·vm 
FAX: K!&;l64.~ 

ernai1: 

Whenl received your leller of July 15.19911. I was appalled to learn that plans arc 
proceeding for producing trilium. Further, to prooucI' it. in commercia] light water 
reactors goes against national policy. which separates military production from 

commercial. 

II 1101.09 

There has been no castabJished need fOT tritium. The Lnited States should be reducing 112/02.01 
its nuclear stockpiles rather than adding to or replenishing them. 

Therefore, I oppose the project In totality. 

Sincerely yours. 
".~./ 

/ 

~ .. ~ ::r ./.: 
Leah R. Karpen 

P~S. Please s"nd me notice of T.leetings on the dTafl EIS. 

Commentor No. 10: Rick Paschal 

- COMMENT FORM '. 
- , """ 

The Depattmmt of Energy is in[Cf'e$ted jn your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Sraumenrfor 1M Produ.ctiol'l of Tritium in a COP7JJ7U!rciai LighJ Waler Reactor. 

There are several way~ to provide: comments on this document and these include: 

attending public meetings and giving your 
comments dire<:tly 10 DOE officials 
returning this comment form to the 
registmtion desk at the meeting 
returning this comment form m other written 
comments to the address on the back 

-I -<-vp.fi..P 44 
. " 

faxing your C()lIllIlenlS to 1·800-63l-0612 
COfIlIDC(lting via the World Wide Web site: 
hnpl/www.dp.doe.govldp-62 
calJing toU-free and leaving yOUT comments 
via voice mail, 1·800-332~OI 

1bank you for your input. Please use addltional Sheds if ~ aud attacb tbna. to this form. 

Name: (;,,0< fl,4 <c 14>ft:.

Organizatlon:f' u'.· -t;t .t(.-",? / 
Addre$s: '1....:... ? c: itl s=:r 
City: .J J tfr.~ 
Work phone: .2<"1:; (c 7 .• 7: 4,3 
Fax: ). \" { C, SA """'] .. C', ~i ; 

E·MaiIAddr<ss: &/'4;<//# 

(optional) 

State:~ ZipCOOe: ,574-'
Home phone:;;l '-" . tf..5 1· ..71-/ ;' 

1107.03 

~L-______________________________ ~ ________________________________________________________________________ ----------------------~ 
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%,Co 44 'ýs

Commentor No. 11: Sharon & Gerry Thomas, Jr.

- - - - - -

Commentor No. 12: Joyce Coffey

The Deparutmnt of Energy is interested in your comenents on the Draft ELnvrnmental Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritaon in a Conmercial Light Water Reacror

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

* attending public meetings and giving your * faxing your comaents to 1-800-631-0612
comen•ts directly to DOE officials . commenting via the World Wide Web site:

* returing this comment form to dte http/www.dp.doe.gov/dp-62
regi on desk at the meeting calling toll-free and lcaving your com nats

* returning dlis cotrmet torr or other written via voice mail, 1t-8-332-0801
comments to the address on the back

Thank y-u f-o ynmr itpn. Please w addi•raldeets if -nsaryad ad ft. the•to tbn fnr,.

Organization: ....-- -

City1 I State:r ZipCode: .s
Work phone:__________ Home phoaeý ;Z'L.' sa- 14-
Fax:
E-Mail Addres

Comments Received via "800" Number

1/07.06

2/14.04

S(cont'd)

Date: A ug 31, 1999 (7:08pm)
Name: Jovce Coffey
Organization;: 7

Address: 624 "Chalsey" Road 141
Hollywood, AL. 35752

Phone N: (256) 437-8027
Fax g:
Comment #:

Comment:

I'm calling to make a statement against tritium at "Bellefonte. I am a school teacher that I 11.07.03
teaches otn the mountain above Hollywood and I live ntear Hollywood. Any. any, any l
chance of radioactivity being loose in the area is unacceptable--our jobs are not needed I 2/14.04
that badly. If we need jobs and need to use the plant which shas sat idle for a number of I I
years, the natural gas project would be the only acceptable way to go for the residents of 3/07.06
this area. We were told when a paper-milL moved into the area that we would have no 30.

smog and no odor: however, in our beautiful valley, when there's fog, we have odor. Wel 411 0. 0 1
certainly do not need another pluine to desecrate this beautiful valley- Thank you II

H 11ý

Nr---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, , 
00 

Commentor No. 11: Sharon & Gerry Thomas, Jr. 

. , COMMENT FORM 
- _ .. 

The Dep~nt of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draf! Environmental Impacr 
Suutmenr for the Producn"on of Tritium in a Commuciai Light Wato Reactor. 

There are several ways to provide comments On thi:, document and these include: 

attending public IIlI.'Xtings and giving your 
cornm=is directly to DOE official, 
returning this comment form to the 
registration desk at ~ meeting 
returning this comment fonn OJ orber written 
corrunenlS to the address 011 the back 

faxing your COl1llTlUllS to 1-8QO.631.0; 12 
commenting via the World Wide Web site:: 
hltp://www.dp.doe.gov/dp-62 
calling loll-free and leaving yOUl comments 
via voice mall. l-SOO-332..()8()1 

(opriorul) Name: zi714un. u ~ J ,~; b. 
Organization:=,.==x--=:-:--,~;;-_;__,;;f_:_-I5"\-.:------...:!.d-------
Ad~ss: 'N "i ~ ~ Q R. d '5? I 
Ciry:ol'c;:I \):; r .k' State: ~ Zi~ Code: ~ s"'f~ tl. 
Work phone: ________ Home phone(,;l,SL ) L. ~:l-.}.3 c a ~ 
~~ail~·~A~~~-·-------------------------

111/07.06 
11 2/14.04 
111(cont'd) 

Commentor No. 12: Joyce Coffey 

Comments Received via "800" Number 

Datc: Aug 31, 199R (7:08pm) 

]Ii. me: ~ol~e Coiley 
Orgaiiizati"on:-

rA-i-'od"i-d--rcss:c-:c:---'-'--:,l-co"'2"4"';r'C"h-cal"'s-Cey"·""R"o-cad"'I"4"1----------_._------_._------

: Hollywood, At 35752 
Pbone#: : (256) 437-8027 
Fax#: 
Comment II: 

Comment: 

I'm calling to make a statement against tritium at Rellefonte. T am a school teacher that 11 11.07.03 
teaches on the mouIltain abovc Hollywood and I live tlCar Hollywood. Any. any. any 
chance of radioactivity being loose in the area is unacceptable--our jobs are not needed 11 2/14.04 
th.al badly. If we need jobs and need to use the plant which has sat idle lor a number of 
years, the natw-cll gas project would be the only acceptable way to go for the residents of 11 3/07. 06 
!his area. \Ve were told when a paper-mill moved into the area that we would have no . 

smog and no odor; however, in our beautiful valley. when there's fog, we have odor. We 114/10.01 
certainly do lIot need another plwne to desecrate this beautilul valley. Thank you. 



Commentor No. 13: Suzanne Marshall Commentor No. 14: Peter Gray

September 15, 199R

U.S Department of Energy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
Attn: Mr. Stephen Sobinki
P.O. Box 44539
Washington, DC 20026-4539

Dear Mr Sohinki,

I write in Opposition to production of trttium in any rVA commercial light water reactor n the
U.S Your Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Production of Tritium in a Commercial
Light Water Reactor does not protect completely the health of the public or 1he environment firom
the cfleeis of tritirt%, a radioactive form of water that can flow through the food chair% orit
radiation into ecosystems, plants, animals and humans RI can then cause centers, genetic
tranationi and problems in unborn babies. There sn o safe ose. The only way to avoid the lethal
effects of tritiumr and other nuclear wastes is to halt all production ofthese sbstaunces and their
waste. AND since al• of the DOE's former tritium production plants have had accidents resulting
in leks into the environment, there is no doubt that commercial reactors inherently unsuited for
weapons production will leak and destroy the Tennessee River, the Tennessee Valley and our
lives.

Tritium production is not needed. Tritium from old warhdads can be recycled which wilI serve to
maintain our armal until 2015. With continued arms negotiations, even les, tritiumn will be
needed in the f&ture. Certainly, conmercial racL-tors were not designod fur am phase of weapom
production. Producing tritium at commercial plants like at Bellefonte, AL or Watts Barr, 72N
would lead to inereased safety and security issues that cannot be adequately addressed

I implore you to halt plans tor tritium production in any TVA or aiy conmenrircie! reactor. It is not
safe arn it will violate the Atomic Esergy Act, the iatetnt of which was to keep commercial and
nuclear power separate for reasons of non-proliferation, safety andi security.

I 1/14.04

2/15.03

113/02.01

4/22.01

2(coni'd)
5101.09

Peter .. Gray
P. 0. Box 968

Aiken, !;C 29801

October 16. 1998

"Production of Tritium in a Cc ,mmerciat Light Water Reactor"
draft DOF .51S - 0288D

There are three reasons for tot using a Commercial Light Water Reactor to make tritium,

Non-proliferatinn is the First reason. We should set an example for the world not to make weapons
in civilian facilities. It is U.S. policy that separadoi of civil and military facili ties be maintained.

We accept the cocaept of peace coming from war. 1 uat not the reverse. Using facilities originally
developed for military missions later on for civiliar purposes is acceptable. In this EIS. DOE cites
tour examiples of this:

* "0N-EL ixaLHanford" starred life as a militu ry facility to make plutonium and later make
electricity. 'l'his is not comparable to converting a civilian LWR to make t'itiutu.

-The dual use nature of the U.S. enrichment vrget" ItmadeU-235forhbombs. Later, it
supplied civilian LWRs and research reactorn.

S-The u.se of defense program plutonium prodJ iction reactors to produce radio-isototes for civilian
ptnpysQ" Radio-isotopes are a boon to civil an life in the U.S.

S"Thd sale ortruiium moduced in defense mac ors in the U.S. commercial market" Self-po'werd
exit lights on aircraft to guide passengers in a t emnergeancy and other civilian us•s conic from
these sales.

All of these go in die military-to-civilian" directict . Notice that DOE does nutrcite any cample of
going in the "civilian-tc-military' direction.

All DOE does on the non-proliferation is use rather legalistic, hairsplitting lmaguage to say it's okay.

The bible says in Isaiah 2-4: "they shall beat their twords into plowshares."

Can you imagine telling North Korea to end their ntclear weaponrs program, giving them two CLWRPs
if they do so and then vwe make tritium in a U.S. CI WR? What about setting example, for Pakistan,
Tndia and othercournrics? We need to espouse actons on a high moral, ethical plane. We must nol
rse legalistic loopholes to attempt to justify what " e and DOE both know is wrotng.

DOE must not use any U.S. Commercial Light Wa er Reactor for future tritium production, whether
owned by a private company or by the TVA, whos, whole history is one of civilian projects. Sure.
the TVA sold electricity to the Oak Ridge Gaseous Difflusion Plant. hut other vendors sold pipe.
concrete, motors, instnuttttent. etc. Doing so does siot turn them into military facilities. 'ac
ownership of TVA by the U.S. governament does n( tjjustify calling a TVA reactor a military
installation, nor does the question of who bought it; electricity.

Lieensing Delay is the second reason. When thd; AEC was split up in the 1970s, production went
to DOE. NRC got licensing and oversight of civilian facilities. One facet of the split was tonot
hamstring our military complex with licensing Lissa-s and delays. The civilian nuclear electric industry
is rife with NRC delays. What makes the DOE thirk that the NRC will not delay any DOE defense
programs assigned to a CLWR?

Notice that these first two reasons for not using a C LWR apply only to a CLW R hut not to the
accelerator, it is not encurabered with either non-p:oliferatiott issues or licensing problems,

0
S
S
is
0

0

C
S
is
0

1/01.09

2/21.05

Sinceredy,

Sui~nne Marshall
700 8th Avenue NE
Jacksonville, A] 36265

256-782-0424

l.a
'0"" 

Commentor No. 13: Suzanne Marshall 

Seplember IS, 1998 

u. S Department of Energy 
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office 
Attn: Mr. Stephen Sohinki 
P.O. Bu. 44S39 
Washington, DC 20026-4539 

Dear Mr SohinJci. 

I write in opposition to production of tritium in any rVA commercial tight waler reactor in the I 
US Your Draft Environmenullmpacl Statement on the Production ofTritiLllll in a Commercial 
Light Water Reactor does 110t protect completely the bealth of the public or ,lie environment from 1114.04 
tM ~. <:If tritium, a radioactive form of water that can flow thtoogb the food chain, emit 
radiAtion into ccosyslCl1lS. plants. animals and humans II can IhIm caw;e CWIcefS. genetic 
R1U14tion. and problems in unborn babies 171"" IS no safe dose. The only WIlY to avoid the JetIIaI 
effects of tritium and other cuclear wastes is to halt all produ.,-tioo oftb~ wbstance5 and their 
waste. AND !!ina all ofthe DOE's former tritium production plants bBve had accidents resulting 2115.03 
in leaks into the environment, 1bote is no doubt th.ll commercial reactors inherently unuuited for 
weapons production will leak and de!Olroy the Tenncs5et: River, the Tennessee Valley and our 
lives. 

Tritium production is not needed. Tritium from old warhead, can he recvckd which will .erve to 
maintain :>ur arsen&l ""til 2l} 15. With eontinued anns t\~otittioos, cvon'lcoa; tritium will b1: 
needul in tbe future. Certainly, conunet'Cial (C6'1ors were not designed fur any phase of weapollS 
production. Producing tritium 81 commercial plants like at Bellefonte, AL or Watts Barr, TN 
would lead to increased safety and security i~ues that cannot be adequately addressed 

1 hnJ)lore you to halt plans tor tritium production in any TV A or an, cornmc:n;i,,! reactor. It io not 
safe and it will violal~ lhe Atomic Euergy Act, the intent of which was to keep commercial anrl 
ffiJClear power separate for reasons of non-prolifention, safety and security. 

Sim:erdy. ..? 17 
i?f!l-711.~ l'--/lL{t (' ,,/~<':"J( 
SU~Me Macshall 
700 8th Avenue NE 
JIH:ksonville, AI 36265 

256-782-0424 
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Commentor No. 14: Peter Grav 

Peter J.. Gray 
P.O. Hox968 

Aiken, !;C 29801 

October 16. 1998 

UProdyctioo or Tritium jn I Cc mmcrdal Light Water Reactor" 
draft DOE.' SIS - ()288D 

There are three reasons for 1M using a Commercial Light Water Reactor to make tritium. 

!'iou-proliferation is the first reaSOn. We .hould let an example for th~ world nOl to make weapons 
in civilian facilities. ]1 l!:j U.S. policy thaI se.pararim- of dvil .md lTIilitary fiicili Lit;S he maint.ain~ 

We accept the coocept of peace corning from war. hUI not the reverse_ Using facilities originally 
developed for military mi .. ions later on for civiliar purposes is acu:plable. In tIli.s EIS. DOE cileS 
four examples of thi .. : 

··~-RCl!l;I!" at Hanfm:lI" SIllrtCd life "" ~ miliUlI)' facilily to make pluto~ium and later make 
electricity. 'l1IL, is Ill!I comparable It) converting a civilian LWR to make tl'itiWll. 

-The du~1 uS!' nature of IDe l: S cmichmonl'lfQgIlIIIl" It made U-235 for hombs. LaIec, it 
sUJl!>lic<1 civilian LWRs and re=h TC3C101l<. 

'-The lL~ (.Jf liefew pro~ram plutonium prod lctioo n;aclQ~ 10 produce rndicrisotopes fQr civilian 
~' Radio-isotope.<; are a boon W ci,;l an life in !he U.S. 

'The sale QrtriLiym produced in defense reac ors in the Ll S (..'()mm.!:!n:ial markel" Self-pov.."t!red 
exit lights on ain:f"d.n lO guide passen~crs in a 1 emc:.r.bft'J'll:y and other ci,,·ilian USC-Ii come from 
these sales. 

All ofmese go in the "military-to-civilian" directim . Notice that DOE do"" nutcile;am: c.ampk of 
going in the "civi!ian-tcH11ilitary··.din:cuoo. 

All DOE does on lite nnn-proliferation is use rother leE"listie. hair>p1i11ing hlllgllllJle to say it's okay. 

The bible says in Isaiah 2~: "they shall beat their ,won!> inlo plow.<hare,_" 

Can you imagine tt:Uing North Korea to end theirn.o;learwapon., pmgrdlIl. giving !hcm tW() CLWR< 
if th~y do so and then we make tritiwn in a C.S. CI.WR' What ahaut setting example< for Pakistan. 
Tndi. and othcrcountrics? We need to espouse actons on a hiBh moral. ethical plane. We must nOl 
use legalistiC loop bole< [Q anempt to justify what"e and DOE botb know is "7ong. 

DOE must not use any U.S. Commercial light Wa L'r Reactor for future tritium production, wbether 
owned hy a private company or by the lVA. who" ,,·i101e history is one of civilian projects, Sure. 
the lV A soLd e\e;:oicity to th~ Oak Ridge Gaseous Diffusion Plant. hut other vendors sold pipe. 
Cllncrde, motors, instrument~ etc. Doing 50 doeTl :\Ot rum them into military facililic." '1M 
ownership of lV A by the U.S. government dOL"S n( t justify calling a lV A reactor a military 
installation, nor does the que,tion of who bought it; electriciry. 

Lkensjng DelllY' is !he s.:cond reason. When th.; ABC w,," split up in the 1970.. production went 
to DOE. NRC got licensing and oversight of civilian facilities. One facet "r the '"plit was to nOt 
hamstring our military cumpl<. with licen.,ing ""th',S and delays. 1lJe l;vilian noclear dectoc industry 
is rife with l'o."RC delays. Whst makes the DOE thirJc that the NRC .. ill not delay any DOE defense 
programs "ssigned to a CLWR? 

NOlice 1hat the,e lirst twO reasons for not using .CLWR apply only to aCLWR nUl nOl W the 
ue«:ICraIOr. 11 is notencumbel'ed with either non-p:olir~atiOl1 issue,; or licensing prot>lems. 

1101.09 

2121.05 

, ~~ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ -1 
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Commentor No. 14: Peter L. Gray (Cont'd) Commentor No. 15: Betty Hasty

Tshe third ruann to reject the CLWR, and DOE'!, other option. the accelerator. is discussed
immediately below. It applies equally to both of thsee options.

C=t is the third reason. The CLWR might cost about $2 billion or more and the accelerator about
$2.5 to 4.5 billion. If coat is to be the real discrimisator, the DOE owns another, considerably less
expensive tritium production concept One that will cost about $600 million. Or less than 1/3 of either
of the DOE's current choices.

DOE recently stated:

The department is committed to doing a eon prehensi cc, itbiasei analysis of the vatu
options for tritium production. Thean-Acting ee;etsry Moler insisted that the decision be.
made on its merits (underlines are mine)."

DOE is studying the CLWR and accelerator, but thty own a third option and arc ignoring it. Itwas
invented in January 1992 hut was covered up by th! SRRS prime cuntractor. Itney receivedarcview
of its merits:

1. Safety The unit is passively safe. It eliminass s or reduces significantly all Dosign Basis and

Sever Accidents.

2. Small It would require about 20 sac.s compa rod to 500 for the accelerator.

3. Proven All pauts of the design have been proeten through many years of use in the nuclear field.

4. Env/rinmenaslly Friend/s It would use abouw 15 MW of electric input, not 600 with the
accelerator, thus generating considerably fewae greenhouse gases.

5. Lowest Cost Four comparable designs have been costed. Extrapolation indicates about $600
million for this unit.

6. Rariophrmoeaeutical Production This unit cm make all the radioisotopes the U.S. desires and
now huys from Canada because we've never had that capacity within our borders.

Following an EIS-OI61 meeting in April 1995, DOE committed in its ETS answers in October 1995 to
consider this design. Bus they hasv not doneso. Is conversations with senior persons, I'v learned
that most do not even know of its existence. rvertquested objective, teclaically-bascl. independent
non-biased reviews of it. The requesws have heen renied.

Asa taxpayer, I object. I challenge the DOE to fol ow through on its 1995 commitment so this unit. It
deserves a full review. It should be used for new ,imnum production in the U.S. Its cost iL the toWest

Final N'on-Proliferation Comment Special Nudlear Material (SNM) includes highly-enriched
uranium and plutonium but not tritium. Tritium is 'allled "by-product" material. DOE rest part of its
case on the basis of this definition to say uing a Ci .WR is not cotrtary to non-prolif[crution policy.
This is a. very specious argument. All nuclear wea-ons in the U.S. arsenal need a fissile component
(either uranium or plutonium). They also need a f•sion componaent, tritium; that is why DOE is
platning to make more. Semantic definitions cut to ice. Sure, trium is =no fissile, but it d=
undergo fusion. What. really, is the difference? Cill tritium SN.M. Stop playing word games.

Conclusio Non-prolileration issues, possible lie ussing delays and cost dictate against a CLWR.
Low cost also dictates against the accelerator. Los cost certainly favors SR.S and the 1992 design.

So. is it 2 billion for TVA, 2.5 billion for an aselee ator or 600 million for this DOE-owned idea?

Use the SRS wsth nearly 45 years of tritium expork nce where we are ready to serve the ndtion again:
capably, safely, cfficiently, cust-effectively and in ;a envinrtunertally sound manne.

Sincerely. R.

7 aii"7S Editor 25-100Et 5Sna.Ags 0 9B

The Deliitflitt of B=eag is interested in yew eo tsco on the "DEqh mntmaaal Lnqrsn
Smumctfor the Prod-farn of Trit in a Cmmnwtg Light %W esas.

Ther a everal ways to provide c stsmec this document and these inelude:

Satending pslieinstslg amd lving yr faing y= cos mwa to 1,-600-631L-0612
com os dirctly t DOE lofidials eommeudng via t1h World Wihd Web site:

* citian this comment fomato the thr•tJr wdpslntovp-62
reguitramn desk mat the meeting *cafhog roll-free and leaving }w womflz

* eissuing this comment form or Omher witense v% vases mait. 1460&-332-090l

comments ca itc on ~Z o ft back
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Commentor No. 14: Peter L. Grav (Cont'd) 

The third reason to rej""t the CL WR, and lXlE',. other oplion. th~ accel.rator. is di.,elL'I."'-ll 
immediately below. Il applies equally to both of tb= options. 

~;s the third reason. Tho CLWR might cost about $2 billion or mOr< and the accelerator about 
$25 to 4.5 billion. U co,t is to be the real discrimi1ator. the DOE owns another, considerably less 
expensi .. u-itium produ<:tion con""pt. One that will cost about $IiOO million. Or les.s than 113 o[ either 
of the DOE's cotTent choices. 

DOE recently srated: 

'The department i, commitlf<i to doing a con prehen,i vc. ~ analy.,is of the ~ 
options for uilium production. Then-Actill2 :;CCretary Moler insisted that ttlc decision be 
made 011 its merits (underlines are mine)." 

DOE is studying the CLWR and accelerator, but tl"y O\\m a third option and are ignuring it. It was 
invented in January 1992 hut \Va., covered up hy th, SRS rrime comractor. It= received a review 
of it~ merits: 

1. Satet>· The unit is passi"ely sate. It elimina~'s or reduces significantly all Design Basi., and 
Se,"';" AccidentS. 

2. Small It would require about 20 ncr~ compared to 500 lOr the accele!1ltor. 

3. Praven All parts of the design have been pro ,en through many years of usc in the nuclear tield. 

4. EnvimnmenlfJllv Frimd~v It would u.o;e ahoUi l~ MW ,,[Ck:ctric input. not 600 \Vith the 
accelerator, thus generating considerably fcw~ greenhouse gases. 

5. wwe>, Cost Four camparabu, designs hav. J,e<n coslfd. Extrapolation indicates aboUl $600 
million for thi~ unit. 

6. RadiuphnrmaceuricaI ProducrianThis lUIitclI1 makeallthc radioisotopes the U.S. desire~ and 
now huy~ from Canada hecause we"ve ne\'ef" had ihaLcapaci[y within our horders. 

FlIl1uv.ing an EIS-Ol61 meeting in April 1'!95, DOE committed in its ETS answers in October 1995 to 
consider tltis design. BY! they baye not done so. I, oonversations witb senior perS<lns, ]' ''0 learned 
that most do not even know ofits existence. fve r,:quested objecth'C. technically-h.",,!. imkpendent 
non-biased reyiews of it. The request.1ij, have heen (enied. 

As a taxpaya, I object I challenge the DOE to ful ow through on iLs 1995 commitment to thi., unit. It 
deserves a full review. It should be used for new tilium production in the V.S. Irs cost is the loweSL 

Final Non-Protileration Comment Special Nudcar Material (S:-.rM) include.; highly·<r.ri<:~.ro 
umnium and plutonium but not tritium. Tritium is "alled "by-pnoduct" material DOE rc.'L, pan of ilS 
cas" on the ha.<ti. of this definition to say w;ing. Ci .WR is not comrary to non-pruliicrution policy. 
This L< a very specious argumen~ All nuclear wea:lOIlS in the U.S. arsenal need a fissile component 
(either uranium or plutonium). They also need a fu;ion component. tritium; that is why DOE is 
planning 10 make more. Semantic delinitions cut no icc. Sure, tritium is IlS!llissile, hut it dll!:,i 
undergo fusion. What. r~lIy, is the ditTcn:ncc') C ill tritium SN).1. SlOp playing word garnes. 

~ ~on-proW'eration issues, possihle lie :nsing delay> and cost dictate againSI a CL WR 
Low cost also dictates against the accelcrator. Lo~' CO,t c<rtainly f.vors SR~ and the 1992 de,ign. 

So. is it 2 billion ior TVA, 2.5 billion for an .ccele,ator or 600 million for this DOE-own.::d idea? 

Use the SRS "'ith nearly 45 years of tritium c.'peri< ncc where we are n:ady to serve the IUDOIl again: 
capably, safely, cn;cientl~·, cvst-elTectively and in;.Jl envinmmcntally sound manner. 

Sinccrcl
Y·1?J.er ~ ~ 
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Commentor No. 15: Betty Hasty 

and Edttor 259-'02U Ext. 25 Sunday. August 30, 1998 
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Commentor No. 16: Cameron G. Sherer

COMN FORM

Commentor No. 17: Anonymous

(
Tbe Deostaiwoe n - isTw~ tonwatend In sea sm cc~~a the s.Ra&m nzlIiv

The Department of Enorgy is interested in your comments an the Drift Environ, enrol Imtpact suisewfota. PMKA qtlwitum 1w a Camwauwea Light earAwwen
Statemernffor die Producaton of TritLum in a Commewrcial 1Pu4/no Pser ReactOr

lhete are several ways to provide comments on this document ard these include: Then a= s eay ts a w tovd. Cuamsmsa go ins dactana d Mac sacl:de:

- ttending pablie eetngandgi'ving yosn t axingyoo'rcamenu to.400,631-O6l2
Sattending publc meetings and giving your faxing your cornents to 1-800-631-0612 • nci dihectly toin adffltiava y fiamendu"iag y na t o Wc -8d0-d 1-6W 12

comments directly to DOE officials • commenting via the World Wide Web site: • tu g rumth hticrelawtohAwwdpos.ov'/dp.62
Sreturning this comment form to the htp:/wwwdp.doegov/dp-62 regsrtnac desk at the mood" callng ton-free ad leaving yo omneentt

registeation desk nt the meeting calling tonl-free and leaving your comments tmins ibi om amen ro or Wwrittn via voice rmil 1400-332-M01
* returning this coerroent form or other wrentr ia voioe mai, 1-800-332-0801 coi.e• s to the mven on the bask

comamtets to the address on the back

C mets: - 41/ 6/

- -A2 - 5i• JQ

12107.03

,hn sn oesa lgl f leate a• . .dtltoaii.. I neeaey ne z.me!, te.• .o ths tor. The, e et. IptPhn .. 1/07. 3 et..ysd ~ t.I th.

jegnihtop A C

.. /.+.•,+o•;•.•-=•~~0 -•,,.•-• "- 21" 10.04..--.--

City: L:'s. c State: • Zep Code: 7oce tYj S J t tae 4 :-L tdWork phone: ne.a.3)5 t.- ' it' Home.ptozee: I..ic) L k if W-oee -dUae: Homto -:

FaxFNaN
F- Fax

E-Mail Address:

Mail to:
U.S.-Depaoment of Energy. Comnmercial Light Water Reactor Project Office.

ATTN: Stephen Sohinki
P.O. Box 44539.

Washington, D.C, 20026-4539

Commentor No. 16: Cameron G. Sherer 

, ,:' -, - COM-M-ENY-FORM--' , - -- - - '. ;!, 
- .. -- . 

The Dcpar1ment of Energy is intaestcd in your commenB on the Draft Environmoual{rnpact 
Sral<17IOIt for rIu! prrxiJ,aton ofTrii/um in a CnmtnL",1tl1 Ugh! lfuur React(" 

1bc~ are several ways to provide commc.nt.5 on this document and Otese include: 

attending public meetings and giving your 
comments directly to DOE officials 
returning this comment form to me 
regiSlIatlOn desk at the meeting 
rc!urnicg thicoo comme:lt form or other wnttto 
COIIUIWlts to the ad<hss on the back 

-:~Z:fI' 

f~ing 'jour corr.menu. to 1-800-631-0612 
commenting via the World Wide Web site: 
http://www.dp.doe.gov/dp-(i2 

• calling toD-free and leaving your comments 
"iAVOjce mail.1-800--332-Q801 

~'+" 1lo!.'~~i..<;?;""';'",",'!,-:-~¥Z-IdL·,~~·_t __ '_. _....:.7:.,.· '..:" ~ __ /._'~_/_llm4.01 
£'jff{:zd;f&t:fi/%b:,t:1::"ii/!<~/'; g J'f"'C""~? , 

'l"hDt you for yogr Input. I"Icut 'll1e adlc1itlonal.sbedl if oecessaI'J' and attad:I them to tbk form. 

Name: '/~m""""o<v G. SAt,.£,· 
Organization: lv .. y':L ,he ... ·; , 'elk.,., .. T":' fi::",'" Co. 
Ad~,,: 7'( Nd d,·,d."';,;!!.'.,,, I J?cI. 

(c.,uanal) 

City: <'.·"7"'''-':;':--,;-:-:--:-: _______ St.ate:~ Zip Code: 7olk> 
Work phone: i~t:3) 'i·f) .. - 4Q5'1 Home phone: (It./:) 5t ',. 'f"f.?? 

Fax: 
E-MW1A~~" _____________________________________ ~ ______ _ 

Commentor No. 17: Anonvmous 

, COMMENT FORM - - - -- t 

The DepoatmentofBDcqy iJ iDlaUIIOd 1I>)'CUf ~ "" IIae Drqfr ~ Ity«I 
StoInMnlfor tIN 1'roducdDro,q1'rllbml /It Q C~ IJpIIlIIt.,.J/Hmr. 

TheJe __ way. I<>provido "'_OIII1Ds_IIIIlIllcK~: 

• 'R~ j>Wlie mootlJ>", ",d livlnl your 
colrll!lOD15 di=ly ID DOJ! oftlc\als 
........ua. this COIlIIII<:llI fonn to the 
"'gisInIioo dosk 01 the n>eeIina 

• K1Lm1iD11his COIlmII:Dl fonn or oth« \nitmD 
_ 10 !be oddraa "" !be bid:; 

'WDiy--1O 1400-43H)61l 
COIIIIDInliDS via Ibo Wcdd WId6 Web lire: 
bnp11w_.dp.doo.,IW/dp-6l 

• caWn. toII-fl'eo &DC! Ic&viAc yourcommc:nll 
via YOi"" mai~ 1-llQG.331-OS01 

thaII_lor,...bopod. _ ... ___ If-,-___ .. _tw_ 
N~:=:=~------------------------------------------~{~~'~ 
~ion; 
Addroo$: 
City: .5J~'&tISIW;;:. ::IIi'J;:-;;:",,-------=-Sw-c;-, ~---:>r;t-----:Zip:::--::Code:-::-.-:1S~?=-c'..,1,..--

Worlt phone: Homt. pboIIe: • 
~: ------------- ~-------------
E-Mail Add""" _______________________________________ .:..... 

Mdt<>: 
U.S.·Department of Energy. CotnmMcial Ugh! Water Reactor Proje(:1 Office, 

.. 
!'.) Al1'N: Stephen Sohinki 

1107.03 

112114.04 

I P.O. 8o" 44539. 
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Commentor No. 18: Elizabeth R. Brown Commentor No. 19: R. C. Dawson

COMN FOR
I

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Enrio•nentali].pact
Statementfor the Prtducrioni of Tritium in a Comnercial Light Wirer Reactor.

There aoe several ways to provide commoents on this document and these include:

i auending public meetigs and giving your faxing yourcommeats to 1-900-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials - comamenting via the World Wide Web site:

* returning this coomment form to the http://www.dp.do.govidp-62
registration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your conmets

* reunming this comument form or othter rittm via voice mail. 1-800-332-0901
comments to the address on the back

The Department of Energy is intreted in your commemnts on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Prodaction of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

These are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

* attendingpublic meetings and giving your - faxing yourcortnaents to l-00-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials commrn enting via the World Wide Web sitec

Sretmuing this comment form to the hrttpi/w:w dp.doe.gov/dp-62
registration desk at the meeting * calling tall-free and leaving yarw comments

* returningthiscommentfoarmorotherwritten via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801
commernts to t o the hack
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Commentor No. 18: Elizabeth R. Brown 

,," ': '- COMMENT FORM - -'--- - ___ 0 , " 

__ • 0' ... _ _ ' , 

The Department of Energy is imcI<:stcd in your comments on the Draft Environmental impad 
Statementfor th~ Production afTritium in a Commercial Ugh! l'H:l:«!'T Reactor. 

There are scveral ways to provide comments On this document and these include: 

auending public meetings and giving your 
comments direc.t:ly [0 OOE offIcials 
returning this comment form to the 
registration desk at the meetiog 
returning this COTI1JDC:[lt form or ocher written 
comments to the address on the back 

faxiDg yourconunents to 1·800--631-0612 
commenting via the World Wide Web site: 
http://www.dp.doe.govldp-52 
calling toll·f.ree and leaving your comments 
via voice mail. 1-8(X)..332-{)SCl 

.' ~~t&C::cLi¥.L...4'/:M.i.~H~~~~~~:U:Z<..:.J;L<,'LJ..-¥,,:~ 111/04.01 
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Commentor No. 19: R. C. Dawson 

- .. ---- - COMMENT F-ORM -- - "-~.o 

~ , , __ _ • H • - - • 

The Department of Energy is inr.ernced. in your comments on the Draft Environmenrallmpaa 
Stat~mtJ!lfo, 1M Producrion of Tririum in a ~rcial Light Water Reactor. 

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include: 

attending public meetings and giving your 
comments directly to OOE offICials 
returning this comment form to the 
regisuatioo desk at the meeting 
rcturni.Dg this comment fonD or other \\"ritten , 

faxing your colIUllOnlS to 1-800-631·0612 
rommenting via the World Wide Web site: 
ht'P~/w ... w.dp.doe.gov/dp-62 
calling toll-free and lea ... i.ng your comments 
via voice mail, J·800-33HI80J 

_tim~-

~~ 

..".,...,... r", yoar iDpuc PI .... me additlooal'~~~ aDd at=h ..... to tim fonn. 

Name: __ . .£.. R.c.n.,_ ~~--- (optiooaI) 

Organizarion:_ ~ ~~~Cl~'!J:) 
Addn:", __________________________ _ 
City: Statc: ____ Zlp Code: ____ _ 
~;~ pilone' How ph<>ne: ___________ _ 

E·MaiJAddress: ____________________ -'-___ _ 

,,"" 

1/01.01 



Commentor No. 20: Joan 0. King Commentor No. 21: Mrs. W. H. Robinson

icr and Editor 259-1020 Ext. 25 Sunday, August 30. 1008
I -

~t~SIr 19%~

COMEN FOR

'The Depatrmuit of Energy is intrac~sted in your comments on the Draft Envirvonmerul hnpvac
Statemeentfor the Production of Tritiwn in a Corrnnercial Light Water Reactor.

Theme ar several ways to provide comments on this docuanm and these include;

attending public meetings and giving your
corments directly to DOE officials
returning this comment form to the
registration desk at the meetins
trerming this corammet form or other written
conments to the address on the back

faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
cornmenting via die World Wide Web site:

hrsp'./w w. dp.doe.gov/dp-62
calling toll-fiee and leaving your cents

via voice mail, 1-800-332-090(

I have followed nuclear Issues for a number of years and have a fairly extensive
laymran's knowledge of what is involved. I am very concerned at any move on the part
of our government that vioate lines set up by President Eisenhower at the end of
World War I1 separaling commercial and mUltary nuclear programs. I am not
convJnced there Is any pressing need for tritium. Future military needs can be handled
within the military establishrment

1/01.09

I 2/02.01

1/02.01

0

rs

0
0

rs
0

Thanak y-a for y- usp.egL I.- - dado.lde si-tia If -sar -ad =-h fl- Whi th Eis ee

Name: JOAN 0 Krtaotsoal
Organization: gL toil - C
Address: 3oy U_ . ,,-ai e
City: <½ s. State: (1--A Zip Code: 3os" 7/
Work phone: "0,s - •'R E"- ? - Home phone: •aýe
Fax:H

Caty areZ21Zp .,"
ViekpWiec- __ H.erphone _________
Fax:___ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _
E-Mail AdftW* Skdia bb- __________________

ýqQ Seab.ý AL 3099-
E-Mail Addrms: Vviruk gR stc-,et

t;v 

Commentor No. 20: Joan O. King 

. . 
. COMMENT FORM . , . . 

-,. . ~ " .. . ,,-

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Envin:mmmtal hnpaa 
Sratem~n' for the Pf'Qducrton of Tritium in Q Commercial Ught Water Reactor. 

There are several ways to provide comments on this dQl;umc;m and these include; 

attending public meetings and giving your 
comments directly to DOE officials: 
returning this COIIlIIlent form to the 
regi!Olralinn desk at the meeting 

• reruming this conunent form or other written 
comments to the address on the back 

faxing your comments to 1-80Q....631-0612 
commenting via (be World Wide Web site: 
http://www.dp.doe.govldp-62 
calling toll-free and leaving your c:omments 
"ia 'Voice mail, 1·801).332·0801 

Coorunm~ ________________________________________ __ 

I have lollowed nuclear Issues lor a number of years and have a fairly extensive 
layman's knowledge of what Is involved. I am vety concerned at any move on tile part 
of our government that viejats lines set up by President Eisenhower at the end of 
World War" separating commercial and mUltaty nUClear programs. I am not 
convInced there Is any pressing need for tritium. Future militaty needs can be handled 
WltIlm the mllitaty establishment. 

: 11 /101.09 

. 112102.01 

N~:~~'~~~A~NL-~()~~~~NU~L-__________________________ ~(~~~.~~) 
Organization: blAtt!.. o [IO:;/f$ 

Address: 'la l{ &lamP? -:Do.,,;' 
City: 5",,"'" Srate:~ ZipCode: ,oS7/ 
Work. phone: ,,,6 - 876:· If.- -; Home phone: _:is-O'''''''lf'''-_______ _ 

Fax: 54:!r1f 
E-Mail Addre3:>: ____ -.;:ot' .. ""a.,"'-Is"'-~@,~--:ss:.l.tcSc.;.:·.lnl.fe"'t:~ ______ -'-___ _ 

Commentor No. 21: Mrs. W. H. Robinson 

let and Ed,tor 259·1020 Ext. 25 Sunday. August 30. 1998 

~ COMMENT FORM , 

T1Ie DepItlmOM or~ is iD_ted ill yo\Ir _ "" dJo Dr'lft ErM_ m.,..a 
s-.v.rtlor "" _ ofTrltiwo ill • C._rt:ia1 u,lu lIbt •• &.:aor. 

• -.: pobllt ...... iI>j. and giv.iDg ~our 
COlII<AOU1l_yIODOEuIIidoIo 

• reIIUIliq dIls COtIWIlCILI form 10 the 
.. ~.de<lr.ala.._. 

• tdlMWl11hls C'QmJDCIlI feno or ocbet _ritteD 
~ tD the alidxss Oll the back 

fulnjJ YOUTCOln",.I1lUO 1-800-631-0612 
• 0CInIIIlIIaIIq via Ibo Wad<! _ Web lire: 

bDp:l .... _...-..,..Idp-62 
• c.slIia, 1clII._ one! ka.u.. your-'II 

via vuloe mail. lo8OO-332.osot 

1102.01 

~L-____________________________________________________________________________ ~ 



Commentor No. 22: C. S. Sanford Commentor No. 23: Bob Schowalter

COMMET FOR
All

COMMET FOR

The Department of Energy is interested in your caomments o the Draft Envirorinena/ Impact
Statementfor the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

Thore iue several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

1he Dqertment of Energy is interested in your conmentas on the Draft Envimrmenral Impact
Sratemernefor the Production of Tritnum in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

There are several ways to provide cobunents on this document and thesc include:

Sattending public meetings and giving your
comments directly to DOE officials

Sreturning this comment form to the
registraiou desk at the meeting

* returning this comment form or other written
conenhtrrer to the adderes on thr bach

* faxingyouccomrnentto 1-800-631-0612
* commenting via the World Wide Web 5i=itn

http:/A-ww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62
* caring toll-free and leaving your comments

via voice mail 1-800-332-0801

Sattending public tcetings and giving your
comments directly or DOE officials

t Wtumnirg "s comnunot form to the
registration desk at the meeting

Sretumring this comment form or other wrieen
cornts to the address on the back

Sfa-ing you comments to 1-800-631-0612
* commenting via the World Wide Web site:

http'J/-ww.dp.don.gov/dp-62
* calling toil-free and learing your comments

via voice mail. 1I-00-332-0901

A omest ddress: on thbc
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2/11.08
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Fax:
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"" Commentor No. 22: C. S. Sanford 

.-' . COMMENT FORM .' . ' 
. - - . -~ 

The Department of EncIgy is interested in yow =LS OIl !he Draft Environme>uallmpact 
Statementfor 1M Production o/Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reacror. 

Then::: an:: several war.; to provide oommcnts on this document and these include: 

attending public meetings and giving your 
COIIlIllClllS directly to DOE officials 
returning this corrunent form to the 
reiL«ratioo desk at the meeting 
returning this comment form or other written 
comments to the address on the back 

faxing your commen .. to 1-800-63HJ612 
cOIIlIIlenting via the World Wide Web :site.: 
http://www.dp.d<>e.govldp-62 
calling toll-free and leaving your comments 
via voj~mail.l-800-332.{)80l 

eo;~ &I;?' 2 c£ftst#G4~4 ~3{:;;? - "'" . ,;t:; VO.J.<cl ~, 

Thank)'OU for your input. Please IZX addiwDl:1 sheets if ~ aDd attach them to Ibis fonq. 

Name: C. 5- 5an";:,.~ (optional! 

Organiiation: Jf J-.Li 
Address: ~.L~Sn~ fly arr€S" k 
Cuy: £J~lt<L State:~ Zip Code: ~ZLO 
;:'orkphot1e: _________ Homcpbone: h5-" <13 -Af;lJ 

E-M~!Addt~: ___________________________ ~ ___ _ 

11 /1
14.07 

2111.08 

Commentor No. 23: Bob Schowalter 

COMMENT FORM 

",. Deparnnent Q; Energy is int=:ru:d in your cmnmcnts on the Draft EnviTonmmzaJ Impact 
S~for th~ Pn:Ju.cnon o!Tririwn in a CamrnL~i.al Lighl Water lUactor. 

There are several ways to proviJc conunents on this documelll and tl.icsc induuc: 

attending public meetings and giving your 
comments dirn:tly co DOE officials 
rt:t.uming this conunent form to the 
registration desk at the meeting 
rctnming this COIlUIlen[ form or other wrinen 
comments to the address on the back 

faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612 
commenting via the World Wrc.e Web site: 
http://www.dp.do<.gov/dp~2 . 
calling ton-free and leaving your comments 
via voice mail. 1-800-332-0801 

COIIUDellU: :r: c,sv< N=,;".j~ -rle1" dv ... £T 91:"$ ado-( ~b' 
q... fi-t"+K "jT 4k''YT tis!!! e .... '~s ... 1 .p. .... 'TVA 1'b vS-S 
t3cdt e fe:r-r< NP 7b f"-. J. vcr. -~! -tid"" fa". pOe 

1'b.abk you I« your iapcd. Please 1lJIe .sdi.tioca1 sheds if ~ and auach Ulan 10 rlUs rwrm. ~ 

Name: Bt) b SL-t,.~4(""-4!~ (optiooaI) ~ 
Organization: ,vA ::.:, 
A~s: /I bDtt &1;.< tflwsr p,.. ~ 
Gty: iL"oXl':II.. Swe:_<1.L..- Zip Code: '37f2..... C 
Wor1r.pbon.: ~J) '73 - 2-2,7 Homepbonc: {t'HI q;'k- &ilia -, 
Fax: "2.~IO r ..• uuN 
E·MailAddtess: _______ . _______________ _ 

P.S. 'I W_s It" t/vAc Jeli:;,,, ~;"'~r... 8c.llef-./-e """~ 1~~.s 
""-Jo, -..,f I .,.&t."L ;1".( A .s4~e. -r .. ka'" ... .J"l. $. Vd.flla."/~ #l.tSe1' I~A!.~~. 



Commentor No. 24: Denny R. Stiefel Commentor No. 25: Rhonda D. Wright, M.D.

Rhonda D. Wright, M. D.

3363 Narrov Lane Road
Montgomery, AL 36111-1507

Phone (334) 286-4894
e-mail rdwrightgjaot cam

COMN FOR
The Departmeat of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Ewvironmeenta Impact
Srtnemen for the Production of Tritium in a Comnrcral Light Water Reactor

There are several ways to provide coanmenus on this docurement and these include:

* atteeding public meetings and giving your . faxing yourcotorasents to l-00-631-0612
comuments directly to DOE officials o commenting via the World Wide Web sire:
n stsuasing this €oamert form to fth rtcp:/,wA w.dp.doe.govldp-62
registration desk at the meeting calling tog-free and leaving your comments

* returning this comment form or other written via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801
wmmrsnns to the address on the back

c-a -- • 'A J

September 06, 1998

Mr. Stephen Sohinki
U. S. Department of Energy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Officc
P. 0. Box 44539
Washington, D. C. 20026-4539

Dear Mr. Sohinki:

II

II IL -~ ~11/07.03

-1-7t

This letter is in opposition to the proposal to use the TVA's unfinished Bellefonte
plant, or any other commercial nuclear reactor, for the production of tritium. I regard
this as a dangerous and highly undesirable course of action for several reasons.

The first is the ability of tritium as an isotope of hydrogen to combine with oxygen and
make a radioactive form of water, which can then become incorporated into all parts
of the human body including DNA. In concert with the DOE's demonstrated inability
to prevent tritiuma-releasing accidents at its other production facilities, there is a
near-certainty that tritium production at the Bellefonte plant would result in
radioactive contamination of the Tennessee River and in a seriously increased risk of
cancer and birth defects to those whose drinking water is derived from this river. Such
accidents are all the more likely to occur at afacility which was not designed ora" this
purpose from the. beginning.

I

1/15.02

Thank s• yorr i te pn Prknaw nte additional sitne, M a r y and attach Iba ia na fW.

Organization 
- • tia

Add.:eIs
Citry: F ,, State:e _ Zip Code:
Work plitin. e4 4(~C. -I? teorneepaoe: ý2 C- f -a' /z,4
Fan:
E-Mail Address:

The second reason is that production of tritium at a commercial nuclear plant will I
result in the production of much more nuclear waste -- three times more high-level
waste than the plant would produce under normal operating conditions, by the DOE's 2/17.02
own estimate, "and at least 50% morelow-level waste as well. Disposal of nuclear I
waste is already a serious problem, one which this proposal can only exacerbate. 3/16.05

The third reason is that production of tritium in a commercial facility violates the
spirit, if not the letter, of the Atomic Energy Act and sets a bad precedentwith regard
to entanglement of civilian and military nuclear facilities. This action will make 4/01.09
meaningless the opposition of the U.S. to the use of civilian plants for weapons
production by Ruch countries as Iraq, North Korea, India, and Egypt.

Sincerely,

Tt~ona D. WrinSD/x ')

-'5 L

t;--> 
....... 

Commentor No. 24: Dennv R. Stiefel 

COMMENT FORM . 

The Department of Energy is interested in your conunmrs on the Draft Envirunmental Impacl 
Srmt~n1lor the Production of Tritium in a ComrurciaJ light Wattr ReaclOr. 

TheR! ~ several ways to provide COIIl%I1en[S on this document and t!lese include: 

aneodiog public me<tings and giving YOlJT 

comments directly to DOE officials 
retUming this corrunent fonn to I:he 
registration desk aI ~ meeting 
returning this comment fonn or other writIet!. 
comments 10 the address on the back 

faxing yourcornments to 1-800-631-{)612 
• commenting via the World Wide Web site: 

imp:ltwww.dp.do<.govldp-62 
• calling toll-free and leaving YOUT commenlS 

via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801 

- r '. 

Thank you for your iapw:t. PLease .. e .ddJdonat sbeeb if oecessary aDd attach. Ibem 10 this tann. 

.r·· . -1 fi_ ., 
Name: -r: ~ -P -rliJ- j 'I:~ (q>tional) 

~=tii~ iiJ2;:ti§ii¥]i f ''j( ( 7 ],e. c e ilffl, ~ {t~; <( 

ell)": 1-11' b4 .t4, _ S~"': 4,L...,- :Up Cod.: J'!"Y U 
Work phone: 'Jft:Cf(, (/f/ Hornepbone: ')if . G J? kif ~( 
Fu:~~~-------------------------------------------------E-Mail Address, _____________________________________ -'-______ _ 

1107.03 

Commentor No. 25: Rhonda D. Wright. M.D. 

Rhonda D. Wright, M. D; 

3363 NaJTOW L/UI~ Road 
Montgomery, AL 36111-1507 

September 06, i 998 

Mr. Stephen Sohinki 
C. S. Depamnent of Energy 
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office 
P_ O. Box 44539 
Washington, D. C. 20026-4539 

Dear Mr. Sohinki: 

PhOlU (HI) 186-4894 
e-mail rdwrighl@;PoLc.om 

This letter is in opposition to the proposal to use the TVA's unfinished Bellefonte 
plant, or any other commercial nuclear reactor, for the production o( tritium. 1 regard 
this a~ a dangerous and highly undesirable COUf!'e of action for several reasons. 

The first is the ahility of tritium as an isotope of hydrogen to comhine ".ith oxygen and 
make a radioactive form of water, which can then become incorporated into all parts 
of the human boJy including DNA. In concert with tile DOE'~ demonstrated inability 
to prevent tritium-releasing accidents at its other production facilitie!;,. there is a 
ne.ar-certainty that tritium production at the Bellefonte plant would result ill 
radioactive contamination ofthe Tenne>see. River and in a seriously increased ri~k of 
cancer and hirth defects to those whose drinking waler i. derived from this river. Such 
accidents are all the more likely to occur at afadlity which was not designed [lll" this 
purpose from the beginning. 

1115.02 

The second rcaSlln is that production of tritium at a commercial nuclear plant will I 
result in tbe pmduc.tion of much more nuclear waste -- three times more high-1cvcl 
wast., than the planl w()ukl produce unde·r normal operating conditions, hy the DOE's 2117.02 
own ClItimah;, and alll.'lllit 50% morel ow-level waste as well. Disposal of nuclear II 
waste is already a serious problem, one which this proposal can only exacerbate:. 3/16.05 

The third reason is that production of tritium in a commercial facility \;0Iate5 the 
spirit, if nOI thl.: 1I.:I11.:r, of !he Atomic Energy Act and set~ a had precedent with regard 
to entanglement of civilian and military nuclear facilities. This action will make 4101.09 
meaningle;s the opposition of Ihe U.S. to the U>.C of civilian plants for .... eapons 
production hy mch countri~ as Iraq, l'orth Korea, India, and Egypt 

Siocerely, 

M t1 /? ~At ,J>. 
~i·ghl,M.D . 

~L-______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ --J 



I Commentor No. 26: Nate Schwenk Commentor No. 27: Jeffrey Belcher

'at
COMEN FOR

The Department of Energy is interested in your coanu-ents on the Draft Environmental Impact
Strrewee for the Production ofTritium in a Commnercial Light It serReartoe

Them am several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

attending public meetings and giving your faxing your comments to l-ll)0-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials commenting via the World Wide Web site:
resuming this conmnmenat form to the hupJIwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62
registration desk a the meeting calfing toll-free and leaving your comments
returning this comment form or other written via voice mail, I -80-332-O0I
comments to the address on the back

CumrnnnLs: Thank yoa for the oppotutnity to provide commuaes 2n
thin document. The effects on highway facilities from transpornetats

or the ,iazuedonu 2at.•n• l was adenaity adden ... d. An.. Sagetion 1/18.09
IAI -1,dp ha,~, ~InPill -itr,.

Tlank yaa for yorr input. P]en•a, .b oe .dd•taa ts ifer.e ry wan a&tcb ta this for.n

Name: (optional)

Organization: Federal iHenrway 5dmintsrrattqn (FWikA)
Address: 2i9 Cumberland Bend Dr.
City: •ashavlta _ State: Tlt ZipCode: 37228
Workphone: (615) 736-7539 Honsephone:
FaX: (A-.5) 736-5667
E-Mail Address:

city.Saire -,I) zip Cb ______9

:pko= 4?ý bý_?19 - Hnphone: +0 Z b3 261L
P...

Commentor No. 26: Nate Schwenk 

The Depmtmoo~< qf IluotI)' b ~ ID )'Our wllI1DCIlII 011 the OrrJfl Elwt.".."."lIIllmpact 
5imtmml fur 1M Ptedl'C/iqn of 7)ibum i. " CDlt~ Ugh! _ R.Qdcr. 

• =dins public lI1<CIlnp and p.1Dg your 

<o""""ntl dim:Ily to DOE offlCiail 
~ ilia =1 fonn '0 !he 
~oo desk II tile <neetiDa 

• rerurning tba CQIllIIlCIIt fann or otbrr wrillal 
commo.n.ta to the addtcs.s OD tbc bccl. 

fuiD&yOUlW'.llIIlCU"ro 1-8()().63HJ612 
COIrlDlODliI1ll Yia"'" Work! Wide Web sil<: 
1rttp:I/www.dp.doc.gav/dp-6l 

• ""nini K>Il-fIeo """ ~YiDs y_""""""",, 
via wi<:<:IlIIII. 1-800-33Z.()801 

~~~ 
~;W~r 

("""ooal) 

11//06.03 

112109.0/ 

3107.03 

Commentor No. 27: JeUrev Belcher 

--- - - - --- ------ - - -- - - ---- - - -

. COMMENT FORM, .-
, • •• - •• > 

The Department of Energy is interested in yOili co=nlS on !be Drofr Environmental 1mptlC1 
Stat."..,.,for "" Production of Tritium in a Commerrial Lightlll=r &ac1()T. 

There are several ways to provide comments OD this document and these include: 

attending public meetings and giving yom 
C()mmt.nts directly to DOE officials 
returning this comment form to the 
registration desk ar che meeting 
returning this COIIUDe-Dt fann or ocha' wrincn 
commen'" 10 the address on the back 

f""ing your comments to 1-800-631-0612 
commenting via the World Wide Web site: 
h1tp:Jlwww,dp.doe.govldp-62 
calling tQll-free and leaving your comments 
via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801 

Conummts: ThAnk yol,l for tbe opportunity tQ provide comments on 
tht~ docL.!rnent. the effects on hir,bway tactiltl.ee trom tran:5portatJ..on 

o( X,hf HAzardous :-faterial waf .. de-quat.Ix add"Cel!l5ed. ,\$ a suggestion 

ttl' 1 C Qot ShOJlld 1ncJ,,"p bOh' a ;lOsdb1e Sp1ll during 

'X?DSportaHOQ "O"ld "e dealt L'ith and also _bat H01l1d he the 

'mp"cts to p"hHC b,u1th if a 'pill did occuT on O'!T b1gbH"Y' 

lbank you. for ywr mput. Pleap 0lIl adctitUmal sheets ifllenssary and attach than to tbis fonn. 

)lame: (optional) 

OrganizZLtion: Federal H1eDHAY 01,min1srrat\.on (flllol'A) 

Admss: 249 Cumb~rland Bend !Ir. 
City: i'iA$hy111e State:_H __ Zip Code: 37228 
Work. phone: (615) 736 - 7 '; 39 Home phooe: ___________ _ 
FU:~:~3~.~-25~A~6Ll _____________________ _ 

E-Mail Address: J effi", ,'"' ,,, .. ~fl, • _ do" go 
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Commentor No. 28: Anonymous (1) Commentor No. 29: John Tucker

5A W 47

The Department of Energy is intemsted in your comments on the Draft Ensiramental Impact
Slatemenufar rth Producion of Triium in a Commercial Light Water Reo.ctor

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

Comments Received via "800" Number

attendingpublic etigsand givingyo ur faxing your comments to l-80-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials * commenting via the World Wide Web site:

* returning this comment form to the http:/tww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62
registation desk at the meeting callimg toll-free and leaveig your comments

Sreturning thib comment form. or other written via voice mail, 1-g800-332-0801
comments to the address on the back

Comment•; ._W-/-

Date: 9123/98 (7:19pm)
Name: John Tucker
Organization:. Athens Limestone Medical Associates in North Alabama
Address: No address given
Phone #: No phone/fax number given
Fax #:
Co:mment #:

Comment:

I am totally against your plan to start a tritium reactor at Rellefnnte near Scortsboro, AL. I 1/0.03
I think you are going to po")isn the entire environment. I think you need to take your I
little project elsewhere.

Thank you.

. . . .. . . . . . " Z - - - • - . . . . . . - -" m
~-~- mit C/jA~~s...~f -IA. d,~ III1/0 7.02

r7'5'= r ,7, =

'11nk 7 or oariap~rt. Plo, uno additional sheets ifn~m oesarynd attack iii,. to this forte

Namt: (Wtttraat
Organizatioa:
Address:
City: State: __ Zip Code: __
Work phone: Home phone:
Fax:
E-Mail Address:

';" 

--

Commentor No. 28: Anonvmous (J) 

- ~ - -- --- - -

. COMMENT FORM . . 
, .". , hn 

The DepanmtJlt of Ern:rgy is in=te<l in your comments on the Draft Erwironmatallmpact 
StaUmDllfor k Production ufTririum in a CcnJmercial Ugh! muer Reactor. 

There are scvccal ways to provide conunenUi on this document and these include: 

attending pubJic meetings and giving your 
comments. diret:tly to DOE officials 
returning this comment form to the 
regislration desk at the meeting 
ft'..tuming thi~ C'omment form or other written 
cornmenlS to the address OD the back 

• faxing your comments to 1-800-63I-CJ612 
COJ1UIlt:oting via the World Wide Web site: 
http://www.dp.doe.govldp-6Z 
calling toll-free and leaving your comments 
vi. voice mail. 1-800-332.;)8()1 

'£bank yotl for yoW' input. Pkase USf. addItional shuts if D«tssuy aDd attaclt thtnl ttl this form. 

Nruno:~ ______________________________________________ ~(~~~·=ONU~) 
O~rulllatiO~ ________________________________________________ __ 
A~s: __________________________________________________ __ 

City: -:-____________ State: Zip Code: _____ _ 
Worl< pbone: Home phone: __________________ _ 

Fu:~--------------------------------------------------E-Mail Address: ______________________________ __ 

1107.02 

Commentor No. 29: John Tucker 

Comments Received via "SOD" Number 

Date; 9!23i9~V: 19pm) 
NlIm~: John Tucker 

-Organization: Athens Limestone Medical Associates in Nonh Alahama 
Address: No address given 

--Phune#: No phone/tax number given 
Fax#: 
Comment#: -
Comment: 

I am totally against your plan 10 start a tritium reactor at flellefnnle near Sconsboro. AL.II 
1 think you are going to pois-Io lh~ e;:mire "TlviTIlnment. T think you need 10 take your 1110.03 
lit1le project elsewhere. 

Thank you. 

~L_ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ----------------------~ 



Co

Commentor No. 30: Jim Sexton Commentor No. 31: Kenneth W. Crase

Comments Received via "800" Number

Addxefj I 11011 Kuaii Rufd 47

F Fhutte got! ~ %

L C '-emel I-

I :,~ cin vifng- W t m-.r'mmn Cn thtf i& of Iruikrin this LfttuuT 4X te k 'r
I 'fit k~l)ct!irzIIIY if Ck.t rtIJIy kwd w 2otcC.! oftrhtctis lth111 Oit10' o~!f C1kuiml:.Od~Z* 11I 4.04

UT-A WadIR 14rc --& rw: tflieve in mzit ~ivroir j Iu~'I111itl. I2/01.01
%'YW V a"n -is. ft 1, 1

FhtM U IMNMl
Kenneth W Crase

VVestinghouse Savannah River Company

RIMM
Bldg. 707 489
Savannah River Site

TeliTechnicael Advisor, Health Prr-..S Technology

Aikeni

101111 Pon
SC

803-952-7892

298081-

Work UxMIM raX NOW

iI"t
I do not disagree with the assessments of impacts contained within the Draft
EIS for the Producton of Tritium in a Cormrmercial Light Water Reactor. including
those for radiation exposures to workers and tlhe public However. I do blelieve
there is at least one area where costs may not have been folded in to your
asisesssment: The commercial reactor industry does not already po.ssees te
infrastructure and experience in dealing with the miagnitude of tritiun
coAmtarination and exaosures. To achieve the low radiation exposurn impact you
have indicated in the draft EIS. additional resources and experience would have
to be obtained to adequately handle the changes in the worker and environ-
mental radiation protection programs, There may be other aimilar ancillary
areas of cost impact not dealt with in the draft EIS. I recommend you fold
these support costs into your evaluation of conmmerdal reactor generation of
ttitium versus other mreans of production.

rEIII uMs
kenneth crase@

827)•98 12:03:30 PM

1/14.08
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Commentor No. 30: Jim Sexton 

Comments Received via ''SO~'' Number 

I "'" l·,,!ti"" Ki mlk~ 1. (,imml"ll' (·n Ihf i&!z. .;:.f mlltiflr; Ihi~ wicilllYi t1.1ttf- ikltct'i:"Yl" <:::1"-11 
I "1111.,~j:"i)" agJir$l il oc.r many I\!~::.:t\. OCo! f:r .... hkt. is Ille ~1:ft;,~, ,.1' flC:!lil: ~'\''''''..:n1 [1", 1114.04 
I.IT<I l'C.o1315'.', be. 0.:_= £ d:;. ro~ 1!..!1!i!\,f m mlklfl;!!. \'\.".J!l<',flS or "'·~f. I rE:,s .. II":"",, Ihell': 11 2101. 01 
.... ,yilld k a 1:»Jl: 'TIl5ja~.i, 

Commentor No. 31: Kenneth W. Crase 

lltII fhtllanl 
Kenneth 

II 1BItran. 
W Crase Technical Advisor, Health PtlySICS TechnolOgy 

~ 
Westinghouse Savannah River Company 

UI'8II 
Bldg, 707488 
Savannah River Site 

I11III8 

ItatIII' I'I'nIII:8 
SC 
WllrUI_ 
e03·952·7e92 

I do not disagree Wl1h the assessments of impacts contained within the Draft 
EIS for the Production of Tritium in a Corrwnen;;ial Light Water Reactor, including 
those for radiabon exposures to workers and tna publIC However, I do tlelie'le 
there is at least one area where costs may not have been folded in [0 your 
assessment" The comm~cial reactor industry dce& not already po:sseGs the 
infrastructure and experience in dealing with the magnitude of Int!um 
contamination and exposures. To achieve the low radiation 6:KPOSLJf6 impact you 
have indicated in "e draft EIS. addilional reSOurCeS and eICperience would halle 
to be obtained to adequately handle the changes In the worker and environ
rnen1al radiation p!'otec1ion program,. There may be other similar ancillary 
areas of cost impact not cIeolt w~h in the droit EIS, I recommend YO\J fold 
these support costs inta your evaluation of commerciat reactor generation or 
tritium versus O1her means of production. 

£maI11IknBa 
kenneth crase@ 

812719ll 12:03:30 PM 

1114.08 



Commentor No. 32: Alexis Zigler Commentor No. 33: Man Stan f1l

Comments Received via "800" Number

fit ft
Alesis

* LMeMIMI
Zigler Date: 19!24/98 (8:31 am)

Name: IMary Stanfill

AU=
3608 Clark Drive

Sarasota

am Hum
941-361-8570

Organization:
Address:

Phone #:
Fax #:
Comment #:

2422Tux~edo Drive
Hiuttaville. AL 35910 ____________

tateutirltia vutitlm hi MtR"
FL 3-4234- USA

Walt Rui Ir ExtuI1111 in Ribr

Emil AMh=
lexus5tl juno.co

8/25M98 11:13:21 AM

The light water projert is a vioation of the Ato•ric Energy Ac. It ts not legal to be producing weapons grade materaial n 10 .09
commercial n uclear faclities. I /

The United States cannot credibly preach nuclear non-proltferaton to notions such as India and Pakistan while
continuing to develop ur own nuorear stockpile. Our actions in this regard only increase the likelyhood that nuclear 2/01.04
weapons will be used in the future, whether by terrorists or by governments. I
The light water program also represents an increased likelihood of environmental contaeenalione. We need to be

moving
as quiddly as po~bsie to nwr-olilutlng energy sources, not further develooag nuclear energy. The light water

program 3/07.05
iS going to produce rnotenals that will find their way into the food chain and cause harmful effects there.
I am strongly opposed to the program.
Thank you, Aleois Zigler I

Comment:

My concern is thal Bellefonte should not be used for anything to do with producing I 107.03
anything for warfare and that the tritium could cause cancer, cause the environment to be I
polluted and I want to encourage people to knnw that to live by the sword, they must die I 2/14.04
by the sword. Il

a

no

a
a
nI
a

~0a
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Iftl ... 
Alexis 

AId'aa 
3608 Clark Drive 

CIty 
S8rasola 

IIIIIIII .... 
941-361-8510 

DaIlI~ 

bII 

Commentor No. 32: Alexis Zigler 

• larlNama 
Zigler 

ItBtJ /I' I'rMI:8 .. till ~ tmnry 
FL 34234- USA 

In PID1B Wilt El1InbJ Iu bQr 

Ern8IIADnu 
IexuS!!l@juno.co 

81251118 11:13:21 AM 

The light water pro;ect is a violation of the Atomic Energy Act. It r.s not lega! to be producing weapons grade material 
in 

commercial nuclear fadlities. 
Thliil United Stilt~ cannot credibly pieach nudear non-proliferation to nations such as India ancl Pakistan while 
contirluing to develop our own nudear stockpile. Our adions in tl1rs regard only rncrease the tikelyhood lhiS! nudear 
weapons will be used in the future. whether by terrorists or by governments. 
The Jtght water prosram also represents an increased likel~ood of environmental contamination. 'Ne need to be 

movlns 
as quickly as possible to non-pollutlng energy &ources, not further deve~1ng nuclear energy. The ligh1 ""ater 

program 
is going 10 produce materials tha1 will find their way into the food ~in end cause harmful effecb there. 
I am strongly oppoi6d to the program. 
Thank you, Alexis zigrer 

11 1101.09 

11 2101.04 

I W7.05 

Commentor No. 33: Mary Stanfill 

Comments Received via "800" Number 

_I 
d 

Date: 9/24/98 (8:31am) 
Name: Mary Stanfill 
Organization: 
Address: ·2422 Tl1l<.du Drive 

Huntsville. AL 358[0 
Phone#: 
Fn#: 
Comment#: 

Comment: 

My concern is that Belldonk shuuld nut be used for anything to do with producing 11 1107. 03 
anything for warfare and lhal the tritium could causc cancer, cause the environment to be II . 
poliUled and I wanllO encourage people to know thaI to livc by the sword, they must die 2114.04 
by the sword. 

~L-______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ~ 



Commentor No. 34: Robert Sparks Commentor No. 35: Jackie Ambrose

Comments Received via "800" Number Comments Received via "800" Number

Date: 9/24!98 (8:59an1)
Name: Robert Sparks
Odrganization:
Address: 59 Prentice Circle, NE

Arab, Al. 35016
Phone ft:
Fax #
Continent #: :

OrgZatin:
NAddes: 

Hnsil,
9!24/98 (9:02uam)
Jackie Ambrose

SOrganizatiotn:_________________

IAddress: I Huntsville, AL
Phone #:
Fax 4:
Comment M:

No phone-,fax nunmher given

Comment:
Comment-

I'm calling in relation to the tritium project going on in Scottsboro which is about 25
miles from mc and I JusL wanted to give my comment on it and I am not in favor of it
proceeding. Thank you. I 1/07.03

This is to do writh the thing on television about openhig the Bellefonte plant for tritium
gas plant radium or whatever - Ihis is to protest it. I'm totally against it. We have
enough to deal with, with the other things we had in this area for years. Thank you. I /107.03

Nr---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 
~ 
c;, 

Commentor No. 34: Robert Sparks Commentor No. 35: Jackie Ambrose 

Comments Received via "800" Number Comments Received via "800" Number 

Date: 9/24/98 (8:59am) , Date: 9!24/98 (902arn) 
Name, Roh~ Sparks 
~---

Organization: 
Name: Jackie Ambrose 
Organization: 

Address: 59 Prentice Circle, NE Address: Huntsville, AL 
Arab, AI. 35016 ['hone Ii: Ko phone!fax numher given 

Phone #: 
.- - Fax Ii: 

I Fax#: 
i Comment#. 

--- ._. ._-
Comment#: 

Comment: 
Comment: 

This is to do with the thing on television about opening. the BdJefunte plant fOT tritium II 
gas plant mdium or whatever - This is to protest it. I'm totally against it. We have 1/07.03 
enough to deal with, with the other things we had in this area for years. Th"lllk you. 

I'm calling in relation to the tritium project going on in Scottsboro which is about 25 II 
miles [rom m.: and I ju.~t wanted to give my comment on it and I am not in favor of it 1/07.03 
proceeding. nlank you. 



Commentor No. 36: W. D. Scarbrough Commentor No. 37: James William Cod

Comments Received via "800" Number Comments Received via "800" Number

Date: 9 0 i9R 1:09am)
Name: W.D. Scarbrough _

Organization:
Address: 3503 Sparkman Drive. NW

Huntsville, AL, 35810
Phone #: 256-852-9350
Fax 9:

Date: 9124/98 (11:29am)
Name: Jamcs William Cod
Organization:
Address: 1203 Fern Street

Athens, AL 35613
Phone #:
Fax #:
Comment i:

Comment:

Comment #:

Comment:

Would like information conceming your program on tritium production. I'm not I
necessarily opposed. but the Department of Energy and other agencies do not have a I 1/08.02
good record in protecting the environment - Savannah Rivcr is just but one example. I

0

is
0

0
n
C

is
0

I was told or at least I read off the television that this was the number to call about the
tritium plant proposed by TVA fbr Bellefonte in Jackson County, up near Scotisboro, so
that's what rio really calling about. I'm calling to ay that I would not like to s'c this
program put into affect on the Tennessee River because lI'm afraid of die loog-term---
short-term it's gonna give employment up there but long-term. I'm afraid of the after
affects so really that's what I'm calling about. 1I 110.03

t'-.,I 

Commentor No. 36: W. D. Scarbrough 

Comments Received via "800" Number 

Date: 9114f9R (11:09a111) I 
~me:-' W.D. Scarbrough 

1-=------,--
Organization: 
Address: 3503 Sparkman Drive. ]\;'W 

HWltwille, AI, 35Rl0 
--

Phone#: 256-852-9350 
Fax#: 
Comment#: 

Comment: 

Wuukllih infumlation concerning your program on trilium production. I'm not II 
necessarily ()ppn~cd, but the D~p"rtmenl uf Energy and other agencies do not have a /108.02 
good record in protecting the emironment - Savannah River is just but aile example. 

Dllte: 
:'lame: 
Organization: 
Address: 

. Phone #. 
; Fax#: 

-

I Comment#: 

Comment: 

Commentor No.3 7: James William Cod 

Comments Received via "800" Number 

9!14!9R (II :19am) 
----

Jamcs \Villiam Cod 
--

1 ~03 Fern sucet 
Athens, AL 35613 .-

I wa.; told or at IC<Jstl n,ad ofT the television that this was the number to call about th" 
tritiwn plant proposed by TV A Ii" Bellefonte in Jackson County up Ileal' Scottsboro. $0 

t11.1.1's what rm really l'alling aboul. I'm calling to say that 1 would not like to sec this 
program put into affect on the TerUJessee River l= .. ust! I'm afraid of Ul\! long-tenn--
shon-lenn it's gonna give employment up th~r~ but long-lenn, I'm afraid of the after 
affects so really that's what I'm calling about. 

/1/0.03 

t!... -L-______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ~ 



Commentor No. 38: Steve Abraham Commentor No. 39: Diane McFarland

Comments Received via "800" Number Comments Received via "800" Number

Date: 19!24!98 (11:55am)
Namne: ISteve Abrahamn
Organization:=

Naimti Dct UnMiýludw;
qM MUh.a i:i L-

Address:

PIhInefU!
Fax 4:
COMmeni -#:

1115 County Road 358
Distah, AL. 35765

Addtrtis;

Mbusicffi
Pat *:

'ýIPLokw l3farict, KLaJ

CWTIm4¶,I ~

Comment:

Yes, I just wanted to reply to the Bellefounte where they want to make tritium and I In
kinda against it bccausc we haven't found out enough information about the tritium tn 11O 7.03
satisýy my curiosity. If you have any information on that, I would appreciate some ofit[
Thank you. I

comnitflu

I stin Very ecVr~ :etn, he 3BeliorAe 111W-1 bk+ rebzztivaseiý I 6na' dfllOIdk it 6,
snanX idta. I thlflk l t iii! mir W-4, hiiuu ifcit5 p.jit1 and I fred .bIIA the cac-er
rtiws W znd... I wcrk for C.:rT'a .sf I 'iginieffs Aitd we d.,ih tl= iirauldn-iqi aind
our Pitjre! Kiamgm-r Arr in e;kirm of chctnicl demtiffinurlosa dhi qil" t
i'ihistmnz. l .oi nd Itaeitfll &-ti arg- Ann,,ittis,. I jiml 1hint we. *7osý1 lesi a lesson'
*lon't M,%kr mome Df this stuff. Anisniozns ut'ifvrq a ptKA'befnu "ith it f;1if 0=1uLIZi Itht
waits.N I dinel' iuuren &.1 br ana:lsrmiot. I just think.thert: should hie tnother wa.y withscr
maksm thesc dizets dtta hIWr siuŽ:a if knH lirSlffe sp1zn ttur -Vlfi.w wssm Clean -wier.

a-L-m a ii. I juss duttl think- -c c-n k.eep miking tti~ smtf - eaoibt' thru 1s nuudtr ")'.
1*d hikt tig Ie i.,tuzrinezlc il I tnhrbp =601c~tn otihr,- ibout the dangers. I don% "ow
wioohng cr-tsur than, kus psu a lorst; 1ith Sour, And 411 fe 61ati Ugm.aL "iiugvwn WU CMX
ttsric thuings, Arc "it t-il sifts, r. ýc ,r (x pt pen se mm, n Tb ru fit rfsitta~a ini
just atslciz atiueci~ :o~s&Thitn~yn - F.Wr"11a

1114.04

N.---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 
.:.., 
N 

Date: 
Name: 

. Orgllnizution: 
Addre~s: 

Phone#: 
Fax#: 
Com'men-I #: 

Comment: 

Commentor No. 38: Steve Abraham 

Comments Received via "SOO" Number 

I 9124/98 (II' 5 Sam) 
Stew Abrdham 

1115 County Road 358 
Distah, AI. 35765 

Yes, I just wanted to reply to the Bellefonte where they want to make tritium and [am I 
kinda against it bc(;ausc we haven't iound out enough information about the tritium tn 
satisfy my curiosity, If you have any iniormation on that, [ would uppn:ciale SOffie ofi!. 
Thank yuu, 

1107.03 

Commentor No. 39: Diane McFarland 

Comments Received via "SOO" Number 

r::();-: .. 7tt:-::----rl';;."::;:::::;S:;.~~:;!;-:I'"'·!-.(;:.:"',):----- .-~~='-~-----------......, 
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= idN. J 1111111: ~ Ihin!." IWH: r.: ... lltns" 1iIi: '~I"" am! 1 1':,,\1 ~oou11he ca:.o('~r 
n(cs 'Up Uld ... 1 .... >:cl;: for (:.111"" '1£ Hngi1leff5 ... ,:! .... ,; illt lie mvi ... ·.un"".:.! clc,t".."", mtJ 
{lU' l'mjrcl M:uug::r< "n; in ~IHri",;If ,hcmi..-.ai dfmifi'llriniloa 1hzIl.'5 ~ u" ul 
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Commentor No. 40: James R. Finley Commentor No. 41: Robert W. Van Wvck

Add".m1 Numl•er 29

Middir. WOWri

Los -Namt

Taide

aoep.btjw

Addrri

Cit7
StaeW or Proe~nce

Fotll code

Comity

Entalildren

34= e bone

Wurk Phojne

W-U4 £E.-io

Vua Nmrb-e

Dew UpdatedI

comlseot

I....................
1:1C3._airE-pepi NWI'tab. A: IlC16

...................

.2~ i ... ...

- 000f0e~.r.isXfl-~rtq.Cona at h 20 to ote

Radiological Consultant

Robert W, Von Wyck, Cerfified Health {Phy"iost
709 Helrnsdale Place, North
Brertwood, TN 37027

Stephen M. Sohinki, Director
CLWR Project Office
US Dept of Energy
PO Box 44539
Washington DC 20026-4539

Tel. 615-373-9176

Sept. 20.1998

Comments On The Draft Environmental ImpAct-Statement For The
Prod s~tion Of Tritiuim In A Comnmercial Light Water Reactor

tham rif~i for th. c..zrtll. IfIVA plant 'ouln be more
c' st effec~i-v, trien for a real chhno0. .ey .c .. -ot d. 'ýh
Wi~l SaVI b-114otIS ,f1 dollarS ,L4 trien used the savco money
to dý; 30methir. about the clezr. ur -f all tite old far Ii tin I 123.13

Dear Mr. Sohinki:

Thank you for the opportunity to express my comments on the above Draft
EIS in a timcly manner. I previously sent comments to you in a letter but.
they were too late to be incorporated in the Draft E IS. For your
information, none have been adequately addressed and should bc in the final
EIS.

These specific comments are:

1. The global impact from the further proliferation of atomic weapons
thrnA.,ohlv. f1hp L.,nrTd has not Ii Pn.- .dem-t-v and hnneptlv -dd1rid-'l nd

lli•l.INl,'IdlJ,•Ivl • • • .....................

should be,
Since the beginning of the atomic era, our Country has maintained a

steadfast policy that peaceful uses of nuclear technology will not be used for
manufacture of atomic weapons. Utilization of a CL.WR for tritium
production is in direct conflict with this policy. If this long standing policy is
changed, it will open the door lbr anyone to manufacture atomic weapons
materials from commercial reactors leading to a major increase in atomic
weaponry throughout the world. The potential for this to occur, and any
resultant impact, should be a first consideration for evauatilon in the EIS.

1/01.09
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Postal Code 
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Commentor No. 40: James R. Finlev 
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Stephen M. Sohlnki, Director 
CLWR Project Office 
US Dept. of Energy 
PO Box 44539 
Washington DC 20026-4539 

ToL 615·373-9176 

Sept. 20;1998 

Comments 00 Tbe Draft t;oyjroomentallmput5tatement for The 
firuIII~tioo OfTrjtjum In A Cummercial Light Water Reactor 

Dear Me. Sohinki: 

Thank you tor the opportWlity to express my comments on the ahove Drat! 
EIS in a timely manner. I previously ~ent comments to you in a leller but 
they were too late to be incorporated in the Draft E IS. For your 
infonnation, nom: have been adequately addressed and shou'd be in the final 
FIS. 

These specific comments are: 

I. 'l11e global impact from the further proliferation ofalomjc weapons 
throughout the world has not beenildequately and honestly addressed and 
should he 

Since the beginning of the atomic era, our Country has maintained a 
steadfast policy that peaceful uses of nuclear lechnology will not be used for 
manufaehlre of atomic weapons. Utili/alion of a CI.WR for tritium 
production is in direct conniet with this policy. If this long standing policy is 
changed, it will open the door for anyone to manufacture atomic \'icapons 
materials from commercial reactors leading to a niajor in(.'fease in atomic 
weaponry throughout the world. The putentiallor this to OCCUT, and any 
resultant impact. should he a tirst consideration for evauarilon in the EIS. 

1101.09 
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The EIS attempts to address this issue in S. 1.5.4 but evades the concerns.
Item I in this section says use of a CLWR for tritium production is not
prohibited by law or international treaty. While this may be true, it would
still be in direct contradiction of our long standing policy, practice and stated
intention. For example, how can our country encourage North Korea to
utilize one of our nuclear reactors to produce electricity, as we have done,
and not expect them to follow our proposed example and use it also for
weapons production?
Item 2 reports the historical use of defense materials and technology for
peaceful uses. Historically, it has been standard practice to utilize technology
developed from defense research for peaceful uses. However, it is clear that
none of these "examples" involve the opposite , as is now proposed, to use
peaceful uses for weapons production. This proposal will be a "first" to my
knowledge.
Item 3 attempts to argue that maintaining separation between US civil and

military activities could be adequately addressed, given particular
circumstance involved, but none is given. Further, a weak argument is given
that the TVA is owned by the US Government and therefore production in a
TVA facility makes it "roughly" comparable to past instances of governmcnt
owned dual-purpose nuclear facilities. Nothing could be further from the
tnith. The DOE makes atomic weapons, paid for by taxpaytrs. The TVA
makes electricity for distribution throughout the southeast region it serves and
is paid for by ratepayers.

2. The EIS has not addressed the enhanced security provisions that will be
required and the-ig.ificantily incresed potential danger to populations
surrounding the site if aC! .sJg~i sted..for weapons manufacture.
Emergency preparedness is addressed for each of the proposed TVA sites but
only from the perspective of a plant accident and fails to address the primary.
increased risk if the site is used for weapons manufacture. Our enemies in
the past have had weapons sites pre-targeted for nuclear bombing in the
event of war and it is reasonable to assume that the sites are still pre-targeted
or can be re-targeted with little difficulty. At a minimum, the EIS should
include an evaluation of the impact on surrounding populations in the event
of a direct or near direct blast of an external atomic weapon used to destroy
the facility.

Commentor No. 41: Robert W Van Wyck (Cont'd)
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3. A new safety analysis will have tn be performed to consider the potential
increased internal pressure in the reactor vessel during a melt-down that
ould-res-uklt from parailfutsion of the large quantities of tritium in a degraded
core with uncontrolled rc-criticality. TMI temperature data should be used
in the analysis. Although "Beyond Design Basis Accidents" were analyzed,
the analysis was done using the MACCS2 accident analysis computer code
for a standard PWR core. I lowever. if a significant increase of energy can be
released in the reactor vessel due to fusion of tritium gas in the core during a
meltdown accompanied with uncontrolled re-crilicality, the code would not
be useful for assessment of accident conditions.

Issue of Concern Discussed But Not Evaluated In The EIS

3/15.04

l(cont'd)

2/22.01

1. There is serious concern regarding the ability of the DOF and the TVA to
carry out this pr=ject successfully. The EIS needs to point out changes in
these organizations that have or will be taking place to give assurance that the
project will be handled properly and in accordance with this EIS.

The stated purpose of the I.IS is to analyze the potential consequences to
the environment associated with the projcct. I submit that part of the antalysis
should be an evaluation of the specified candidates capabilities to
successfully carry out the project.

DOE
The DOE. for one reason or another, has largely failed to accomplish any
meaningful nuclear progress in recent years. As stated in S.1 .5.2. over a
dozen reactors for the production of nuclear materials at its many sites have
been shut down and are no longer available despite the outlay of billions of
dollars. Also as stated, the SRP K Reactor was discontinued in 1988 for
major environmental, safett and health upgrades. Since the SRP site has
already been contaminated beyond any reasonable or economical expectation
for clean-up, it is difficult to see where a major environmental upgrade would
be needed for continued tritium production. More than 10 years have lapsed
since the DOE lost its capability to produce tritiutm and is unable to do so
except for this proposed scheme. Likewise, the DOE has been unable to
develop a Long Term Nuclear Disposal Site in Nevada even though it is

4/08.02
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Item I in this section says usc of a CL WR for tritium production is nol 
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located adjacent to the site where hundreds of nuclear weapons have already
been exploded underground (already making the area a long term nuclear
waste storage site) and millions of dollars have been spent on "environmental
studies". lrankly, the capability of the DOE, under its present leadership,
staffing limitations, nuclear knowledge and past experience, raises serious
doubts as to its current capability to carry out the project in an
environmentally acceptable manner. With all the problems now being faced
by the DOE in the non-nuclear energy area, it is not surprising that nuclear
and defense matters are not paramount•._Perhap_-s c.1.tnw .ý.ascornie. for
Coogs.z•ro nsictb mstis . Ion ;f..the DOE in light-ofloda:s.prbhlcns,
and set up an agency that will insure nuclear materials needs are being met.
With every "little" country now capable of being a nuclear power, it is
important for them to know that a first priority has been given to maintaining
our nuclear arsenal in a ready condition.

The TVA has faced a number of problems in developing its nuclear program.
In Section 6.5.3.1. it is stated that in 1985 TVA was required to shut down 5
reactors including Sequoyah I and 2 because of charges of mismanagement
and inattention to safety requirements. The Brown Ferry Plant fire is not even
mentioned. This section also discusses continued problems at TVA operating
plants including the assessment of monetary fines. The NRC lists a large
number of "violations" at Sequoyah I and 2 from 1993 through 1997 the sum
total of which shows the continued unwillingness or inability of TVA to
manage its nuclear program. Recently, a "whistlcblower" at the Watts Bar
plants received a death threat (Sunday issue of THE TENNESSEAN, Sept.
6, 1998). This is just the latest of the "whisleblowers" who have tried to call
management's attention to plant problems. In view of this operating record,
serious doubts exist as to the ability. of TVA to carry out the project in an
environmentally acceptable manner.

Specific comments relating to Summairy.Doument
(comments relate directly to the letter and number code assigned to
paragraphs in the Summary Document).

S- - See comments above on Page 1. item I relating to the non-
proliferation issue.

4(cont'd)

5/09.02

_ - Producing tritium in a TVA reactor isnoi consistent with the
Congressional purposes that established the TVA. Its establishment in 1933
had no bearing whatsoever to "national defense". Later, however, it was
further developed to insure a reliable supply of electricity for Oak Ridge.
This insinuation should be removed.

S. - The DOE's record of decision to proceed with this proposal was
based on information available prior to 1995. There are other potential
options available and issues perhaps not considered that suggests that this
decision ought to be re-opened and re-evaluated based on information
available today. See also comments relating to S.3.2.3 on Page 6.

S.2- The last paragraph makes no sense and should be removed. See
comments above under S. 1.5.5 regarding support of national defense-by
TVA.

6/09.03

7/05.03

6(cont'd)

0aa
0

0
0a
0
0

S.,11 - Under Accident Conditions, it should spell out that a reanalysis of
the DBA would be needed because of reactivity changes to the core (no
mention is made of the use of boron as a chemical shim early in core life and
its relationship with the TPBARs, nor of the increased reactivity needed, if 8.15.05
any, to accomplish the project. -Further, as noted above, an evaluation of the
potential energy release from fusion in a degraded core during a "beyond
design basis accident" needs to be made and factored into emergency
planning as may be needed.

The potential impact on workers involved in fuel operations needs to be
evaluated since it is likely that air supplied plastic suits may be needed for
their protection due to increased tritium oxide levels in the air above the
refueling water canal and fuel storage pool. Adequacy of air supply, the
need for communication'systenms and the potential for increased chance of
error, all need to be included in the evaluation.

A potential impact not mentioned is the affect of different metals such as t i
Zircaloy on corrosion interaction with parts of the core and on other primary II
systems.

I 1(contd)
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s..L2..i - Producing tritium in a TV A reactor is....ool consistent with the 
Congressional purposes that established the TV A. Its establishment in 1933 
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further developed to insure a reliahle supply of electricity for Oak Ridge. 
This insinuation should be removed. 

$, I 6.1 I . Th.: DOE's r.:cord of decision to proceed with this proposal wa~ 
based on infonnation available prior to 1995. There are other potential 
options available and issues perhaps not considered thaI suggests that this 7105.03 
decision ought to be re-opened and re-evaluated based on infomlation 
available today. See also comments relating to S.3.2.3 on Page 6. 

S.2. - The last paragraph makes no sense and should be removed. See 
comments above under S.I.5.5 regarding support ofnarional defense'by 
TVA. 

.s...3.....L..l- Under Accident Conditions, it should spell out that a reanalysis of 
the DBA would be needed because of reactivity changes to the core (no 
mention is made of the usc ufbOron as a chemi~al shim early in core life and 
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its relationship with the TPBARs, nor of the increased reac.tivity n~dcd, if 8/15.05 
any, to accomplish the project. 'Furthcr, a~ noted above, an evaluation of the 
potential energy relea~e from fusion in a degraded core during a "beyond 
design basis accident" needs 10 be made and factored into emergency 
planning as may be needed. 

The potential impact on workers involved in fuel operations need~ [0 be 
evaluated since it is likely that air supplied plastic suits may be needed for 
their protection due to increased tritium oxide levels in the air above the 
refueling water canal and fuel storage pool. Adequacy of air supply, the 
nced for communication 'systems and the potential for increased ehance of 
error, all need to he included in the evaluation. 

9/14.09 
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S2- The no-action alternatives arc based on the DOE record of decision
from a 1995 document. In hind site, it may be desirable to re-evaluate the
decisions reached. There are other alternatives and very good reasons to
consider them. For example:

U The manufacture of tritium is an important ingredient in our nuclear
defense capability and needs to be protected against stoppage. This can best
be accomplished by using redundancy and developing a manufacturing
facility at two different sites.

I it makes no sense to obligate tax payers to "clean up" another nuclear
delfnse site (probable costs to decommission an existing or new reactor site
will likely exceed S I billion) when the DOE already has a number of
defense related sites that cannot be economically recovered.

A nuclear power reactor cannot serve two masters. Either it is dedicated
to making electricity and tritium manufacture takes a back seat, or it can be
used to manufacture tritium and electricity generation would take a back seat.
'the later is what is needed lbr our defense program.

o It makes no sense to buy into or use technology and equipment already
more than twenty five years old (all of the TVA plants whether operating or
not). What does make sense is for the IX)OF to undertake the design
construction and operation of two tritium manufacturing facilities; each one
at a different site to insure redundancy, with one of the facilities designed for
electric generation. This would enable the DOE to wheel into a grid any
excess electric power that might become available, but its primary purpose
would be tritium production. Furthermore, additional electricity can be
provided to the grid if there is a need to further reduce trititun production.

o The DOE should not rely on an organization that exhibits
mismanagement and inattention to safety matters to operate a facility
important to our defense needs. Instead, a new flacility would provide an
opportunity to design. build and operate a facility with concerned.
management that will give full attention to safety matters.

7(cont'd)

In summary, there are other manufacturing options, although probably
more costly, that are much more sensible that should be considered.
Reopening of the Record of Decision could enable better alternatives to be
evaluated with a 1998 perspective.

S..2.4 - The Bellefonte plant design and equipment are more that 25 years
old. An evaluation of this aged equipment needs to be made, particularly
with respect to the reactor vessel, to deternine if it can be used safely. In
addition, an evaluation of the twenty five year old instrumentation is needed
to determine that the wiring and components have not degraded and are
capable of meeting today's safety requirements.

It should be noted that utilization of the site for nuclear reactors would
immediately impose an eventual burden of an estimated $ 1 billion just for
decommissioning. A question arises as to who will pay for it, the taxpayer or
the ratepayer, or a combination of both?

The following comments refer to specific sections of the Impact
Statemento

L.3.3 - This section discusses DOE's past failure to be a good steward of our
nuclear Ibcilities for the manufacture of tritium. No reasons are given for this
failure. The EIS needs to discuss what steps have been taken to assure that
DOE will handle this project successfullyand under good stewardship.

1.3.5 - This section discusses the weak non-proliferation arguments
discussed previously on Page 1, item 1.

3.2.5 - There is no mention of the role of the Refueling Water Storage Tank
in the hold-up of tritium as a liquid waste. This applies to all of the reactor
options. If not vented or disposed of, the tritium in this tank, and
subsequently in the refueling water, can increase with each refueling and
would require personnel to wear air supplied plastic suits for protection
during this operation. This would be animpediment in refueling operations.

4.2.24A - A significant source of tritium release to the river can occur if the
reactor continues to operate with primary to secondary leakage and the

7(cont'd)
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cooling lower is being bypassed. Alternately, a significant increase of
airborne tritium oxide will occur if the cooling tower is in full use. This is an
important distinction that needs to be made wlhen evaluating the radiation
impact on persons off site (as well as on-site). A projected use pattern
should be incoporated into projected dose calculations based on past
meteorological data and projected power level of the reactor.

Projected estimates of tritium concentration should be made at each of the
drinking water supply intakes downstream of the site based on cooling tower
use and projected buildup of tritiunm in Chickamauga Lake during various net
flows.

Table 4-21 lists the sources of background radiation exposure to
individuals in the vacinity of the Sequoyah site. In reality. the table lists the
average exposure to the US population from these sources and not actual
"measured" levels at the site. This point should be clarified so as not to he
misleading.

lliere are.8 municipal water supplies downstream from the Bellefonte
site. A similar analysis should be made of the projected tritium concentration
at each intake based on cooling tower usage, river flow, dam hold-up and
meteorological conditions, as suggested for the Sequoyah site.

12(cont'd)

Comments to Sohinki. Pane 9

6 - This section clearly shows the problenms of TVA mismanagement as
outlined in many NRC inspections and orders. There is no assurance that
significant improvement has been achieved. It is difficult to understand why
DOE would consider entrusting tritium production, an item vital to our
defense, to the nuclear part of this agency.

Appendix A. Page A-i 8- The last paragraph indicates that more new ftiel
assemblies may have to be loaded into the core during each refueling and that
the enrichment of these assemblies may need to be increased. Ibis indicates
that an analysiq should be included of. flux density, the interaction of
chemical shim control on this density over time, and the total impact of this
added reactivity on control systems. In addition, a safety analysis is needed
to determine the increased risk to personnel as a result of an out-of-core
criticality incident and the steps taken to prevent one from occurring.

Appendix D_ Page D-4 - A non-reactor incident that requires evaluation is
initiated from refueling. Most tritium in the reactor vessel will be in the
form of an oxide and will become mixed with the refueling water. With
significant leakage, the tritium vapor over the refueling pit, and subsequently
in the spent fuel pool may require personnel to wear plastic suits during
routine operation. This will cause potential operating problems that should
be evaluated. In addition, ventilation from the containment area and the
spent fuel pit should be evaluated.

Design of the refueling water storage tank, not mentioned any where, is
an important potential release point for tritiumn in liquid or vapor form. The
analysis needs to consider the build-up of tritiumr in this water with
subsequent retfuelings and the potential impact on workers and the
environment.

Appendix F Page F-8 - The third box down, refers to comments previously
recreved, similar to mine, that the DOE is probably not capable as it now
exists to carry out this project in an environmentally safe manner. I fully
agree with those who offered these comments. Although the response given
by the DOE is that DOE is fully committed to carry our its responsibilities,
the fact remains that the DOE has been a poor steward of our nuclear
facilities and has not carried out its responsibilities in the past.

5(cont'd)
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5 - The socioeconomic section suggests that the cost or
decommissioning will be in the range of about 600 to $ 700 million. In view
of the uncertainties in this number, I have increased the estimate I used tip to
S I billion, a reasonable increase. The important point is that this obligation
is incurred on start-up and is not necessary since the DOE already has 11(cont'd)

thousands of acres dedicated for weapons manufacturing..
It is not clear whether this cost will be incurred by the tapye or the rate

pia, an important distinction for those of us using TVA electricity.
Table 5-49 on page 5-110 should also list under the beyond-design-basis

accident an evaluation of energy release from possible fusion of tritium in the 3(cont'd
core, using -IMI temperature data in the event of a re-critical ity of the I
degraded core. II
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cl)t)ling tower i~ bt\ing b),p<l~sed. Alternalely, a significant increase or 
airborne tritium oxide will occur if the cooling tower is in full use. This is an 
important distinction that needs to be made when evaluating the radiation 
impact on persons off site (as well as on-site). A projected usc pattern 
should be incoporated into projected dose calculations based on past 
meteorological data and projected powcr levd of LIle reactor. 

Projected estimates oftritium concentration should be made at each of the 
drinking water supply intakes downslream of the ~iLe b~t\o on cooling tower 
u~e and projected buildup oftritiwll in Chickamauga Lake during various net 
flows. 2(cont'd) 

Table 4-21 lists the sources of background radiation exposure to 
individuals in the vacinity of the Sequoyah site. In reality. the table lists the 
average exposure to the US population from these sources and not actual 
"measured" levels althe site. This point should he clarified so as nnt tn he 
misleading. 

'1l1ere are.X Illunicipal water supplies downstream from the Bellefonte 
site. A similar analysis should be made of the pr~jected tritium concentration 
at each intake ba~ed on cooling tower u~age, river flow, dam hold-up and 
meteorological conditions, as suggesled for the Sequoyah site. 
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decommissioning will be in the range of about 600 to $ 700 million. In view 
of the uncertainties in this number, I have increased the estimate I used up to 
$ 1 billion, a reasonable increase. The important point is that this obligation 
is incurred on start-up and is not necessary since the DOE already has 11 (cont 'd) 
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core, usmg TMI temperature data III the event of a re-cfltlcallty ot the 
degraded core. 
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.U2..J. - This section clearly shows the problems of TV A mismanagement as 
outlined in many NRC inspections and orders. nlere is no assurance that 
significant improvement has been achieved. It is difficult to understand why 
DOE would consider entrusting tritium prooucl;on. an item viMio ollr 
defense, to the nuclear part of this agency. 

Appendix A Page A-18- The last paragraph indi.cates that more new filel 
assemblies may have to be loaded into the core during each refueling and that 
the enrichment of these assemblies may need to be increased. This indicates 
that an analysis should be included of flux density, the interaction of 
chemical shim control on this density over time. and the total impact of this 
added reactivity on control systems. In addition, a safety analysis is needed 
to detcnnine the increased risk to personnel as a result of an out-of·core 
criticality incident and the steps taken to prevent one from occurring. 

Appendix D Page D·4 - A nOll-reactor incident that requires evaluation is 
initiated from refueling. Most tritium in the reactor vessel will be in the 
form of an oxide and will become mixed with the refueling water. With 
significant leakage, the tritium vapor over the refueling pit, and subsequently 
in the spent fuel pool may require personnel to v,'ear plastic suits during 
routine operalion. This will causc potential operating problems that should 
be evaluated. In addition, VL'ntilatiun from the containment area and the 
spent fuel pit should be evaluated. 

Design of the refueling water storage tank, not mentioned any where, is 
an imponant potential n;lr.;asc point for tritiwn in liquid or vapor tOnTI. The 
analysis needs (0 c{)nsio\,,1' the build-LIp of tritium in this water with 
subsequent reludings and the potential impact on workers and the 
environment. 

Appendix f Page F-8 - The third box down, refers to comments previously 
recieyed, similar to mine, Lhat the DOE is probably not capable as it now 
exists to carry out this project in an environmentally safe manner. I fully 
agree with those who olTered these comments. Although the respon!'.C given 
by the 001::: is that DOE is tillly committed to carry our its responsibilities, 
the fact remains that the DOE has been a poor steward of our nuclear 
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Commentor No. 41: Robert W. Van Wvck (Cont'd)

Commrenit TSohiiki. Paec 'I

"Ihere is no assurance that it will do so in the future. See my comments and
concern given previouslyv(Page 3, item 1) regarding the ability of the DOE to
carry oul this mission. The response given to these concerns about the DOE
does not provide an adaquate responce and perhaps demonstrates on their
part a negative reaction to honest concerns. What is needed in response is
some assurance, based on facts, that the DOE in now prepared to stop
fumbling around with our nuclear program and has the resources and
capability to make positive progress. If DOE is unable to provide this
assurance, then Congress find another way to assure our nuclear defense
system will remain viable.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments on the Draft EIS.

Sincerely,

Robert W. Van Wyck

IS t~
4
k jIý _

Commentor No. 42: Gene & Barbara Price

COMNTFR

4(cont'd)

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmentol Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Coanerrial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

a attending public meetings and giving your • faxingyourcomments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials • romnenting via (he World Wide Web site:

* returning this comment form to the http:-/www.dp.doe.gov/dF-62
registration desk at the tmeeaing calling toll-free and leaving your comments

.nocturning this comment form or other wrnttcn via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801
comments to the address on the back

Comments: Z' / ' #:,,/z/ -ir~ c~
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Wok phoane: Ho-n phone: ti- • .2 -- V ,9
Fx:
E-Mail Address:
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CC's With Summary to:
State Senator Keith ,ordan
U. S. Senator Bill Frist
U.S. Senator Fred Thompson
U.S. Rcp. Bart Gordon
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There is no assurance that it will do so in the future. See my comments and 
concern given previously.,Wage 3, item I} regarding the ability of the DOE to 

carry oullhis mission. The response giv(:.'TI to these concerns about the DOE 
does not provide an adaquate responce and perhaps demon~trates on their 
part a negative reaction to honest concerns, What is needed in response is 
somt! assurance, based on facts, that the DOE in now prepared to stop 
fumbling around with our nuclear program and has the resources and 
capability to make posith:e progress, J r DOE is unable 10 provide lhis 
assurance, tllen Congress find another way to assure our nuclear defense 
system will remain viable. 

'l11ank you for your consideration ofthest! comments on the Dmfl EIS. 

CC's With Summary to: 
State Senator Keith Jordan 
lJ. S, Senator Rill Frist 
U.S. Senator Fred Thompson 
U.S. Rep. Bart Gordon 

Sincerely, 

(( ,J d: lJ~ 
Robert W. Van Wyck 
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The DepartmtJlt of Energy is interested in YOUT comments on the DrtJft EnvirorrtMntallmpact 
Statement for t& Prcx:luction a/Tritium in a ComIMrcial Light Wattr Reacwr. 

There are sevecal ways to provide comments on this document and these indudc: 

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

• returning this comment form to the 
regisuation de$k ill the rneering 

;.( returning this comment form or other written 
commeolS to the address 00 the back 

• faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612 
• commenting via the World Wide Web site: 
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Commentor No. 43: Call-In Commentor No. 44: W. Lee Poe. Jr.
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Comments for CLWR EIS Meeting
By: W. Lee Poe, Jr.

107 E. Rollingwood Rd.
Aiken, South Carolina 29801

Comments Received via "800" Number

i n ;;ime: w
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1/04.01

Mr. Rose, Depanment of Energy, and Stakeholders of the Savannah River Region I
would like to provide the following comments on the Commercial Light Water Reactor
draft environmental impact statement. Before starting with my comments I would like to
thank Mr. Rose for his prompt attention to my request for additional information shortly
after I received the draft EIS and having other information sent to me from TVA. This
information was either referieced in the DEIS or was discussed in the local press.
Information was requested in the following areas:

" Conversion and use ofBellefonte as a fossil plant producing electric
power.

" PNNL test data on TPBARs (assemblies used to produce tritium in
CLWR).

" Nonproliferation considerations of using CLWR.
a Cost analysis.

I requested two further issues, one I had hoped DOE would provide me their logic on
why was DOE linking the APT, CLWR, and tritium extraction facility (TEF). The other I 1/05.01

was a request for a comparative table showing the environmental impacts of APT and
CLWR + RTF at tonight's meeting. I had requested this information to assist me in 2/04.03
reaching my conclusion on which approach is best so I can provide my input to DOE on
these masters.

I am still reviewing the information I received but I wanted to provide you with my
conclusions tonight, albeit it they may change as I continue to review the available
material, on these subjects. I draw the following conclusions. I will attempt to cite the
location on the concern in this comment paper but I will not bore the stakeholders with
those details in my verbal presentation.

I would like to provide the following comments:

1. DOE has decided to link three EISs, the CLWR + TEF and the APT. They state in
the CLWR EIS (p 1-12, Section 1.5.2.1) that if DOE decides not to proceed with the
CLWR then DOE will build the APT to produce tritium. The APT EIS was issued in I(contd)
December 1997. They further state(p 1-13, Section 1.5.2.2)that ifthe CLWR is
selected as the primary tritium technology, the TPBARs will be sent to the TEF.
Now that is what I call EIS linking. To provide my judgments to DOE, it is necessary
to fully read and retain information on each alternative in each of the ElSs and
produce a comparison table. DOE, you need to provide your stakeholders with 2(coni'd)

tabular guides to help in that situation if you want good comments.
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Comments ror CLWR EIS Meeting 
By: W. Lee Poe. Jr. 

807 E. RoIIIDgwood Rd. 
Aiken. Soutb C4roliila 1'801 

Mr. Rose, Department of Energy, and Stakeholders of the Savannah River Region I 
would like to provide !be following comments on the Commercial Light Water Reactor 
draft environmental impact statement, Before starting with my comments I would like to 
thank Mr, Rose for his prompt attention to my request for additional information shortly 
after I received the draft E18 arid having other information sent to me from TVA This 
information was either referenced in the DEIS or was discussed in the local press, 
Information was requested in the fan ewing areas: 

• Conversion and use of Bellefonte as a fossil plant producing electric 
power. 

• PNNL test data on TPBARs (assemblies used to produce tritium in 
CLWR), 

• Nonproliferation considerations of using CLWR. 
• Cost analysis, 

I requested two further issues, one I had hoped DOE would provide me their logic on 
wby was DOE linking the APT, Cl Wit, and tritium extraction facility (lEF), The other 
was a request for a comparative table showing the environmental impacts of APT and 
CLWR + RTF at tonight's meeting. I had requested this informati<Jn to assist me in 
reaching my conclll3ioD on which approach is best so I can provide my input to DOE on 
these matters, 

I am still reviewmg the information I rettived but I wanted to provide you with my 
concrusions tonight, albeit it they may change as I continue to review the available 
material, on these SUbjects. I draw the following conclusions. I will attempt to cite the 
location on the concern in this comment paper but I will not bore the stakeholders with 
those details in my verbal presentation, 

I would like to provide the following comments; 

1

111105.01 

2104.03 

1. DOE has decided to link three EISs, the CLWR + TEF and the APT, They state in 
the CLWR £IS (p 1-12, Section 1.5,2,1) that if DOE dccides not to proceed with the 
CL WR then DOE wilt build the APT to produce tritium, The APT EIS was issued in 
December 1997. They further state(p 1-13, Section 1.5,2.2) that if the CLWR is 1 (cont 'd) 
selccted as the primary tritium technology. the TPBARs will be senl to the TEF, 
Now that i. what I call EIS linking. To provide my judgments to DOE, it is necessary I 
to fully read and retain information on each alternative in each of the EISs and 
produce a comparison table. DOE, you need to provide your stakeholders with 2(cont'd) 
tabular guides to help in that situation if you want good comments . 
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2. Now to complicate the above point, the EISs includes information on primary and
back-up technologies. In the CLWR EIS (p 1-13, Section 1.5.2.3) it is stated that if
the CLWPR is selected as the back-up technology to the APT, a new extraction
capacity would required as a stand-alone facility or in combination with the
acceleratoe.

3. The CLWR (pl-12, Section 1.5.2. 1) indicates that the FEIS will be issued in
December of this year. From what I have heard and read in local newspapers, The
Energy Secretary plans to reach a decision on these three tritium EISs in December of

this year. I have heard two stories on how this could occur; I) the decision reached
and then the FEISs will be completed and 2) the FEISs will be finalized and the
decision will be reached as part ofthe ROD. Ifthe firstapproach is the correct, DOE
should use the public process to gain stakeholder input to the decision process but not
preparing the FEISs. Don't spend the money of preparing the FEISs. The second
approach assumes that DOE follows the normal process of finalizing the EISs with
proposed actions, then the decision-makers make the decision and incorporate it into
the ROD. The timing of completing this EIS and making the decision in this second
approach with both decisions occurring in December does not seem consistent- The
main point here is that the time spent in commenting should be used by DOE in
making the decision,

4. The CLWR EIS is difficult to understand particularly in concert with the above
discussed decision. It describes in great detail a number of alternatives (p 3-12) - 18
are described in Table 3-2, which basically are one reactor, two reactors, or three
reactors and a very short paragraph on the No-Action Alternative (Section 3.2.4).
The impacts of each of the 18 alternatives consume the bulk of the EIS. The impacts
shown for the No Action are only summarily given and referenced to the APT EIS.
This approach makes evaluation of this EIS difficult.

5. The CLRW EIS states that tritium could be produced in any one of the 105 CLWRs
currently licensed to operate (Section 3.2,2) but that the design of the TPBARs
reduces irradiation to pressurized water reactors (eliminating boiling water reactors)
and only TVA responded to the DOE's RFP to identify utilities interested in either

producing tritium or having a reactor available for DOE purchase. The CLWR
further indicates that five TVA PWR were to be considered in this HIS; all others
having been deleted due to lack of intirest by the utilities.

TVA Chairman Crowell defined TVA's response to the DOE RFP differently. In his
letter to U. S. Senator Sessions of Alabama, be says TVA submitted two proposals 1)
a "rvenue offer" to produce tritium at Bellefonte and if needed at the Watts Bar
Nuclear Plant and 2) a "service offer' to produce tritium at only Watts Bar.
Chairman Crowell further states that TVA allowed the "service offer" to expire and
extended the "revenue offer" through July 1,1998. If this information Chairman
Crowell provided to Senator Sessions is correct, why did DOE evaluate alternatives
other than those associated with Bellefonte and Watts Bar. The DOE logic of

3/0S.04

4/05.29

5/06.06

6106.03

Commentor No. 44: W. Lee Poe, Jr. (Cont'd)

eliminating all PWR other than those of the TVA and then listing TVA reactors that
TVA says are not available seems inconsistent.

6. Ifthle inter-agency communication is as bad as indicated above, I must question the
validly of an alternative that uses the TVA system to produce the nations tritium.

7. The number of TPBARs that must be irradiated to meet the tritium demand is unclear.
In one place (p 3-11, Section 3.2.3)1 his stated as 6,000 in 18 months or 4,000 per
year. In other place it talks about 3,400 per year for each reactor. Ifboth numbers
are correct, tritium production will require irradiation in two reactors. Many places in
the CLWR EIS talk about I or more reactors. If it requires two reactors to meet the
tritium demand, DOE should talk about two reactors not I or more. If irradiation
requires two reactors to meet the tritium demand, the TVA approach is not a viable
alternative since they have withdrawn all of the TVA reactors other than Bellefonte.

8. The information contained in the CLWR EIS and the PNNL information sent me
(PNNL- 11419) seems to indicate that the TPBARs are reasonably engineered to
retain tritium. 3,400 TPBARs will be irradiated in a single reactor each year. Each of
these TPBARs is designed so holdup to 1.2 grams oftritium and have a design leak-
rate of <6.7 Ci of tritium per TPBAR rod. If not damaged, the leakage from the
TPBARs will be <22,780 Ci oftritium per year. This is considerably more than the
1,890 Ci shown in CLW`R EIS Table 3-13. Why the difference?

The EIS describes the "gettered" TPBAR as so good that the produced tritium gas is
quickly captured in the solid zirconium material and there is essentially no tritium gas
in the rod (p 1-9, Section 1.3.4). This system is so effective that the rods will have to
be heated to 1,000rC (1,800F) under a fuill vacuum to recover the tritium captured.
The TEF EIS (Appendix A) describes the design temperature maximum on the
extraction furnace to be 1,100tC. Operating equipment routinely within 10% of the
maximum temperatures is not a good practice. This EIS should discuss evidence used
by DOE to show that high tritium recovery from the TPBARs can be achieved with
reasonable furnace life. If you cannot recover the tritium, its production is worthless.

9. Again I want to thank you for providing me with a copy ofthe cost data comparing
CLWR option to the APT that Acting Secretary Moeer provided to Senator Thurmond
in mid July. As ! review the data from that letter, I see two worrisome points.
* The first istthat for Bellefonte a credit is given that significantly reduces the life

cycle cost An equivalent adjustment is not given for the other CLWRs (in
existing commercial reactors) nor for the APT. I suspect this is a payback to DOE
for the electricity sold from that reactor. I also suspect that other uses ofthe
accelerator would also provide a financial return. I seems unfair to give a credit
for the Bellefonte plant and not for the APT.

* If the irradiation requires two CLWRs to meet the tritium requirements, the
CLWR costs increase significantly. What is DOE doing, betting that the tritium
demand will decrease significantly thus a single reactor will suffice? I hate to
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2. Now to complicate the above point, the El5s includes information on primary and 
back-up technologies. In the CLWR EIS (p 1-13, Section 1.5.2.3) it is stated that if 
the CL WR i. selected as the back-up teclmology to the APT, a new extnIction 
capacity would required as a stand-alone fiwility or in c:ombirlAlion with the 
accelerator. 

3. The CLWR(Pl-12, Section 1.5.2.1) indicates that the FEIS will be issued i~ 
December of this year. From what I have heard and read in 10caI newspapers, The 
Energy Secretary plans to reach a decision on these three tritium EISs in December of 
this year. I have heard two stories on how this could occur; I) the decision reached 
and then the FEIS. will be completed and 2) the FETSs will be finalized and the 
decision will be reached as part ofthe ROD. lfthe first approach is the correct, DOE 
should use the public process to gain stakeholder input to the decision process but not 
preparing the FEISs. DQn't spend the money of preparing the FElSs. The second 
approach assumes that DOE follows the normal process of finalizing the EISs with 

. proposed actions, then the decision-makers make the decision and incorporate it into 
the ROD. The timing of completing this EIS and making the decision in this second 
approach with both decisions occurring in December does not seem consistent. The 
main point here is that the time spent in commenting should be used by DOE in 
making the decision. 

4. The CLWR EIS is difficult to understand particularly in concert with the above 
discussed decision. It describes in great detail a number of alternatives (P 3-12) - 18 
are described in Table 3.2, which bllliically are one reactor, two reactors, or three 
reactors and a very short p&rasraph on the No-Action Alternative (Section 3.2.4). 
The impacts of each of the 18 alternative! consume the bulk of the EIS. The impacts 
shown for the No Action are only summarily given and referenced to the APT EIS. 
This approach make& evaluation of tit is EIS dlffic:ult. . 

S. The CLRWEIS states that tritium could be produced in any one of the 105 CLWRs 
currently licensed to operate (Section 3.2.2) but that the design of the TPBARs 
reduces irradiation to pressurized water reactors (eliminating boiling water reactors) 
and only TVA responded to the DOE's RFP to identify utilities interested in either 
producing tritium or having a reactor available for DOE purchase. The CL WR 
further indicates that five TVA PWR were to be considered in this ElS; all athen! 
having been deleted due to lack of interest by the utilities. 

TVA Chairman Crowell defined TVA's response to the DOE RFP differently. In his 
letter to U. S. Senator SeIlSions of Alabama, be says TV A submitted two proposals I) 
a "revenue olIer" to produce tritium at Bellefonte and if needed at the Watts Bar 
Nuclear Platrt and 2) a "service offer" to produce tritium at only Watts Bar. 
Chairman Crowell further stales that TVA allowed the "service offer" to expire and 
extended the "revenue offer" through July I, 1998. !fthi. information Chairman 
Crowell provided to Senator Sessions is correct, why did DOE evaluate alternatives 
other than those associated with Bellefonte and Watts Bar. The DOE logic of 
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eliminating aU PWR other than those of the TVA and then listing TVA readors that 
TVA says are not available seems inccnsistent. 

6. If the inter-agency communication is lIS bad as indicated above, I must question the 
validly of an alternative that uses the TV A system to produce the nations tritium. 

7. The number ofTPBARs that must be irradiated to meet the tritium demand is unclear. 
In one place (p 3-11. Section 3.2.3). it is Slated as 6,000 in 18 months or 4,000 per 
year. In ather placea it talks about 3,400 per year for each reactor. !fboth numbers 
are correct, tritium production will require irradiation in two reactors. Many places in 
the CL WR EIS talk about I or more reactors. If it require. two reactors to meet the 
tritium demand, DOE should tAlk about two reactors !Wt I or morc. If irradiation 
requires two reactors to meet the tritium demand, the TV A approach is not a viable 
alternative since they have withdrawn all of the TV A reactors other thaD Bellefonte. 

8. The information contained in the CL WR EIS and the PNNL inforrrlAlion sent me 
(PNNL-11419) seems to indicate that the TPBARs are reasonably engineered to 
retain tritium. 3,400 TPBARs will be irradiated in a single reactor each year. Each of 
these TPBARs i. designed to hold up to 1.2 grams of tritium and have a design leak
rate of <6.7 Ci of tritium per TPBAR rod. If not damaged, the leakage from the 
TPBARs will be <22,780 Ci of tritium per yesr. This is considerably more than the 
1,890 Ci ~hown in CLWR EIS Table 3-13. Why the dilIerell(:c? 

The EIS describes the 4 gettered" TPBAR as so goad that the produced tritium gas is 
quicldy captured in the solid zirconium material and there is essentially no tritium gas 
in the rod (p 1-9, Section 1.3.4). This system is so effective that the rods will have to 
be heated to 1.00O'C (I,800"F) under a full vacuum to recover the tritium captured. 
The 1EF El5 (Appendix A) describes the desIgn temperature maximum on the 
extr1lCtion furnace to be 1,1 ro'C. Operating equipment routinely within 10"/0 of the 
maximum temperatures is not a good practice. This EIS should discuss evidence used 
by DOE to show that high tritium recovery from the TPBARs can be achieved with 
reasonable furnace life. If you cannot recover the tritium, its produaioo is worthless. 

9. Again I want to thank you for providing me with a copy of the cost data comparing 
CL WR option to the APT that Acting Secretary MoJer provided to Senator Thurmond 
in mid July. As r review the data from that letter, I see two worrisome points. 
• The first is that for Bellefon!c a credit is given that significantly reduces the life 

cycle cort. An equivalent adjustment is not given for the other CL WR.s (in 
existing commercial readors) nOl' for the APT. I suspect this is a payback to DOE 
for the eiectric:ity sold from that reactor. I also suspect that other uses ofthe 
accelerator would also provide a financial return. I seems unfair to give a credit 
for the Bellefunte plant and not for the APT. 

• lfthe irradiation requires two CLWRs to meet the tritium requirements, the 
CL WR casts increase significantly. What is DOE doing. betting that the tritium 
demand will decrease significantly thus • single reactor will suffice? 1 hate to 
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Commentor No. 44: W. Lee Poe, Jr. (Cont'd)

think it might be anything more sinister. In any event, the DOE should be open
on these issues.

10. Again thank you for providing me a copy of the Report to Congress titled
"Interagency Review of Nonproliferation Implications of'Alternative Tritium
Production Technologies." I find that it augments the tcese statements in the CLWR
EIS. I suggest that the report be included in the FEIS as an appendix. it points out
correctly that maintaining separation between nuclear power and weapon production
has supported the U. S. leadership in the International Atomic Energy Agency and
other multilaterial organizations involved in civil nuclear activities. It goes on to
show that tritium is not legally covered since it is not a special nuclear materiaL It
then provides exceptions to the policy to date (Hanford N-Reactor, U. S. Uranium
Enrichment, etc.) It makes the point that because TVA is government agency and the
reactor is owned by the government tritum irradiation would be an extension of past
practices of"using government-owned facilities simultaneously for civil and military

* purposes. This conclusion may be legally the same but I draw a much different
conclusion. I conclude this alternative is establishing a damaging new policy. That
irradiating a nuclear weapon component in facility designed primarily to produce
electric power is OK. I hate to think about how this might be used by other nations
The electricity production will consume a large portion of the nattons generated by
the reactor and the tritium can be considered a secondary product.

Thank you for the opportunity to present my views on this draft EIS. I hope they will be
of some value to you in the decision on tritium technology.

Commentor No. 45: Gary Stooksburv
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Statement for the Record
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

My Name is Gary Stooksbury and I am a Director of the Economic Development
Partnership of Aiken and Edgefield Counties of South Carolina. My organization is proud
of Savannah River Site's past role in supporting our national defense and making the
world a safer place. We believe that the Site can continue to have a positive impact in
addressing the many challenges still remaining. None are more important than (1) assuring
a reliable supply of tritium for our national defense and (2) preventing the spread of
nuclear weapons technology and materials throughout the world. Unfortunately, the
Department of Energy's proposed action in this EIS will undermine both of these
objectives: it will put in jeopardy an assured supply of tritium tor our national defense and
it will encourage other nations to use their civilian nuclear programs to produce materials
for nuclear weapons. I want to briefly explain my organization's basis for objecting to the
use of Commercial Light Water Reactors for tritium production and I will provide specific
comments on inadequacies in the draft EIS document.

Proa'am Poliry Issues

As vour documents note, tritium is absolutely necessary for the proper functioning of
modern nuclear weapons, and without an adequate supply, our nuclear shield would be
greatly diminished DOE has set out to evaluate alternate technologies to meet this need,
and has narrowed the choice to two options; the CLWR and the Accelerator - the Dual
Path approach. My organization and others have serious reservations about the ability
and appropriateness of the CLWR option to meet the Tritium etission. Specifically

1. CLWR will severely undermine this nations ability to pursue international
nonproliferation objectives.

While we are dissuading others from producing military materials in their
civilian nuclear programs, we, for the first time in oar history, are proposing
to adopt that very same course Other nations will rightly accuse the United
States of hypocrisy.

" The lnterageecy Review which examined this question was flawed in its logic
and vague in its conclusion. It erroneously implies that because we have
previously converted weapons facilities to civilian applications it is acceptable
to do the converse. Is concludes that these concerns could be "satisfactorily

1
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think it might be anything more sinister. In any event, the DOE should be open 
on these issues. 

10. A8ain thank you for providing me a copy of the Report to CongreSs titled 
"Interagency Review of Nonproliferation Implications of Alternative Tritium 
Production Technologies. ft I find that it ausn-ts the tent: statements in the CLWR 
EIS. I suggest that the report be included in tbe FEIS as an appendix. It points out 
co~ that maintaining separation between nuclear power and weapon production 
has supported the U. S. Ieadenhip in the International Atoni.ic Energy Agency Bnd 
other multilaterial organizations involved in civil nuclear activities. It goes on to 
show that tritium i. not legally covered since it is not a special nuclear m.aterial It 
then provides exceptions to the policy to date (Hanford N-Reactor, U. S. Uranium 
Enrichment, etc.) It makes the point that because TVA is government agency and the 
reactor is owned by the government, tritium irradiation would be an extension of past 
practices of~using government-owned facilities simultaneously for civil and military 

. purposes. This conclusion may be legally the same but I draw a much different 
conclusion. I conclude this alternative is establishing a damaging new policy. That 
irradiating a nuclear weapon component in facility designed primarily to produce 
electric power is OK. I hate to think about how this might be used by other nations 
The electricity production will consume a large portion of the neutrons generated by 
the reactor and the tritium can be considered a secondary product. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present my views on this draft EIS. I hope they will be 
of some value to you in the decision on tritium technology. 
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Statement for tbe Record 
Draft Environmental Impact. Statement 

Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reaclor 

My Name is Gary Stooksbury and I am a Director of the Economic Development 
Partnership of Aiken and Edgefield Counties of South Carolina. My organization is proud 
of Savannah Ri..-er Site's past role in supporting our national defense and making the 
world a safer plAce. We believe that the Site can continue 10 have a positive impact in 
addressing the many cbaIIenges still remaining. None are more important than (I) assuring 
a reliable supply of tritium for our national delen"" and (2) preventing the spread of 
nuclear weapons technology and materials throu!;hout the world. Unfortunately, the 
Department of Energy's proposed action in this EIS will undermine bo1h ofthes.: 
objectives: it will put in jeopardy an assured wpply of tritium lor our national defense and 
it will encourage Other nations to use their civilian nuclear programs to produce materials 
for nuclear weapons. I want to briefly explain my organization'. basis fur objecting to tbe 
usc of Commercial Light Water Resctors fur tritium production and I will provide specific 
comments on inadequacies in the draft EIS document. 

Program Policy Issues 

As your documents note, tritium is absolutely necessary for the proper functlonins of 
modern nuclear weapons, and without an adequate supply, our nuclear shield would be 
greatly diminished. DOE has set out to evaluate aitcmate technologies to meet this need, 
and has narrowed the choice to two options; the CL WR and the Accelerator - the Dual 
Path approach. My orsanization and others have serious reservati01lS about the ability 
and appropriateness of the CLWR option to meet the Tritium mission. Specifically 

I. CL WR will severely undennine this nations ability to punue international 
nonproliferation objectives. 

• While we are dissuading others from producing military materials in their 
civilian nuclear programs, we, for the lirsl time In our history. are proposing 
to adopt that very same course Other natiol1li will rightly accuse the United 
States of hypocrisy. 

• The Interagency Review ",bich examined this question was flawed in its logic 
and vague in its conclusion. 11 erroneously implies that because we bave 
previously converted weapons facilities to civilian applications it is acceptable 
to do the COnverse. [t concludes that these concerns could be "S8tisflWtorily 
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Commentor No. 45: Gary Stooksbury (Cont'd) Commentor No. 45: Gaa Stooksbuy (Cont'd)

addressed" without stating if we will lose leverage with other nations who are
contemplating nuclear weapons programs.

If our actions cause even one nation to disregard restraint and to initiate or
continue to make weapons materials in commercial nuclear reactors, we have
suffered a foreign policy defeat with profound impacts for the world at large.

A worldwide outcry w1l result if the United States backs away from its strong
tnonproliferation stance, and eventually will require that the CLW,`R be abandoned -
with damage to our world image and adverse impacts on our nuclear stockpile.

2. We believe that there are significant uncertainties itt the ability to license a CLWR
to produce tritium for use in nuclear weapons.

" First there will be public concern over the new safety and environmental
hazards resulting from the routine and accidental releases of tritium from the
reactor system

" Secondly, many citizens are very uncomfortable with the idea of co-mingfing
military purposes in a civilian reactor

There is no assurance that NRC will Issue a license (or license amendment) for
this endeavor. Again, this would cause the CLWR option to be abandoned with
adverse impacts on our nuclear stockpile.

3. Our third issue is costs. DOE has significantly underestimated the capital costs
associated with the CLWR option.

* Much "hype" has been attributed to the supposed lower cost estimate for tlhe
CL'WR option, but that estimate has never been revealed and subjected to
independent third-party review.

" The DOE Draft EIS discusses at length the use of TVA's Watts Barr and
Sequoyah nuclear facilities, yet it has been widely reported that TVA has
withdrawn those facilities.

" DOE cites the TVA estimate of $2446 Billion to complete the Bellefonte I
Reactor, which, according to the EIS document, cannot meet the START I
tritium requirements, and then compares that estimate to the APT which will
produce adequate tritium to meet START I requirements. Completion of both
the Bellefonte I and I1 reactor units will be required to produce three kilograms
of tritium per year, with capital costs in excess of$6 Billion,

" It has been reported that another nuclear utility has estimated that over $4
Billion would be required to complete Bellefonte 1..

l(cont'd)

2/21.06

3/23.17

" The GAO states that TVA estimates are very unreliable, with overruns of
several hundred percent being experienced for plants which TVA asserted to be
80% complete.

" The Congress Research Service review raises a serious question on the ability of
the Bellefonte to generate sufficient revenues to offset operating costs - much
less amortize construction. 3(cont'a

" On the other hand, estimates for the APT have been subject to public review
and validated by DOE.

it is our opinion that capital costs for the Bellefonte reactors will be significantly
more than for APT, and life-cycle costs will be comparable. The available cost data
supports the APT option for tritium production

In summar., we conclude that there are no programmatic advantages to the CL, R
option, but rather it has scrious, ifnot fatal deficiencies. The Department of Energy has a 4/04.01

Dual Path strategy in name only because the CLWR option leads to a dead end.

Deficiencies in the Draft EIS

We believe that the Draft EIS has not addressed the full range of expected safety and
environmental impacts associated with the CLWR option and therefore is deficient with
respect to requirements the National Environmental Policy Act and implementing Council
on Environmental Quality regulations. Specifically

I. You have not identified and assessed the world-wide environmental impacts that
would result from a federal action to approve the CLW'R option.

* Adoption of the CLWR option will undermine international nonproliferation
objectives, and result in a higher probability that some nations will initiate or 5/05.07
continue nuclear weapons research, testing and production programs.

* Adoption of the CLWR option will result in a higher probability that some
nations will initiate or continue to actively pursue production of materials for
nuclear weapons in their civilian nuclear facilities.

* The increased incidence of nuclear weapons research, testing and materials
production programs by non-nuclear states, will have environmental impacts
which must be analyzed and included in this EIS.

2. The evaluation of Human Health Effects from Facility Accidents (Appendix D) is 116/15.07
not adequate, with three deficiencies: II
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addressed" without stating if we will lose leverage with other nations who are 
contemplating nuclear weapons programs. 

If our actions cause even one nation to disregard restraint and to initiate or 
continue to make weapons materials in commercial nuclear reactors, we have 
suffered a foreign policy defeat with profound impacts for the world at large 

A worldv.ide outcry ",11 result if the United States backs away from its strong 
lIonprOIiCeraL;oll !>lance, and eventually will require that the CLWR be abandoned -
with damage to our world image and adverse impacts on our nurlear stockpile. 

2. We believe that there are significant uncertainties in the ability to license a CL\VR 
to produce t1itium for u,e in nuclear weapons. 

• First there will be public concern o.·er the new safety and environmental 
hazards r~ulting from the routine and accidental releases of tritium from the 
reactor system 

Secondly. many citizens are very uncomfortable with the idea of co-mingling 
military purposes in a ci,ilian reactor 

Thert is no assurance that :'IRe will Issue a license (or license amendment) for 
this endeavor. Again, this would cause the CL WR option to be abandoned with 
adverse impacts on our nuclear stockpile. 

3. Our third issue is costs. DOE has significantly underestimated the capital costs 
associated with the CL \VR option. 

Much "hype" has been attributed to the supposed lower cost estimate for the 
CLVv'R option, but tbat c5timatc bas never beeo reveaJed and 50bjccted to 
independent third-party review. 

The OOE Draft EIS discusses at length the use of TVA's Wam Barr and 
Sequoyah nuclear facilities, yet it has been widely reported that TVA has 
withdrawn those facilities. 

DOE cites tbe TVA estimate of$2.446 Billion to completc the Bellefonte { 
Reactor, which, according to the EIS document, cannot meet the START! 
tritium requirements, and then compares that estimate to the APT which will 
produce adequate tritium to meet START! requirements. Completion of both 
the Bellefonte I and II reactor units will be required to produce three kilograms 
of tritium per year. with capital costs in excess of.$6 Billion 

It h!l!l been reported that another nuclear utiliry has estimated that over $4 
Billion would be required to complete Bellefonte l. 

1(cont'd) 

2/21.06 

3123.17 

• 

Commentor No. 45: Gary Stooksbury (Cont'd) 

The GAO states that TVA estimates are very unreliable, with ovclTUns of 
several hundred percent being experienced for plants which TVA asserted to be 
80% complete. 

The Congress Research Service review raises a serious question on the ability of 
the Bellefonte to generate ~"Ufficient revenues to offset operating costs - much 
less amonize construction. 

On the othc:r hand, estimates ftlr the APT have been subjcct to public review 
and validated by DOE. 

It is our opinion that capital costs for the Bellefonte reactors will be signiiicantly 
mOfe than for APT, and life-cycle costs will be comparable. The a,,·ailable cost data 
supports the APT option (or tritium production 

In summary. we conclude that there are no programmatic advantages to the CL WR 
option. but rather it has sctious. if not fatal deficiencies. The Department of Energy has a 
Dual Path strategy in name only because the CLW R oplion leads to a dead end. 

Deficiencies in the Draft E!S 

We belie.·e that the Draft EIS bas not addressed the full range of expected safety and 
environmental impacts associated with the CL WR option and therefore is deficient with 
respect to requirements the National Environmental Policy Act and implementing Council 
on Environmental Quality regulations. Specifically 

You have not identifiod and assessed the world-wide en,ironmental impacts that 
would result from a federal action to appro.e the CL\VR option. 

Adoption of the CLWR option ",ill undermine international nonproliferation 
objectives. and result in a higher probability that some nations will initiate or 
continue nuclear weapons research. testing and production programs. 

Adoption of the CLWR option .... ill result in a higher probability that some 
nations will initiate or continue to actively pursue production of materials for 
nuclear weapons in th~ir civilian nuclear facilities. 

• The increased incidence of nuclear weapons research, testing and materials 
production programs by non-nuclear states. will haH environmental impacts 
which must be analyzed and included in this EIS. 

2. The evaluation of Human Health Effects from Facility Accidents (Appendix D) is 
not adequate, with three deficiencies: 
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" The basis for estimating that 10 percent of tritium released from the melted
targets will be in the oxide form within the containment atmosphere is not
documented (Table D-l) In some past safety analysis reports, DOE has
assumed that 100% of released tritium is in the oxide form and available for
release to the environment. Please fMsly explain the basis for your assumption
and revise your analysis,

" Elemental tritium may be available in the containment atmosphere and released
to the environment. Your analysis needs to quantify the estimated release ol"
elemental tritium and resultant safety and environmental effects.

" Your analysis does not address the disposition of tritium remaining in the
reactor facility after the first thirty days (Table D-2). Since tritium is very

-mobile and cannot be easily removed from contaminated coolant water, how
much additional tritium will bc released to the environment, and with what
effects" Also, what is the long-term disposition mechanism and associated
environmental impacts for tritium which remains within the containment
structure"

The draft EIS need to be corrected to address the environmental impacts
associated with the disposition or all tritium released in a design basis
accident.

3. The draft EIS does not evaluate the environmental impacts of all program options
- under consideration.

Commentor No. 46: Jason J. West
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The Deparut of at Enrgy is interested in your comments on the Draft E-nov ialt hnep
Statenen fo r the Production of Trirdam in a Contercial LighA atber ?R&acrne

There are several ways to provide comments on this docutment and these include:

attending public meetings and giving your faxiag yoar comments to 1-00-631-0612
counrants ditectly to DOE officials commenting via the World Wide Web site:

- retumning this cornraet form to the htp://-.wdp.doe.gov/dp-62
registriation desk at the meeting calling tol-free and teaving your corme, nts
returning this comment form or other wrditen via voice mail, 1-900-332-0801
comments to the address oa (he back
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* Your Draft EIS states that a one reactor option could not produce the required
three kilograms of tritium per year, and your safety and environmental analysis
is based on using two or more reactors..

* As noted earlier. DOE budget projections assume that the tritium need can be
met with one reactor.

" When asked about this discrepancy DOE stated that a special TPBAR design
and fuel cycle, different from that described in the draft EIS, is being
contemplated which will allow one reactor to make three kilograms of tritium
per year. This option is not identified and evaluated in the draft ETS.

7/03.03

8 123.15
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If a one reactor option is being considered, then ti
corrected to describe and analyze the appropriate
cycle. If two or more reactors ar-e needed, then DOE
planning needs to reflect that fact.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft EIS.

his EIS needs to be
TPBAR design and fuel
s' program and budget
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• The basis for estimating that 10 percent of tritium released from the melted 
targets will be in the oxide form within the containment atmosphere is not 
documented (Table D-l). In some past safety analysis repons, DOE has 
assumed that 100% of released tritium is in the oxide fonn and available for 
release to the en.ironment. Please fully explain the basis for your assumption 
and revise your analysis, 

• Elemental tritium may be available in the containment atmosphere and released 
to the environment. Your analysis needs to quantifY the e~timat .. j release ur 
elemental tritium and resultant safety and envirorunentaJ effects 

Your analysis does not address the disposition of tritium remaining in the 
reactor facility after the first thiny days (Table D-2). Since tritium is very 
-mobile and cannot be easily removed from contaminated coolant water, how 
much additional tritium .. vill be released to the en .. ironment, wd ",ith what 
effects? Also, what is the long-term disposition mechanism and associated 
environmental impacts for tritium which remains within the containment 
structure? 

The drafl [IS need to be corncted to add~ the environmental impacts 
a.sociated with the dispo~ition or all tritium releastd in a d~sign basis 
accident. 

3, The draft EIS does not evaluare the en ... ironmemal impacts of all program options 
under c'onsideration 

• Your Draft EIS states that a one reactor option could not produce the required 
three kilograms of tritium per year; and your safety and environmental analysis 
is based on using two or more reactors .. 

• As noted earlier. DOE budget projections assume that the tritium need can be 
met with one reactor. 

• v,'hen asked about this diSC\'cpancy DOF stated that a special TPBAR design 
and fuel cycle, different rrom that describrd in the draft EIS, is being 
contemplated which ",ill allow one reactor to make three kilograms of tritium 
per year. This option is not identified and evaluated in the draft ETS, 

If a one reactor option b being considered, then tbis [IS n«1Is to be 
corrected to describe and analyze the appropriate TPBAR design and ruel 
cycle. If twO or more reactors are needed. then DOE's program and budget 
planning needs to reflect that fact. 

Thank you for the opponunity to corruncnt on this draft EIS, 

6(cont'd) 
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Commentor No. 46: Jason J. West 
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. .... . COMMENT fORM .. ,' . _.--;-..:-
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The Department of En"'B}' is ~ in your comments on !he Draft Envi"".,..,.",l/mpaa 
S'atonenJ for the Production ofTrtzWm i7I • CommerriaJ Liglu %," &aerOT. 

There are several ways to provide coIDIDCDt$ OD this documem and these include: 

attending pOOlic meetings and giving your 
00IIIIIICnIS di!OCtly '" DOE officials 
retutning this comment form to the 
registration desk at the meeting 
,,"urtling this comment form or other writD:!l 
comments to the address O11lhe back 

• faxing your cmnmcms to t -8r0-63 HJ6l2 
commc:nting via the World Wide Web si[e: 
hap:llwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62 
calling toll-free and lea,ving your C<lIIlIlI<.Dts 
via voice mall, 1-800-332-080t 

;, + -, 
.j. .', h 

fI . , 
.~ , .~ , . 4.-

J. 

v) fl- ': 
( 

.r.-.; 

Name: ~:c . .reii< t:;' Jt' .. : t" ~'1- (opO<moJ) 

Orgmization: .( t- .. 'd c!\ \ 
Address: .!>ELI J~ I,,, G' c. 
City: ?' n,"" State: ~ Zip Cod<: .":")9'C 
Work phone: _________ Home phone: (~,;,~) t.'-' ~ . """"';('{G 

Fvc~---------------------------E·MajIAddress: ______________________ _ 
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Commentor No. 47: Xerxes Wahl Commentor No. 48: Anonymous (2)

AddressID: r - 40

First Name: Mi: Last Name:

I r I

Date Updated: 0T28-91 7:49:40 PM

litle:

I
Comments Received via "800" Number

Date: October 5. 1998
Name: Xerxes Wahl
Organization-:
Address: 8971 Lentzvillc Rd.

Athens, AL 35614
Phone #: (256) 729-8867
Fax #:
Comment 9:

Comment;

Ogarlzatiofl: o

Address: r
City: 1kno-ille

State or Province: JTN PostalCode: C371- Country: F-SA

Work Phone: Fax Number; F

Email Address: IAnstat2aaclxorn Home Phone:

Notes: I thin~k that tne goal of proecng0 more Thrltumr to" add to the nurclearustockpile" is ridiculous Tha United States I
does not need any more nucear warheaos. We currently wrn 85CO.Incoeasi•g that numberwoutd be in direct 1110201
viulati ot not orny ota n..rprliferation treaty, iigned by President Nixon in 1970 Oat atso a moe.recenrt 2/01.04
ruling by the Internatiounal Court of Justice (19K6) that the United States is obligated to yursue disanarnant. I
More tritlum means more bombs, and who are we planning on blowing up anyway? As rnt sure you are aware l
of, tritium is not something you want produced near you or your farmiy because of its harmful effects on
peoprel gernetic abnormnalities . health problems etclHowever. where ever tritium is produced the-e will a 3/14.04
people. and those people will be effected as a result. Write back if tlete is a real pe-son reading :hms, it not
you'll be hearing from me anyway.

arsta12t aol.corn

I am against that personally. I don't see wNhy we need more of it when it's my
utnderstanding we're already dismantling, a lot ofnfuclear w\,eapons that have been made
already which I'm not stre thai is a good idea or not hut since we're doing that, I don't iee
why we need to make new ones. Since I live near that Plant here, I'm against it. If you
need to get in contact with me, that would be great, ifnoL that's fine too. Good bye.

I 1/02.01

112/07.03

~r-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
(., 
~ 

Date; 
Name: 
Organi£nCion; 
Address: 

~ Phonc#: 
Fax #: 

I Comment #: 

Comment: 

Commentor No. 47: Xerxes Wahl 

Comments Received via "SOO" Number 

October 5. 1<198 
Xerxes Wahl 

S<J7I Lcntzvillc Rd. 
Athens. AL 35614 
(256) 729-8867 

--

1 am again'1 that personally_ 1 don't see why we need more of it when it's my 
understanding: we'rt: already dismantling a loL or nllClear weapons Lhat have hren made 
already which I'm not SlIre Lhal. is ~ good idea or nOI hut since ... e're doing that., 1 don' I ",e 
why we need to make new ones. Since 1 live near that Plant here. I'm against it. jfyou 
need to gCT in conract with mc, that would be great. if noL that's fine too. Good bye_ 

1102.01 

112107.03 

Commentor No. 48: Anonymous (2) 

ActclresllO: 40 Oac. Updote<l: 9.'28l9S 7:49:40 PM 

First Name: MI: LastN.ilme: Title: 

r 
Organization: 

Address: I 
City: Iknoxville 

State or Provinoe: ITN Posc..ICode: 137919. C~untry: IIJSA 

Work Phone: FaA Number; t 
Email Add""",: IAri.ta12~aOI.COm HomoPhone: 

Notes: 
J think th~t the goal of producing mOte ::mhJOl !o .• ClOd to the nuclear stockpils- IS ridiCIJlous The United SIS,lss III ''O2 01 
does not need .any more nude;r warr.eaas. We currently own 8SCO.lncre3Sil'\g Ih:::ll number would be in dlrec! II II. 
'ViOlation. of r'IOt ()r);Y or a nOnp(oIiferatio~ treaty. '!Signed by Pre,ident Nixon in 19713, ~ut also a mO'e recenl 2101 04 
ruling by the International COUI1 of Justice ('~5) that the UnitfJd Stlltes 1& obligated to pur.U9 disarmament. • 
More tntlum means more bombs, and who are we planning on blowing up anyway? As rrn sure yOt; are ;ware II 
of. lAtium is not someillin~ you want produced near you or your film. Ily bee",. use (lilts harmful effe.cls .on . 3'11" 04 
people{ 9anetic abnorm.ilhlies , h(kjlth problems etc.jHowe .... er. where ell'er tritium i$ prodLJced the'e will be 'I. 

peoople. and th05e people will be effecteo as a result. Write back If there 1.$ a real pe~50n reading :ht5,1f not 
you'll be hearing from me anYWi!lY~ 

aflsta12:;aol.com 



Commentor No. 49: Stewart Horn Commentor No. 50: Mike Wahl

Comments Received via "800" Number

---____ New lissse1. -sAt.356

f~tbone U': 1,-13r) 9.537 111 q xr 4 rk); 42 1, _6 7 2,,4')t 1i.z-

I nm stvr' orppcsss -- 1 use i( klielif:4L,-r - a inturi pazj,t I Kea i,", fli cjwrk' Ilicrre
mu. &igivdlirlimtby 2ý yt~oavLr' ,o-xX c uN 41a-at least. i-= ezirlier. S4n Iit rzcboo 1/21.02

.j~iiii i~adsad~dI iltitik it Wkuld r1aar a~ll it,1h 91j,7 in this arts Inepac
thul th:'s prh will pkit rmdimkiee ns the' ssarr W.s- tw, the dir- My ur~takfumd~i., ii
t ej."oz a ý m tpeJ Kire i M M u NN.ss i i wit I,'tIFj in rz-x Fsir g n-ýi runrrsan issi 2109.04
r~reqlrnerria so dot,, tltx r(Ida.: ft&hu wfo:?t Ix Inei rvý -" 1,111 nst.reV im rril

nwctoili'0n -fa I ,hfe P I M i S. rt te V Id urtte as iLliý e c ý.,oe-,sU iusi gfrn sixr. alit, I
IlieIc huiurnj 1rhr ribhlir, licirrsg, w~th -2pa~rtntl' 6 ging it- 'e ox, Tu&sAiy gi~h.

4 t~e~c!r. q. Pll.zstr "i ire %i0f1 IIhd inirkitreistin if povsibi: ahtaid oft the mesu-inIg so thsA I
cralJ xiN) aJnds ndý o Ise A xef i nsei isuc Pleýaýr s4rtand init z =ri-~itiiiin thpl !-uu have,.

cil ,,uossesf Cie flfore in thi s w lay.i

Comments Received via "800" Number

Datme October 7. 1998g
Name: Mike Wahl
Organization-
Address: 8971 Lenjr-uville Rd.

IAthens, AL 35614
Phone #: (256) 729-8867
Fax #:
Comment #: 1

Comment:

I would like to express for myself'and my family the desire that the Bellcfsinte Plant not
be used for tritium production. Our North Alabama area already has one nuclear plant
vwhcrcby we have no successful way of removing waste from that facility. Until those
sorts of problems are resolved, Alabama has no business being involved with another
facility that deals kwith that general sort of environmental endangerment. Dhank you. 1/16.04

'" 

Commentor No. 49: Stewart Horn 

Comments Received via "800" Number 

Tc';:"I-,'-,.""I"'m"'-" ,-------------" 
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Commentor No. 50: Mike Wahl 
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--
Date: October 7_ 19Q8 

--
Name: Mik" Wahl 

-Oriani7.ation: 
; ._<-

Address: 8971 L~mzville Rd. 
Athens, AL 35614 

Phooe#: (256) n9-8867 
Fax#: 
Comment#: 

Comment: 

I would like to express for myself and my family the desire that the Bellefonte Planl nol 
be lIsed for tritium production. Om North Alabama area alrt:ady has on. nuclear plant 
"hereby we have no successful way of removing ,,·aste irom that facility. Cntillhose 
som of pro hi ems are resolved, Alabama has no business being involved with another 
facility rhar deals \1>;lh that general 50lt of environmelllal endangennent. lll,mk you. 

1116.04 
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Commentor No. 51: Herman & Sylvia Zaage Commentor No. 52: Ms. Bizzarri

To iho Dept. of Energy
FAX: 1-906-631-4%12

PkZCas 1UMUr ihle tOlini Elergty Act, Section 57c. aiid cauicQA file plalts fbi usinýg I h01.09
cumnnicr~iai nuclcar rcoator5 for the dev,ýopinent of Tritinn for rqckar wapons. This i's a
serious public hcalth i-ýsiktý. Trilum on~amination Las been firked with developmniWra, 2/114.04
reproductive and other health prohlems

Thaink, ou.

Hainani & S"'ivi Zaage
160 Simnonqon Avt.

Slalern Islanid NY 103O3
syfihz.aol .Comn

Comments Received via "800" Number

F&%~

I'm ... ti~ng, to kfna- this IjlkLSA~t Fki5c hi,:,, iIhi Alsinsi Erngy Azl. S:tr5"e, ais
,rancl the pfirs *'r using~ reiunercidrwA l c ittr-m :rI,;'" I#; ,- ii1uprniowIi ofiritiu rn 1/01.09

ow.ir 1hr.iponq I'd jI~c to stress too that oai~m cowuni .naio h"ln 1ý1 1L to 2/114.04
LI--% t~jrn rrp-w-i7. t Inti ýýOr horith ~rrotlems, i.ank Y'ce"I

~~------------------------------------------------~----------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
I 
v" 
0, 

Commentor No. 51: Herman & Sylvia Zaage 

T [) Ih~ ~pT. of Energy 
FAX·1-f.OO-631-OOl2 

Pl.:ase hll~lllllhc Atomii; EM~gy A.:t. Section 57c. 3I1d~.lU",d lb~ plan> fc)! lli.ing .. 111101.09 
cUIrum;r<."1U\ nuckar reactors tor the d~\"dopm(;Jlt ofT nll:;m lor nuc].:>lf "",;apons. ThIs I~ a II 
serious puhlic h~alrh i>lSIl=. Tril:um c0ulamination tas been linked ""ilh dc\'~]or.tn;:l1iaJ. 2114.04 
rej:roductive and other health prohlerm. 

Thankyoll. 

Helman &. Syl\'iH aage 
160 Simon..'")n An:. 
Stal.:!l Isl~ml NY 10303 
s},1hz€)aol.c0m 
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Comment: 
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nn"h~" .. t:"p'm •. 1\j.15~.~ IQ sIren 100 ~hll ';"&-':!l c(.r ... ..1ftllllaIiM' tw ha:1I li"krlll' 11 2114.04 
dr\'r::k?"",nlAl Tq:: ... "dl>;Ir'.~ ami <;(l:.:r !Ii;'-llti:' !:f(>t'~ms. nook .r.;:'"'-



Commentor No. 53: Judith Hallock Commentor No. 54: Congressman Robert Aderholt

Comments Received via "800" Number

tJiIIik _________t____r__

__________ ~ .~dzrNC t4lst)
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:Ln~cnm, ae~ t~.tws~r~ .a~grn Tbr~ iv erwjc bt~mi~cesistl 3.123.13
httrz. Ptt1tezr; sur. ta~c ten: liriLe its 1Ilfrur1V% aninuký ill ltuifiwn ar.t I .ini kv-
mui~tichpsrimd (or lva rssown r mik-ing Sr.i =-uz at c.,vittttercial t~uacinr, it, Ij 4/14.04

Weei xLoe li r 9,90 wjrhi1u1k I -hirk wc need ArmorkeIthn
pts~ errv. I f -AV Ze-e8 it laser. We usa talk atfcýjz it. hut niipli ::iu, I dmii: think. mt nv% i

ll Iv- in a flwry, it, pr~u;ronl titimr, Ttsmnk jii~ werl munch. Ci-(6ioe.I I 2t'cont 'd)

C~s~sRsWits iJ gW&1r _

STATEMENT TO BE READ AT RAINSVILLE

I have been pleased to work with the Alabama delegation and Members from Tennessee

and with TVA to help prevent a great injustice in the defense authorization bill for fiscal

year 1999. As you know, some Members of Congress and Senators support building a

facility in South Carolina to use a particle accelerator for producing tritium. Supporters

of this option tried to pass bill language which would have prevented the use ofany

commercial light water reactor for producing tritium. Clearly, all the facts, from safety,

to national defense readiness, to budgetary issues point to the completion of the

Bellefonte plant as the best option. I spoke on the House floor, sent two staffmembers to

the Bellefonte plant, spoke with NBC News, and lobbied other Members through several

letters to my colleagues. Several Members of Congress and Senators have been very

involved. I especially appreciate fihe outstanding leadership of Senator Jeff Sessions. I

have also enjoyed working with TVA and a ntunber of community leaders on this effort.

A significant battle was won when the Graham language was removed from the final bill,

but between now and October 1, 1999, we must continue to defend the truth about this

situation and educate other Members of Congress. I look forward to continuing to work

with TVA, the Alabama delegation, and cormmunity leaders on tsis effort. Completing

the plant at Bellefonte to produce tritiunm is simply the right thing to do for the US.

taxpayers, and its completion would have an enormous, potential benefit for north

Alabama.

0
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Commentor No. 53: Judith Hallock 
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Commentor No. 54: Congressman Robert Aderholt 

(O~GRE~MJ R{)M~T' !t{)t:Rj/nl' 

lOft Ir'l 
STATEMENT TO BE READ AT RAINSVILLE 

I have been pleased to work with the Alabama delegation and Members from Tennessee 

and with TV A to help prevent a great injustice in the defense authorization bill fOT fiscal 

year 1999. As you know. some Members of Congress and Senators support building a 

facility in South Carolina to lise a particle accelerator for producing tritium. Supporters 

of this option tried to pass bill language which would have prevented the use of any 

commercial light water reactor for producing tritium. Clearly, all the facts, from safety, 

to national defense readiness. to budgetary issues point to the completion orthe 

Bellefonte plant as the best option, I spoke on the House floor, sent two staff members to 

the Bellefonte plant, spoke with NBC News. and lobbied other Members through several 

letters to my colleagues. Several Members of Congress and Senators have beeu VClY 1107.03 

involved, I especially appreciate the outstanding leadership of Senator Jeff Sessions. 

have also enjoyed working with TVA and a number of conunwtity leaders on this effolt. 

A si!;llificant battle was won when the Graham language was removed from the final bill. 

but between now and October 1. 1999, we must continue to defend the truth about this 

situation and educate other J\'lembers of Congress. r look forward (0 continuing to work 

with TVA, the Alabama delegation, and cOltummity leaders on tillS effort. Completing 

the plant at Bellefonte to produce tritium is simply the right thing to do for the US. 

taxpayers, and its completion would have all enonnous. potential benefit for north 

Alabama. 

'JL-____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ~ 



Commentor No. 55: Mayor Philip Anderson Commentor No. 56: Melvin L. Brewer

As mayor, of the Town of Dutton, it is my opinion that the

production of Tritium in the Bellefonte Commercial Light Water

Reactor at the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant would be a very big plus

for all of Jackson County and the surrounding areas.

I am asking the Department of Energy to give serious consideration

in using the Bellefonte Plant for Tritium Production.

Phil IAnderson
Mayor

IRON WORKERS LJCAý .UNION NO. 704
IINTERNATIONAL ASSDOCATION OF BRG~fiENA AND REINFORCING IRON WORKERS

2715 BELLE ARBOR AVENUE 4 - CH4ATTANOOGA. TENNESSEE 37406

MELVIN L BREWER 423 /62242111- '.-~~ I62M2112
B.Stms sae

1/07.03

Good Evening

I am Melvin Brewer, Business Manager of Local 704 of the
International Association of Bridge, Structural, Ornamental and
Reinforcing Ironworkers from Chattanooga, TN.

On behalf of our 600 plus members I would like to voice our
support for the proposed Commercial Light Water Reactor for the
production of Tritium Gas at Bellefonte.

Savannah River Site does not meet the 2005 production of tritlum
mandated by the President and Congress.

Accelerator Production of tritium requires a 50OMW power source
for operation. Bellefont will actualIjroduco power.

As the safety of the plant, TVA has an excellent record.
Accident risk for Bellefonte is one fatal cancel every 245
million years and transportation risk is less than one fatal
cancer per 100,00 years.

Additional low-level waste is about 1% of TVA current volume.

While the accelerator is an un-proven method, Commercial light
water method has been proved at Watts Bar. With Watts Bar and
Sequoyah as a back-upjthis plan will insure the country's supply
of tritium for it's National Defense needs.

As Tritium production in a commercial reactor is not prohibited
by International nor the United States law. Therefore. the
benefits out weight the risk.

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 55: Mayor Philip Anderson 

As mayor, of the Town of Dutton, it is my opinion that the 

production of Tritium in the Bellefonte Commercial Light Water 

Reactor at the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant would be a very big plus 

for all of Jackson County and the surrounding areas. 

I am asking the Department of Energy to give serious consideration 

in using the Bellefonte Plant for Tritium Production. 

e£1&:~A~ 
Philip ~nderson 
Mayor 
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Commentor No. 56: Melvin L. Brewer 

IRON WORKERSit~~~~:-.UNION NO. 704 
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATiON OF BRIDGI!..o§t;~~.~IEHTAL AND REINFORCING IRON WORItERS 

2115 BELLE ARBOR AVENUE -<- --' "" :,:::::' , CHATTANOOGA. TBlNESSEE37406 

M~~:'; :"~R 423/622-,Zl'1~:~~1 822-2112 

Good Evening 

I am Melvin Brewer, Business Manager of Local 704 of the 
International Association of Bridge. Structural, Ornamental and 
Reinforcing Ironworkers from Cbattanooga. TN. 

On behalf of our 600 plus members I would like to voice our 
support for the proposed Commercial Light Water Reactor for the 
proOuction of Tritium Gas at Bellefonte. 

S~vannah River Site does not meet the 2005 production of tritium 
mandated by the President and Congres6. 

Accelerator Production of tritium requires a 500MW power source 
for operation. Bellefont will actua~yPrOduc~power. 

As the ~afQty of thQ plant l TVA nas an Qxcellent record. 
Accident risk for Bellefonte is one fatal cancel every 245 
million years and transportation risk is less tban one fatal 
cancer per 100.00 years. 

Additional low-level waste is about 1% of TVA current volume. 

While the ~ccelerator is an un-proven method, Commercial light 
water method has been proved at Watts Bar. With Watts Bar and 
Sequoyah ~s a baCk-uPJthiS plan will insure the country's supply 
of tritium for it's National Defense needs. 

As Tritium production in a commercial reactor is not prohibited 
by International nor the United States law. Therefore. the 
benefits out weight the risk. 
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Commentor No. 57: U.S. Congressman Bud Cramer Commentor No. 58: .!ohn .L. Federico .!r.

COMMITT-EE ON
APVeO?'RIA tlONS

BUD CRAMER
5TH DISTRICT Of ALABAMA

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENIATIVES
October 6, 1998

E.MPrL: i'p.-wwI.s..sa';

Dear friends:

I am pleased to have this opportunity once again to offers my strong support for the
completion of the Bellefonte plant to produce tritium.

I believe that the Department ofEnergy's environmental impact study clearly shows that
Bellefonte is a safe, practical choice for tritium production.

The Congressional Budget Office recently released a report that showa how Bellefonte is
an economically sound choice as well.

When you add the strengths that Bellefonte has to offer with the work ethic and quality of
life in northeast Alabama, I think it is plain to see that our community is the ideal choice
for this project.

The completion of Bellefonte would create 800 permanentjobs and 2500 construction
jobs in our area. We recognize that tritium production offers not only an extraordinary
economic opportunity for our community This is also an enormous responsibility that is
critical to the defense of the United States. [ know that our local communities possess the
talent and tool to make this program a majo.r success.

Congress is quickly approaching the end ofthis year' legislative s.sion. I regret that
legislative business in Washington preveets me from being with you this evening. But
please know that I am here working to make sure that Bellafonte is given full and fair
consideration ftr this project. We recently won a victory for Bellefonte when we
managed to turn back a bill that would have left lelleflnte out ofconsideration. We
aucceeded in getting that bill dropped and keeping Bellefonte's standing alive and well.

Thank you all for being here this evening and thank you for your concern about this
important issue.

Sincerely.

Bud Cramer
Member of Congress

1/07.03

My name is John Federico and I live in &untersville. I attended the

lost meeting held here at the college and spoke in opposition to the tritium

project. After the meeting, my wife and I were approached by Nick

Kazanas, the Bellefonte plant manager, who invited us to tour the plant So we

could better understand how the plant would operate. Lost month a small

group of concerned citizens from Guntersville visited Bellefonte and I

personally come away with the feeling that if the plant come on line

tomorrow it would be operated safely. Mr. Kazonsas and his people were

extremely knowledgeable and professional and answered many tough

questions.

However, my concern focuses on the ominous partnership that would

occur between TVA and DOE as a result of the tritium project. The

environmental record of the DOE by its own admission is horrific when it

comes to the way it has conducted its nuclear business over the span of the

Cold War. It has created numerous superfund sites that will take years and

millions of dollars to clean up. Having said that, what I find objectionable in

the draft environmental impact statement is reference to a Dec 95 Record

of Decision that states DOE can initiate purchase of an existing commercial

reactor (operating or partially complete - such as Bellefonte) or buy reactor

irradiation services with an option to purchase the reactor for conversion to

a defense facility. Mr. John Scalice, the chief nuclear officer for the TVA

recently provided some interesting clarification and facts about TVA's

nuclear program in a recent newspaper article. He stressed that one of the

main reasons TVA's nuclear program is safe, reliable and productive is

because it continues to meet external peer review, external regulatory

review and external fiscal review.

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 57: U.S. Congressman Bud Cramer 

C'OMMlnEE ON 
APPROP'RlArlONSi 

E_MAIL: "l.o.o(!.lI.lIil@cuil.h(ll;Lo..::.;n.· 
·~,tF.R P~GE: Inp:,!~",,,, 1"I01l~.lro~: 

;:rtlmeU~\;:tKf'OC'htmL 

Dear friends: 

BUD CRAMER 
~TH DI~TRICT Of AL"BAM.I\ 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
October 6, 1998 

I am pleased to have thi, opportunity once again Ie otTer my sirong support for the 
completion of the Bellefonte plant to produ« tritium. 

J believe that the Department of Energy' s .nvirorunental impac1 study clearly .hows that 
Bellefonte i.J a safe, practical choice fOT tritium production. 

The Congressional Budget Office recently rel .. ",d a report that shows how Bellefonte is 
an economically sound choice as well. 

When you add the strengths that Bellefonte has 10 offer with the work ethic and quality of 
life in nonhoast Alabama, I mink it is plain to see that our communlry is the ideal choke 
for this project. 

The completion of Bellefonte would create 800 permanent jobs and 2500 construction 
jobs in our area. We reoognize that tritium production offers not only an exrraordinary 
-economlc OppOTtun1ty for OUT comltlunity_ This is also an enonnous responsibjliry that is 
eritical to the defense of the United Stat~. l know that our local communities posses...'" the 
talent and tools to make this program a major success. 

Coogr .. , is quickly approaching tbe end orthis year's legisl.tive session. L regret that 
legisla.tive business in Washinh'lon prevents me from being with you this evening. But 
please know that J am here working to make sure that Bellefonte i,gi,·.n full and fair 
c.on!tiderarion for this project. We recently won a victory for BeJlefonte when we 
managed to tum back a bill that would have left Bellefonte out of consideration. Wc 
su=eded in getting that bill drop~ Il1ld "coping Benefonte's standing alive and well. 

Thank: you a.1L for being here this evening and thank you for your cuncern about this 
important issue. 

Sincerely. 

Bud Cramer 
Member of Congress 
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Commentor No. 58: John J. Federico Jr. 

My name is John Federico and I live in Guntersville. I attended the 

last meeting held here at the college and spoke in opposition to the tritium 

project. After the meeting, my wife and I were approached by Nick 

Kazanas, the Bellefonte plant manager, who invited us to tour the plant so we 

could better understand how the plant would operate. Last month 0 small 

group of concerned citizens from Guntersville visited Bellefonte and I 

persOI1ally came away with the feeling that if the plant came on line 

tomorrow it would be operated safely. Mr. iCazonsas and his people were 

extremely knowledgeable ond professional and answered many tough 

questions. 

However. my concern focuses on the ominous partnership that would 

occur between TVA and DOE as a result of the tritium project. The 

environmentol record of the DOE by its own admission is horrific when it 

comes to the way it has conducted its nuclear business over tfte spon of the 

Cold War. It hos creoted numerous superfund sites that will take years and 

millions of dollars to clean up. Havill9 said that, what I find objectionable in 

the draft environmental impact statement is reference to a Dec 95 Record 

of Decision that states DOE can initiate purchase of an existing commercial 

reoctor (operating or partially complete - such os Bellefonte) or buy reactor 

irradiation services with on option to purchase the reactor for conversion to 

a defense facility. Mr. John Scalice, tne chief nuclear officer for the TVA 

recently provided some interesting clarification and facts about TV A's 

nuclear program in a recent newspaper article. He stressed that one of the 

main reasons TVA's nuclear program is safe. reliable and productive is 

because it continues to meet external peer review, external regulatory 

review and ex1ernal fiscal review. 
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Commentor No. 58: John J. Federico Jr. (Cont'd)

If DOE should choose to purchase Bellefonte. all the checks and balances

Mr. Scalice referred to will disappear because a DOE nuclear defense

facility is not governed nor licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

nor is it obligated to adhere to the standards of excellence for the industry

set forth by the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations. My final concern is

the storage of spent fuel. If the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982

mandates that spent fuel will be managed at a national repository, then DOE

needs to expedite and assist in resolving the siting issues and not create

additional on-site spent fuel storage facilities.

3(cont'd)

4/17. 03

In closing, this is what I know. When you go to a race track to

gamble, you bet the horse based on its track record. The track record of 5/09.01

the TVA speaks for itself. As tax and rate payers is it smart to let $4.5 1

billion spent to get Bellefonte where it is today just sit there and not realize 3(cont'd)

a return on the investment? I don't think so! But do I bet on the horse I
named DOE who can turn Bellefonte into some of the other horses in their 2(cont'd)

stable such as Hanford, Rocky Flats, Oak Ridge, and Savannah River?

Definitely not! Idealistically, I say do nothing that puts citizens and the

River at risk. One cancer death in 50 million years is one too much. But

realistically I do believe that Bellefonte can safely do their part for the

DOE which will help keep the nations nuclear stockpile credible while 1(cont'd)

producing electricity. And we have to trust that everyone will be safe while

we hold the outside eyes and ears of the industry accountable for doing

their jobs. I also realize this is about jobs.

Commentor No. 58: John J. Federico Jr. (Cont'd)

When I reached out to the politicians for help in stopping this project, I was

told I was naive to think that local citizens cared about what could happen in

20 years, when many were only focused on buying groceries this coming

Friday.

But this must be where it starts and stops. If Bellefonte comes on line, it

must never be allowed to become a government owned-contractor operated

defense facility that will go unchecked by the mechanisms designed to

assure it is managed with the safety of the citizens and environment as its

primary concern.

Based on the above, I feel that paragraph 5.1.6.1.1, page Summary 9

as it pertains to conversion to a defense facility should be deleted and the

Dec 95 Record of Decision be amended accordingly. Further, revise the last

major planning assumption of para 5.3.2.1 on page Summary 17 to state that

spent fuel rods resulting from the tritium project will be stored at an

existing spent fuel storage facility until the National Repository becomes

operational IAW the Nuclear Waste policy Act of 1982.

Ih J. Fed&lc~a, "r
2041 Buck Island Dr.
Guntersville, AL 35976-8579
(256) 582-4459
E-Mail: pjfed@juno.com

I

3(cont'd)

6/06.05
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Commentor No. 58: John J. Federico Jr. (Cont'd) 

If DOE should choose to purchase Bellefonte. all the checks and balances 

Mr. Scolice referred to will disappear because a DOE nuclear defense 

facility is not governed nor licensed by the NlKlear Regulatory Commission, 

nor is it obligated to adhere to the standards of excellence for the industry 

set forth by the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations. My final concern is 

the storage of spent fuel. If the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 

mandates that spent fuel will be managed at a national repository. then DOE 

needs to expedite and ossirt in resolving the siting issues and not create 

additional on-site spent fuel storage facilities. 

In closing, this is what I know. When you go to a race track to 

3(cont'd) 

4/17.0 

gamble, you bet the horse based on its track record. The track record of 5/09.01 

the TVA speaks far itself. As tax and rate payers is it smart to let $4.5 

billion spent to get Bellefonte where it is today just sit there and not realize 3(cont'd) 

a return on the investment? I don't think so! But do I bet on the horse 

named DOE who can turn Bellefonte into some of the other horses in their 

stable such as Hanford. Rocky Flats, Oak Ridge, and SavaMah River? 

Definitely not! Idealistically, I say do nothing that puts citizens and the 

River at risk. One cancer death in 50 million years is one too much. But 

realistically I do believe that Bellefonte can safely do their part for the 

2(cont'd) 

DOE which will help keep the nations nuclear stockpile credible while l(cont'd) 

producing electricity. And we have to trust that everyone will be safe while 

we hold the outside eyes and ears of the industry accountable for doing 

their jobs. I also realize this is about jobs. 

Commentor No. 58: John J. Federico Jr. (Cont'd) 

When I reached out to the politicians for help in stopping this project, I was 

told I was naive to think that local citizens cared about what could happen in 

20 years, when many were only focused on buying groceries this coming 

Friday. 

But this murt be where it starts and stops. If Bellefonte comes on line. it 

must never be allowed to become a government owned-contractor operated 

defense facility that will go unchecked by the mechanisms designed to 

assure it is managed with the safety of the citizens and environment as its 

primary concern. 

Based on the above. I feel that paragraph 5.1.6.1.1. page Summary 9 

as it pertains to conversion to a defense facility should be deleted and the 

Dec 95 Record of Decision be amended accordingly. Further, revise the last 

major planning assumption of para 5.3.2.1 on page Summary 17 to state tkat 

spent fuel rods resulting from tfle tritium project will be stored at an 

existing spent fuel rtorage facility until the National Repository becomes 

operational lAW the Nuclear Waste policy Act of 1962. 

~J!. ~~}. 
~~ ;.F;d;Jco~ Jr. I 

2041 Buck Island Dr. 
Guntersville. At 35976-8579 
(256) 582-4459 
E-Mail: pjfed@juno.com 
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Commentor No. 59: Ronald L. Forster Commentor No. 60: Roger Graham

(3,
Tuesday, October 06,1998

CATARACT, INC.

2500 McClellan Ave.. Suite 350
Pen"nsauwn. NJ 08109
6091 317-.200 Tel
SINI 49641802 Fax

Ronald L. Forste
14 H:illcrest Ct.
Ringgold, GA 30736
706.937.4304

Cl nmsser Tarpentftrs R~egional (gountriI
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America

Established August 12. 1881
1451 Elm Hill Pikc, Suitc 106

Nashville, TN 37210
(615) 366-3303 (615) 366-3149 fax

To whom it may concern:

I am in full support of the completion of the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant for the
production of tritium for the following reasons:

(1) Completion of the Bellefonte plant would be much sooner than that of
the Proton Accelerator Plant. The production of titium in an
operating reactor is proven safe and efficient (not an experimental
process).

(2) Funding for completion of the plant will come from taxes. Projected
funding for completing the plant is approximately $2 billion- The
alternative Proton A)erator Plant would cost approximately si.-3
billion, a cost of S VIbillion or more to taxpayers.

(3) Future operation of the Bellefonte plant will provide a clean source of
electricity for the area and the nation's increasing demand. Also a
portion of the revenues collected from the sale of this electricity will
be returned to repay the taxes use to complete the plarn; whereas the
Proton Accelerator Plant will be non-incoming producing, and a
lasting debt,

1/07.01

I am Roger Graham of Tennessee Regional Council, Carpenters Local 74. I am here
tonight to speak in favor of tritium production in the U.S.A. I think when our young
people are sent to put their lives on the line, to protect us and our country, WE owe it to
them to have the most advanced weapons that can be had. I don't care if the tritium is
produced in Alabama or South Carolina, but I do think OUR elected officials should be
prudent in all decisions concerning OULtax dollars. Now Bellefonte Nuclear Plant can be
ready to produce tritium for less than 3 billion dollars in a proven safe technology, that
wvil produce revenues by the sale of much needed electricity-versus the cost of building
an accelerator plant at the cost of 16+ billions a year that we are not sure will work, but
will cost 155 million a year to operate. It is our money, America, speak out.

Thank you,

Roger Graham

1/07.03
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Ronald L. Forster
South Central Regional Manager
Cataract, Inc. (An RCM Technologies Company)
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Commentor No. 59: Ronald L. Forster 

CATARACT, INC. 
AllRCJdT~~CIII~ 

C
,~··,.· 

': .. -. 
2:500 McClellan Avr. .. Suite 350 
Pennsauken. NJ 08109 . . ... 6091 317-0200 Tel 
tdl'.l/436-0302 Fax 

T~y,Ckiober06, 1998 Ronald L. Forster 
14 Hillcrest Ct. 
Ringgold, GA 30736 
706.937.4304 

To whom it may concern: 

T am in full support of the completion of the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant for the 
production of tritium for the following reasons: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Completion of the Bellefonte plant would be much sooner than that of 
the Proton Accelerator Plant. The production oftritiurn in an 
operating reactor is proven safe and efficient (not an experimental 
process). 

funding for completion of the plant WIll come from taxes. Projected 
funding for completing the plWlt is approximately S2 billion. The 
alternative Proton ~erator Plant would cost approximately SJ;t.;\ 
billion, a cost of $ Hfh'11 lion or more to taxpay~. ~ 

'7 , 

Future operation of the Bellefonte plant will provide a clean source of 
electricity for the area and the nation's increasing demand. Also a 
portion of the revenues collected from the sale of this electricity will 
be returned to repay the taxes use to complete the plant; whereas the 
Proton Accelerator Plant will be non-incoming producing, and a 
lasting debt. 

CeRJially, J 

.~ !'S-w /;--1-
Ronald L. Forster 
South Central Regional Manager 
Cataract. Inc. (An ReM Technologies CompWlY) 
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Commentor No. 60: Roger Graham 

([£nm~ssee QIarpenters RegfnmtI <lInundI 
Uniled Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 

Established August 12, 1881 
1451 Elm Hill Pike, Suite 106 

Nashville,1N 37210 
(615) 366-3303 (615) 366-3149 fax 

I am Roger Graham of Tennessee Regional Council, Carpenters Local 74. I am here 
tonight to speak in favor of tritium production in the U.S.A. I think when our young 
people are sent to put their lives on the line, to protect us and our country. WE owe it to 
them to have the most am'anced weapons that can be had. I don't care if the tritium is 
produced in Alabama or South Carolina, but I do think OUR elected officials should be 
prudent in all decisions concerning Q!i.R..tax dollars, Now Bellefonte Nuclear Plant can be 
ready to produce tritium for less than 3 billion dollars in a proven safe technology, that 
will produce revenues by the sale of much needed electricity-versus the cost of building 
an accelerator plant at the cost of 16+ billions a year that we are not sure will work, but 
will C{lst 155 million a year to opet"ate. It is our money. America. speak out. 

Thank you, 

Roger Graham 
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Commentor No. 61: James H. Green Commentor No. 62: Mayor Elizabeth Haas

COMN FOR

P.O. B0- 240
WY.ne At.- 355762

Pttot 259-4945

TOWN OF HOLLYWOOD

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Dmft Eavirranieml Impact
Stawtemnt/or the Pmoductaon of Tritium in a Commemial Light Water Reactor

Thenr are several ways to provide comrents on this document and these include:

o attending publicoteetingsnnd giving your • faingvyourconmmntsto 1-800-631-0612
co --mmats directly to DOE officiaLt commenting via the World Wide Web site:

* returning this comment form to the http.rwAv.dp.doe.govldp-62
registration desk at the meeting c¢alling toll-free and leaving your comments

* returning t.is comment form or other written via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801
comments to the address on the back
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"'" ~ Commentor No. 61: James H. Green 

, COMMENT FORM ' 
. ." . , 

The Department of Energy is inr.eresled in your comments on the Draft Environml!llmI ImpilCl 
St~t for the Producticn of Tritium in a Commerrial Light Water Reactor:. 

There are several ways to provide COmmetlts on this document and these include: 

• atte.nding: public meetings and giving your 
COl1l/OOllS directly to DOE official. 

• returning this comment form to the 
rt:gistration desk at the meeting 

.. returning this ~l form or other written 
comments to me address on the back 

faxing your COIllIIIelIts to l-S00-63l-0612 
commenting via the World Wide Web sire: 
http://www,dp,doc,gov/dp-62 
calling toll -~ and leaving your commenrs 
via voice mail, J-800-332-<J801 

Comment.: M~, }Oh;.k; 
. 4 rl~;~~<if.J.. h -r .:I. .... :.d/. 'I.-L "t", . IAtI..) -eke. ~'" ~. 

.c. ..... ..., .. ~ ;£ .. 1: • .:.1,.1 p .", oT ~# • ...... "c!'i< -t,,~ ~I5. 
uI~( .. IJ f' 0 ~ "'J)' A. ;""( A..;{ !.cd. h,.,.. ~(F d...""'. 

ji;, 
Jo /J."t., yo DOC I L~'t) bt,t..;IJ. 8.zI( .. -r.,A:~ ,..-l. f"J.~,,~ !-t .. e·i'·b .... r 

S;f'1'(.·ere~ 

Thank you ro!" your IttpDt. Pleuc: ue additional !hects if .. cessary aDd. aIUCb them 60 this form. 

Name: ]"A."". ~ fI, G-re~.; (opdooul) 

Organization:"'-!:',,;";~;'c-_-,,;r-________________ _ 

Address: l'" C/.,...~> iU , 
Ci ty: $c q'tt~b",. , 
Work phone: artl 'f J7- 't 317 
F=~~ _______________________ __ 
E-Ma;lAddres,, ______________________ _ 
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Commentor No. 62: Mavor Elizabeth Haas 

fa.C. Box 240 
Hollywood, _. 35762 

""""'251H845 

TOWN OF HOLLYWOOD 
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Commentor No. 63: Randall L. Hartwig Commentor No. 63: Randall L. Hartwig (Cont'd)

DOE Public EIS Meeting
at Northeast .Alabama Community College

on October 6, 1998

Comments of: Randall L. Hartwig

Union position: Valley-Wide Officer - Treasurer for the Engineering Association, Inc. (EA)

The Engineering Association is the union that represents 3500 TVA employcee in positions involving
professional e4gineering, architectural, chemical, ecodnomic, and ccssnpter systems functions, all employees
in positions involving profwisional liestific andprognam planning and administration functions, and all
employees in positions involving inspection, aide, or technical functions in engineering and scientific fields.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF OPERATION OF BELLEFONTE REACTORS

* EIS verifies that the incremental impacts of producing tritium in n commercial reactor are small with no
measurable health effects.

* No air quality standards will be exceeded.
* No impacts to threatened or endangered species are expected.
* There 0ll be a visual impact from the cooling tower vapor plume.
* Minimal impact on Guntersville Reservoir (0.2% of the flowtv).
* Minor impacTs to aquatic resources from impingement in cooling water intake screens.
* Positive socaoeconoomic impacts

E 800 Bellefonte workers
* lip to 800indirectjobs
* Unemployment rate would stabilize approximately 2 % below current levels.

RADIATION EXPOSURE
SOURCES OF PUBLIC RADIATlON EXPOSLRE
* Natural Radon - 200 millirems per year
" Cosmic Radiation -28 millirems per year

_ • Medical X-Ray - 39 millirems each time
* Nuclear Medicine - 14 millirems each use
* Drinking Well Water - I to 6 millirems per year
" 5 Hour Airplane Mlight -2.5 millirems
" Eating Food Grown with Phosphate Fertilizers - I to 2 millirems per year
" Wearing porcelain dental crowns or dentures - 0.7 millierns per year
* Bellefonte Reactor Operation with Tritium Production - 0.58 millirems per year i5

* Cooking with Natural Gas - 0.4 millirems per year
" Bellefonte Reactor Operation - 0.26 ntitlireeaa per year

PUBLIC RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPARISON
* Average U.S. resident (Backaround) -363 millireats per year
* Resident of Denver, Colorado (Background) - 442 millirems per year
* Resident of Jackson County, AL (Background) - 355 millirems per "ear
* Resident of Jackson County, AL (Background plus Bellefonte Reactor Operation) - 355.26 millirems

per year
* Resident of Jackson County, AL (Background plus Bellefonte Reactor Operation with Tritium

Production) - 355.58 milliretns per year

Large scale production of tritium in a CLWR is currently being demonstrated at the Watts Bar Nudcar
Plant

There are eight TPBARs in four Lead Test Assemblies ia TVA's Watts Bar Reactor for a single, normal
operating cycle. When the demonstration is over (Ma! 1999), they will be delivered to a DOE laboratory
for subsequent examination. r'.J."

The lead test assembly (LTA), currently producing tritium in the core of the Watts Bar Reactor, is
the midpoint of its production and all indications and measuremenets of the reactor core and the LTA
demonstrate that tritium production is proceeding as expected.

TVA has emphasized reactor safety over tritium production at Watts Bar. Reviews conducted to date have
revealed no technical issues which would impact sale operation of the plant. Tritium is normally produced in
the reactor coolant. Worst case tritium release assumptions are well below the Federal environmental limits.
Therefore, the environmental impact from tritium production is minimal.

There are no m*jor (and few minor) modifications that are needed for large scale production oftrition at
either the Watts Bar or Bellefonte Nuclear Plants.

The large scale production of tritium in a CLWR involves relatively minor changes to the (nuclear) design of
the reactor core.

The removal, packaging and shipment ofthe tritium production assemblies can be conducted during normal
scheduled refueling outags with minor modification of established refueling procedures.

The TVA engineering workforce is technically robust and has consstently demonstrated its ability to solve
the most difficult technical and regulatory challenges. This has been conclusively demonstrated by the recent
'NPO I Rating it Browns Ftery and Sequoyah Nudear Plants and the outstanding ratings (SALP I)
received from the NRC for the Engineering support at our operating plants.

TVA engineering workforce is completely capable of providing the technical expertise neceasary for the
large scale production oftritium at TVA's Nuclear Power Plants. TVA responded in DOE RFP DE-
RPR2-47DPOQ414, that there are 375 employees currently with Bellefonte experience and 3584 employees
with nuclear experience within TVA Also there are over 50,000 in the labor workforce with nuclear
experience.

CONCLUSION: BELLEFONTE SHOULD BE THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVEI

The draft CLWR E1S does not identify a preferred alternative for producing tritiuns. A no action alternative
is for DOE to build an accelerator in South Carolina. After reviewing the draft EIS and comparing the
potential impacts associated with the alternatives, including the no action alternative, The EA believe that
the preferred alternative should be identified at any alternative that includes Beltetante. This belief is
based on the following:
* Negligible environmental impacts with no measurable health effects.
* Positive socioeconomic impacts supporting economic growth and development

F Plexible tritium production capacity to meet changinig tritium needs
* Proven technology compared to the No Action alternative
* No proliferation issues that are not manageable under existing laws and comrols associated with CLWRs
a Least Total Life Cycle Coot

Randy Hartwlg, 10-0S-S8
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Commentor No. 63: Randall L. Hartwig 

DOE Public EIS Meeting 
at Northeast Alabama CommUDity Conege 

on October 6, 1998 

Comments of: Randall L, Hartwig 

Union po.iliol1: Valley-Wide Officer - Trca,uru for tbe Engineering Association, Inc, (EA) 

Tbe Engineering ksoci.tiOfl is the union that represents 3500 TV A emploY""" in positions involving 
professional ~ngi~eering, archit~u-;ar:'chemicar ca;6nomic, and ~~I!liuter ~y~te.m~ fimctiuns, all employees 
in positions im·'olying professionarSCientulc and'program planning and administration Cunctions. and all 
employees ill positions involving ~~n, aide, or t~~~. functions in engineering and sc;iem\~~. fields. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF OPERATION OF BELLEFONTE REACTORS 

• ElS verifie~ that the incremelll.a.1 impacts of producing lriLium in a commercial feat.1.or are small with no 
measurable health effect •. 

• No air quality .!lind.rds will be exceeded. 
• No impacts to threatened or endangered species are expected. 
• There ",ll be a visual impact from the cooling tower vapor plumc, 
• Minimal impact on Gunter"i1le RegerVoir (0.2% of the flow). 
• Minor impacts to aquatic resources from impingement in cooling water inlake screens.. 

• Positive socioeconomic impacts 
• 800 Belleronte worker, 
• Up to 800 indirect jobs 
• Unemployment roue would <tabilize approximately 2 % below current level,. 

RADIATION EXPOSURE 
SQL1KES OF PUBLIC RADIATION EXPOSLl\E 

• Natural Radon - 200 millirems per year 
• Cosmic Radiation - 28 millirems per year 

_. Medical X-Ray - 39 millirem' each time 
• Nuclear :l.1edicine - 14 millirems each use 
• Drinking weu Water - I to 6 millirems per year 
• 5 Hour Airplane Flight - 2.5 millircms 
• Eating food Grown with Phospru;te Fertilizers - 1102 millirem, per year 
• Wearing poredain dental c~owns or dentures - 0.7 millirems per year 
• BdIeConte Reactor Operation with Tritium Production - 0,58 miUirelD.l per year 0'1 • 

Cooking with Natural Gas - 0.4 millirems per year I\. .... • 3'2- ~/II/~ '0'fl'i 
BelI.ronte Reactor Operation - 0,26 ruillirerm per year ~. ~ I 

Pl.llLlC RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPARISON 
• Avcrage U.S. resident (Background) - 363 millireot. per year 
• Resident of Denver, Colorado (Backgroond) - 442 millirems per year 
• Resident of Jackson County, AL (Background) - 355 millirems per year 

• Resident of Jackson County, AL (Background plus Beltefont. Reactor Operati<m) - 355.26 millirems 
per Y"'" 

• Resident of Jackson County, AL (Background plus Bell.rontl: Reactor Op.ration with Tritium 
Production) - 355.58 millirems per year 
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Commentor No. 63: Randall L. Hartwig (Cont'd) 

Large ,caIe production of tritium ill • CL WR is cufTently being demonstrated at the Watts Bar Nuclear 
Plane 

lbere are eight TPBARs in four Lead Test ksembli .. in TVA', Watts Bar Reactor for a single, normal 
operating cycle. Whenlhe demonstration is over ~ 1999), they ... ill be delivered to • DOE laboratory 
for suhsequent examin.ation. /'I. !, ..J" 

The lead test assembly (LTA). cUfTently producing tritium inlhe core of the Watts Bar Reactor, is (.;.;.'i.i;, -1. 
the midpoint of irs production and all indications and measurements of the reactor core and the L TA 
demon.1r.ue that tritium production is proceeding as expected. 

TVA has emphasized reactor safety over tritium production at Watts Bar. Reviews conducted (0 dale have 
revealed no technical is",es whicb would impact ,ale operation of the plant. Tritium is normally produced in 
the reactor coolant. Worst use tritium release assumptions are well below the Federal environmental limit>. 
Therefore, the environmental impact from tritium production is minimal. 

There are no major (and few minor) modifianions that are needed for large scale production of tritium at 
eilher the Wall. Bar or Bellefonte Nuclear Plants. 

The large scale production of tritium in a CLWR invoh-es relatively minor changes to the (nuclear) design of 
the reactor core. 

The remo\'al, packaging and 'hi!"""nt of the tritium pruduction a.~.mblies QlJl be conducted during nonna! 
sclleduled refueling outages with minor modification of established refueling prooedures. 

The TVA engineering workforce is technically robust and has e<ln,;stently demonstrated its ability 10 solve 
the most difficuh technical and regulatory challenges. This bas been conclusively demonstrated by the recent 
TNPO I Rating ilt Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Kudear Plants and the oulstanding ratings (SALP I) 
received from the NRC for the Engineering suppon at our operaling planls. 

TV A engineering workforce is completely capable of providing the technical experti,e necessary for the 
large scale production of tritium at TVA's Nuclear Power Plants. TVA respoDded in DOE RFP DE
RPfJ2-97DPOOIU, thatthere are 375 employees currently wilh Bellefonte experience and 3584 employees 
with nuclear experience within TVA Also there are over 50,000 in the labor wurkfurce with nuclear 
expentlnce. 

CONCLUSION: BELLEFONTE SHOULD BE THE PREFERRED AL TERNATtVEI 

The draft Cl \vR illS docs not identify a pr<fcfTed alternative for producing tritium. /\ no ""'tion alternative 
is for DOE to build an accelerator in South Carolina. After remv.ing the draft E1S and comparing the 
potential impacrs associated with the alternatives, including the no action altcl11al;'.." The EA belie,.e thal 
the preferred alternalive should be identified .. any a1lemotive that indlldes Bendon ... This belief;, 
based on the foUmving; 
• Negligible environmental impacts with no measurable health effects. 

Positive socioeconomic impacts supporting economic gro\\1h and devcloptnent 
Flexible tritium production cap.(ity to meet cbangitig tritium needs 
Proven technology compared to !be No Action alternative 

• No proliferation issues that are not manageable under existing law'~ and controls associated widl CLV.rRs 

• Least Total Life Cycle Cost 
Randy Hartwig, 1~6-911 

1(conl'd) 
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Commentor No. 64: Mayor Glenda H. Hodges Commentor No. 65: Jyles Machen

Statemeat to DME I NIS Meeting

w
)ru.pra~ ran

PDO. bHo 94 * 26 Vensos Street
,otintle, MAbitem 35776

(205) 776-2860
Far (205) 776-27%6

October 2. 1993

U.S. Department of Energy
Commeecial Light Water Reactor Project ofse
ATTN Mr- Stephen Sohinki
P.O. Box 44S39
Washington, D.C. 20026-4s"

Dear Mr. Solinki:

la February 1M the Wood•de Town Council adopted a resolution in
support of the production of tritium at the Belifunte Nuclear PlMat, and our position
Jam not changed.

We believe that the production of tritluns at BDelelobese poses go danger to the
public and we feel confident that the plant can be operated In a cosmpletly safe
manner.

Since the prodctiona of trilium by tite Comarciual.Light Water Ren•ior
method can be accomplished as a by-product of production of electricity. utilization
of the Betlefonte Pant ammw to be the most feasible end logical choice t aproduce
the tritlum needed for our national defense. North Alabama Is proud of tbe
contributions made and iondtlue.to be made to or: natin-'s military programs,

Also, uatilization of the Bellef•nte Plant would provide an economic boost to
an esottuic de easstara ou-r t Therefoae, for the above. reasons, we
continue to offer our support.

Sincerely,

NU4<

ti/ta.

Vt~ -~

It is sldom in a couny as law as our than an opportuiny prawn itsedf which
will be a wit for vr~yont involved-

The defente progrzpn must havl aure source foe tritim in order to pneurve our
ours rudw wepons stockpile as pemited uader the START Treaty.

DoE is madated t make s decison on wbr to produc itiam by Deectubr

*- p 19989 It•bouldbosin esydaeicin.

The TVA Bellefonte se meets she schedule rnuimms Rcactor l is more thun

85% couplu and the dessign requirements a finr. TVA hie recent exprionce in
getting through the NRC licenmig mate, aid tritium prolction can begin by the DoE

targu date

The speeial-bunlt mournm rods cet expecteds with so problems a' the
Warts Bar danorinnon ate. And Wans arj•A&: • production site untl Beleefoat
is ready.

Trtito produced at Btefiotot will be triuposted in its solid seate to a new
S400M txisetion fAility at the DoE Stvaneh River sit, providing empnyorns for

is sr1te-re 4..rr'Pv,i.4-,!/
C55-VA gets a completted real vitally • for the region's power grid. dih

naiom get s vially noecdd tineu for defenec, and Szanns River gets the exmrton(
converysn t•cily in South Cairolina Even their Congreasnusit Lindsey Graham. said in
a 1995 detailed report to ft Speake ofthe House, that a coaninciu hight water zecrb

[Beilefoante) it the way to prodict citium So ev-rybody wirs,

So what's the probJle? Sgme say tha proposld Mawity-C. Lnguage m the
De•ense Autborintion Bill, wihir excluded TVA. was nothing bie-lpseeiaL p•m•tig
eompaiton., tottingbilhattsi men whjile ntng - ufftenred adantr. Z v= hlt

3-,f -~'g -'a lrs-'rA iat rtn. Cr-cy-.r Por. the 31.. . edl 4a3-,

Otter me urcured about mnulr pew plait safety. Thee ae 110 mnclear
power plant operating in the U.S, td not a sngle dtea& by radition exposure cn be
docun nucdsmu npo While some e amtims uae spread no fbeal backup
is provide&

Let's gat on with the; prvmnza. I ccuongs a fair evaluation aid timely decisien
byf•oP. TVA Ibelievelusp utlhjob. Thernario's Limpespowprodurrwbose
Bttus Fur aid Saquoys muaclea plais recently earned the h110- pe ta
evaluatim rating possible has new leades•hip and positive t-n-asamig and can sain
sati. the nation aid *w realm

1/07.03

1/07.03

~ t~aIiraqr-',.-,-.iAin Ait- s.7-6 j-*L/- " ' j' UKlMhV1ULt. AL &%M0

13 3 ýC t

w~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 
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"'" Commentor No. 64: Mayor Glenda H. Hodges 

u.s, D~rtm ... t of Energy 

£T0«Hl/ e/1Poodott/e; 
1\0. !los 9~ • 26 Vi:n~ $I~ 

_yfpe, iIll_ $5776 . 
('05) 776·_ 

Far. (2OS) ""6-1~ 

OefObe~ 2, l~ 

Commen:ia! LigIlt Water 1{udoI' Pl'Ojel:t Off'tce 
A TI1II, Mr. Stepllen Soblnld 
P.O, Boor 44!l39 
WasbilllJlO1l, D.C. 20026-4539 

Dear Mr, Sohinki: 

I" FebEuary 1!/98, tli,. Woa4dDc T ....... Colllldladopted • reooh.1ioa in 
.upport of ~ productlOD of triti1l1D at the Bellfoote Nuclear 1'IIInt, aDd our pooitiou 
ba"notc~. 

W~ bdiev., that tile produc:tioa of tritlu.m ., Bellefonte po,es 110 clang« to the 
p!lblic ,n.d we feel coDfldeat tba1 tile p1.a.Dt "an be openoled In II eompleuty safe 
m8'llBer~ 

S1oc:e tbe p .... dadi<la01 uitlum by W ColDJIICttiaJLiPt Watel' Jiteaclor 
meth04 .,ao be accompliobed as a by-prod&lo:t vi production of et..ctrldty. utilization 
of the Bellefoak P9.aDt _ tb be the _It feuible ..... iop:.aI dIoke til produce 
tile tritJum needed for Our _donm defeaue. North AI.bama Is proud "'tbe 
comribcdia .... lIUlde and """,tIw1e.tb 1M: IIl.8.lL!! tn ow: D.Iltlrul'. dliIituJ pro~. 

Also. IltllizatiOil vi the Beileloute Plant would provicle aD """aalllie boost 10 
all ecoaamM: d.-ed ...... 01: ...... atat.o.. TherdA>_forthe abo"".I'UJOIls, we 
continue to of'fe-r our support. 

~a!..frel.y·A W. c.., IA..~ 
~Odga,~ . 

Mq"" 
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Commentor No. 65: Jyles Machen 

sw.meltt (0 DoE 1 EIS MHIiIIC 

It is seldom ill a""""'Y .. luge U ouzs 1ba1 an <lppOI!ImiIy pI<OGI15 itself which 
will be. win !or ~ involved. 

The def<:me pmsnm must have • now """"'" roilriu1IIIl in orelet 10 ptI>II<I'Ve oW" 
..,.. !Illdt:ar ~ Slcc:tpiIe u pmDitt«11111d« the 5T AllT neary. 

DoE iI_ to make I decision CD ~ to produoc: triUIIID by D=:mbcr 
1998. II ,houId bo tID. easy dao:ioWn. 

"7 The TV A Bellefonte Cte meets the scbeclule requircmcms. lU:actor I OJ mere thm 
8$% tOWplele and lhe dooi&n toquiIemenls '" fimI. TVA baa _ expcri= ill 
~ tmoush !be Nll.C lieensms m.I;le, OIId.1ritium pttdIction am begin by rho DoE 
t.qddalc. 

The speciaI-built tritium rodt ~ ~J as e:rpc::ted with DO proIIlm!& B1 the 
WattaBar<kmoniltJ'lUonsi=. AruI W_BIl~.,,*lruppNWetiOG rit.U1JliIB.~oak 
iszady. 

Tri1i1llll JIfOd=cd alllaUelimro will be IrII\IpoIIed in its IOIid _ 10 a ..... 
S400M ~ fXility lit the DoE SIlVIIDIDh Ri .... lite, pIoYidilq: c:mpllrymam fur 
2S~3S0 pogplc. 

r< ~e.. (3«.l!f"{ ..... ,.c.S;,... is !\cl.,"'~ 4_TT~'T'"'''' P'l"'w. ..... ,:·~ 
<;;>:rvA p a oomple1ed ractorvitollyac:odod for the rogicm'. POWl:( pid. 1ho 

lIlIIiIm pi> its vit.IIIy moodc4lri1i"", fQf defenlc, 0IId. SlIVimlIh ~ Sets the extI'8cOionI 
conwmou &cility in South Corolina. Even their ~ Linclsey CiRhmL. said in 
a 1m dtJIaiIed n:part to the Speaker of the HOlISO, !hoi a tOIJIIIlorcialliaht woIa telOe!l>T 
[lI¢llcfonteJ is the way II> ptodu<e tritium. So evaybocly wino, 

So what's the Jm>bJ .... ? S<>muay IIHI ptoposod M..uy-Gnlwn Izl8uai!c ill 1M 
Def<:me Allthoril:otinn Bill. wbich excluded TVA. .... ~ bet pII'DCI>ial. pRVCIIti.n& 
campcciIiau, costin& biUions _ 1IIbile riJkiIIi ID 1IIl1cstc<1 ~r. ~ _aTol, • TI. ... 

\a,.,"'.tc. W~~ r&IOo'\,~", jli "rhe~.,,-"t" .. ~w.- nr s.._.nc :;...tl1l."S., 

0I!!fn ZIt: I:CtJOOIIled about mdaIr powt:r pi..,. sa1i:Iy. Iho:R "'" 110 II1lclea< 
power pIa:nts operatins in tho U.s, ~ DD1 • SUl81e cIeo.Ib by radisliOD _ em "" 
~rr i r v 1 While JDme KMe stari.cs IR spread. no fKaual backup 
i$l"ovidod. 
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Commentor No. 66: Bill Metchnik Commentor No. 67. Don Nelms

October 6, 1998

Bill Metchnik - Resident of Paint Rock, Alabama, Jackson
County, Union Representive for this area.

I rise as a citizen of Jackson County who resides in the town of
Paint Rock, and who happens to be the Machinist Representative
for all of North Alabama. As both a citizen and Union
Representative, I do have a two-fold purpose to rise in support that
the decision should be made that Tritium be manufactured at the
Bellefonte TVA facility.

Understanding first of the economic boom where it would provide
jobs, but jobs of a good paying nature for citizens not only for
Paint Rock, Alabama, but for all the general area which can and
will reach by such decision, and these jobs will be good union
paying jobs.

As Union Representative, of course, the Union that I represent will
be supplying people for jobs.

The studies that I have looked at clearly convinced me that the
safety factor is so conclusive, and it should assure all, that is is
no danger to people who would work the jobs and again that
environmental factor or impact to the area will not be
compromised.

And last, when you look at the comparable cost to me as a tax
payer, my taxes and yours would be better spent to have the work
done at Bellefonte.

_ .e4s LOCAL UNION NO. 490
a, 20554

Ot-06-& -. 1 2 l ~5C U

Phone: Fax:

(205) 548-6791 (205) 547-6330
October 6, 1998

-. 02

FAX TO: DEPAIFtM00T OF ENMhOY

FROM;. DON IMAL. MIMSN~ KAWMDN

I a m Don le lms, Bul lsesi n MYb ger, Plusbb r a e xd Stoe fittors I
locaI Union 498. repreaentlng over 500 pipefittern and their familles I 1/07.03
io NUorlhbeiL Alabama. I am here on their behalf in sUpport of Dlepartment
of Eknrwr Tr1tJ- Plant at Bellefonte.

1/07.03

AFFILIATED; Amcric redr.eton of TAbs and Budioxf sa_ Conmssutiss Tsade. Dep.rIment.
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Commentor No. 66: Bill Metchnik 

October 6, 1998 

Bill Metchnik - Resident of Paint Rock, Alabama, Jackson 
County, Union Representive for this area. 

I rise as a citi7..en of Jackson County who resides in the town of 
Paint Rock, and who happens to be the Machinist Representative 
for all of North Alabama. As both a citizen and Union 
Representative, I do have a two-fold purpose to rise in support that 
the decision should be made that Tritium be manufactured at the 
Bellefonte TVA facility. 

Understanding first of the economic boom where it would provide 
jobs, but jobs of a good paying nature for citizens not only for 
Paint Rock, Alabama. but for all the general area which can and 
will reach by such decision, and these jobs will be good union 
paying jobs. 

As Union Representative, of course, the Union that I represent will 
be supplying pcople for johs. 

The studies that I have looked at clearly convinced me that the 
safety factor is so conclusive, and it should assure all, that thtSls 
no danger to people who would work the jobs and again that 
environmental factor or impact to the area will not be 
compromised. 

And last, when you look at the comparable cost to me as a tax 
payer, my taxes and yours would be better spent to have the work 
done at Bellefonte. 

1107.03 

Commentor No. 67: Don Nelms 

~ & ~ LOCAL UN/ON NO. 49R -----
OCT-e6 .. ~8 02:2~ PM P&S L.U .• ~6 

I Phone: 

(205) 546-6791 

1 2e~ ~4"i' 6'3030 

';;:. ...... ~ ~~'''(:05) ~~;~633D , 
October 6, 1998 

p.1.12 

( UI. Don Jclms, Bu61aeall ~er. Plumbsl"S and St.ca.mf1tt.cra. II 
I<>cAI Union 498, reprcoentlna oyer 500 pipcfitters and tllc1r r .... llle. 1107.03 
1 Q !I'(]r~Cfl.at. Alabe.laa. I am here OD: theIr behalf in Rupport of ncp&.r~t 
of Energy TrttJum Plant at. Bcllct'onte. I 
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Commentor No. 68: David Nicholas Commentor No. 68: David Nicholas (Cont'd)

David L. Nicholas
Pexiernt. Board of Directors

Rick Rodeo
Executive Director

SCOTTSBORO / JACKSON COUNTY
Chamber of Commerce

David L. Nicholas
PrasderIt. Board of Directors

Rick Roden
Executive Director

OrrSBOHO / JACKSON COUNTY
imber of Commerce

February 24, 199j

SE[.I.PPONTE POSITION STATEMENT

Sirs:

I come blefore you today representing the Scottshoro-Jackson County Chamber or

Commcree and four affiliated organizations: Leadership Jackson County, The 21'

Century Council, Design Scottsboro and the Scottsboro Business Council. Over 500 of

the most active and civic minded leaders of lackson Coutty axe represented by the

membership of these organizations.

'he unanimous position of the leadership ofthese bodies is to strongly endorse

the completion and operation ofthe Bellefonte Nuclear Project as a joint effort between

the Tenssvesee Vuoley !Authority and the Department of Energy. Furthermore, no

opposition has been voiced by any of the general membership of these groups.

It is our position that the issue of whether or not a nuclear power plant should be

located in Jackson County, Alabama won decided many years ago and that this is not an

issue to be addressed during these proceedings. It is also our position that , given a

choice, no one would choose to live in a world where nuclear arms exist. but again this is

not the issue to be addressed during these proceedings. The Departmens of Energy has

been given a mandrate to provide a reliable sosrce of tritium for the maintenance of our

country's nuclear arsenal and that is simply a fact of life. We, the leadership of the

Scottshoro-Jackson County Chamber of Commerce and its affiliated organizations

'atU =iX 3 - 40? EAST. WILoW SnREET - Sco-TrSORO.ALABA.MA 35768 -*2s_;6.s1550C
etsa.I: bixxg.4w5nr~n et

believe That the Bellefonte facility is the single best choice to fill this need. Since the stort

of construction on the Bellefonte facility over 21 years ago, Jackson County has been

subhjcted to the devastating economic effects of the on xgain-off again status of

Bellelonte and TVA's inability to decide on a permanent course of action. The American

taxpayers have seen a substantial amount of their tax dollars funneled into this project

with absolutely no return from that investment. It is our belief that when this project

began, TVA made a commitment to she taxpayers of Jackson County that they would

build this plant and provide a substantial number of good paying, permanent jobs to this

area. To the management of the Tenrnesee Valley Authority, we say it is time to make

good on that commitment; it is time to honor your promise to those individuals who have

borne the consequences of your indecision.

It is also time to act as good stewards ofsite resources of the taxpayers of this

country. We believe that this proposed joint effort is the prudent course of action and we

urge both the "rVA and the Department of Energy to proceed with all due speed.

l(cont'd)

1/07.03

S'cd

President
Scott'sboro-Jackson County Chamber of Cominerce

P0. SOX (73 s 407 EAST WILLOW STREET -SCOTTSBORO. AtBaMiA 35760 -25t s-55rem
Van l" sw•"Waaytl

~~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 
I 
~ 
0\ 

Commentor No. 68: David Nicholas 

Ollvid L. Nicholas 
p'p,~iden!. Board of Directors 

Rick Roden SCOTTSBORO I JACKSON COUNTY 
Chamber of Commerce Ex.ecuti'.:e Director 

February 24, 199H 

rlH.l.HONTE POsmOK ST A TEMEh"T 

Sirs: 

I come bcf()fC yOU today representing the ScotL~horo-Jackson County Charl1her \lr 

Commerce and tour affiliated organizations: Leadership Jack"'n County, The 21" 

Century Council, Design Scottsboro and the Scottsboro Business Council. Over 500 or 

(hI! most acti'Ve lind civic minded leaders of Ja.ckson c.ounty HIt: n:pn:senlro by the 

membership of these organizations. 

[he unanimous position of the leadership of these bodies is to strongly endorso 

the completion and operation of the Bellefonte Nuclear Project .. a joint effort between 

the Tenno;s\<c Vulky Aulhority and the Department orEnergy. Furthermore. no 

Oppo:;ilion hru been voiced by any of the general membership "f th= groups. 

It is our position that the issue of whether or not a nuclear power plant should be 

located ill Jackson County, Alabama was decided maIlY years ago and thal this is not an 

is."iU( to be addrt'ssed during these pro<.:eedlngs. It is aJS<..l uur posilion that. given a 

choice. no one would c:hoose to live in a w()rld where nuclear arms exist. but again this is 

not the issue to be addressed during these proceedings. The Department ()f Energy has 

been giyen a mandate to provide a reliahle source of tritium for the maintenance of OUI 

country', nudear arsenal and that is simply a fact of life. We, the leadership of the 

Scottsboro·Jackson County Chamber of C()mmerce and its aflilioted organizations 

t' U dUX !in . -4:17 EAS' Wll"_OWSTREE7 • SCO:TSBORO.AlA9A~4A 35768 • 25tJ! 2!\o;;.550C 
ema·l: ~jcc~riW~1.n.t 
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Commentor No. 68:· David Nicholas (Cont'd) 

David L. Nicholas 
Prsstdeflt. 80ilrd 01 Directors 

Rick Roden 
Executive Oirec10r 

SCOTTSBORO I JACKSON COUNTY 
Chamber of Commerce 

lxlieve that the Bellefonte facility is the single bes1 choice to fill this need. Since the stan 

uf construotion on the Helleron.., facility over 20 years ago. Jackson County has ~n 

suhjCl:1Cd tD till: devastaling ~nornic effects of the on again-off again status of 

SeUetome and TVA's inability to decide on a permanent course of action. Th< Amerieon 

laxpayers have seen a substantial amuunt of their lax dollars runnclcd inlO this flro.i~ct 

with absolutely no return from that invcsunenL Jt is our bcliefthat when this project 

began, TVA made a commitment to the taxpayers of Jackson COW1ty that they would 

build this plant and provide n substantial number of good paying. permanent jobs to this 

area, To the management ofthc Tennessee Valley Authoriry. we say ir is rime to make 

good on that commitrnt:nt; il i~ lime to h()nor )'our promise to those indi ..... iduals who ha\'e 

borne the consequences of your indecision. 

It is also time to act as 8(.100 stewards of lhe resources of the taxpayers of this 

cuuntry. We heli.ve thaI thi' proposed joint effort is the prudent course of action and we 

urge both the TVA and the lJepartment of Energy to proceed with all due speed. 

1i!_J~ 
~cholas 

President 
Scottsbor()-Jackson County Chamber of Commerce 

P Q. so). ~7J . 407 EAST WILLOW STREET • sconsBORO. Al.ASAMA 3576.6 • 256 ~ 2M)...5500 
email" ~~H.Waay.n8\ 

1(cont'd) 
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Commentor No. 69: Donald E. Olson Commentor No. 70: Mayor Louis Price

;psTMR

il A- _7411U4

-:AýY0

Th Dpnaet f COrg Ms nersed n yorORMner nteDrraeriepc

The Deparmenet of EancW i3 inwresed in your comments on th Draft E..rnmr-ta/Impact
Starememfor the Ptoductiom of Trithatt in a Comrtaerrial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

* arending public meetings and giving your
comments directly to DOE officials
nrntming this comment form to the
registration desk at the meeting
r turuing this comment form or other written
comments to the address on the back

* faxiag your comments to 1-800-631-0612
* commenting via the World Wide Web site:

http://ww.dp.doe.govfdp-62
* calling toll-free and leaving your corments

via voice mail, I-80-332-0l01

La -ý-. - *,-1- YFLI n V~ /-~ 
5

, V >" Sr

7, 4IS - ,. 5 'V S Cin 5'

7O'A4 11'K
4

, 5 -.Pe o js 7 _0' a. "Y'Vo _-r ýL
dA14 ,t7ý ALZ sA.-. ~A/ -"-'ý---5TS

Z ;,tA r -- , . -r- fi o., r- J 5_,ý?F- - -- V
C.L 5.-,-.- (a5ý--l 7'e.f-rý c- -. f=- I~ -- - J.-

72 a$ 14 e oa .- A -- 0,-c> (_Y-A .- ,t,-J 17 7-4 74P~ _' 7.-.'

1/07.03

C ITrY -, SC r) T 1$ ti () IO (.

5C TTISýCRO. AtAB srA

Gail Dutffay C4C Oerk
LOuis Price. Mayce

U.S. Department of Energy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
ATTN: Mr. Stephen Sohinki
P.O. Box 44539
Washington, D.C. 20026-4539

Dear Mr. Sohinki:

From t;he very beginting of the discussions of the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant as a source of tritium
for our national defense, the City Government of the City of Scottsboro, Alabama has been very
supportive of this plan. Our council and the mayor have expressed this support by resolution as
well as by public statementa as a group and individually.

We continue to maintain a strong desire to see Bellefonte completed for the production of
tritium, as well as for the production of much needed electric power. For the benefit of our
nation, cost, and schedule wise, it makes sense to use the Commercial Light Water Reactor for
this task. The City of Scottsboro stands ready to do whatever can be done to bring this project to
complelion.

Sincerely,

Lvoins Prce, Mayor
City of Scottsboro

Mc~'s'-~

XJI. AIt-ae2l T__4 ~a- -. A/.7 '~-CV -5
1/07.03

2 S P1 %-~-r 7.-et ?-'~"~' 5A" ~' L~~"-~' ~ Pcs e
,,g,1c' 7V A A-~ 7~ 5g.. c,..,ca-r~ M%-sc-C-"' ~7~?

rba ya. far yaar tng..L Plea..• adtal...j st.• ii f enars'-, .d .tafli Iheam iais foarrm.

Name: rJ 1'&"" 62 Z,( ( ~opti.Ana
Organization:
Address:/t• r ( Z ,'.•.•,,,- ,' . 4 5
City: ?'-c'! -"- S.ta: te - Zip Code: 35-o-
Workphose:f;2C- ; 2e -,5i3.- Home, phone:.k 6C- ý.ý ,
Fax:
E-Mail Address:116 7ý
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Commentor No. 69: Donald E. Olson 

The DepattmeQ[ ofEoCliY ;. inbmStcd in your COIIllJ1e<l!S on the Draft EnviTOnmoJtai Impact 
SttHm:ml/or the Production ofTTitium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.. 

There are several ways 10 provide oomment& on this document and these indude: 

attending public meetings 8lld giving your 
comments dire<:t1y to DOE officials 
returning this commen[ form to the 
registration desk at the meetiI!g 

faxing your commearu to l-800-63l-{)6l2 
commenting via the Wodd Wldc Web site: 
bttp:l/www.dp.doe.gov/dp-62 

_ng this Conucetlt form or other writttn 
commeots to the address OD the back 

calling (oll·free and leaving your COIIllDOllts 
vi. voice mail. I·SOO-332-OSOl 

Name: Vo~,.t> r'l> ,E. Of ~ rr/ (optional) 

OrganiZ<!tion: __ --:;:-;,,-___ .---::---:::;--:-:,-,. ____________ _ 

Address:/,;;:g( 5'?2-.~ 0';-'" S 
Ot)': ?J;;U; 7~ S~,,: 14~ Zip Code: 3$-';' ~ "" 
Workphone:,;2f? 7;;!,-~5.3Z. Homcphooe:}.;G. ~ 3,6(,-c:.,,-/{ 

~~M~·~lA~ruu~~-·:--------------------------

"'''' 
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Commentor No. 70: Mayor Louis Price 

CIT Y .. j S COT '\ S B 0 H. 0 
'lJ 

Gail Duff.y. CMy Clet1< 
LouiS Pcb=>. Mayor 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Commercial Lighl Wal~r Rt:actor Project Office 
ATTN: Mr. Stepben Sohinki 
1'.0. Box 44539 
Washington, D.C. 20026-4539 

Dear Mr. SohinJci: 

5COTTS~CRO AlAB4MA 

From the very begilUling oflhe discussions onhe Bellefonte Nuclear Plant as a source of tritium 
fOI our national defense, the City Government of the City ofSconsboro, Alahama has been very 
supportive or this plan. Our cOllncil and the mayor have expressed this <upport hy resolution as 
well as by public statements as a group and imii,·idually. 

We continue to maintain a strong desire to see Bellef,,"le completed fOT the pmduction of 
tritiwn. as well as for the production of much needed electric power. For the benefit of our 
l1alion, cost. and schedule wise. it makes sense to use the Commercial Light Wator Reactor for 
this task. The City ofStoltshoro stolnds ready to do whatever can be done to bring this project to 

completion. 

Sincerely, 

~e.-
lOlllS Price, Mayor 
City of Scottsboro 

1107.03 
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Commentor No. 71: Michael D. Roberts Commentor No. 72: R. Kent Ryan

CO MN:FR :

Februar) 25. IM9

MrI. Stvephon Sohinki
Direciai
U.S. DeportUme IOf Fnrgy.V)' Commerial
Light Water Reatoro Projuet Office

P. 0. Box 445")
\Vcshiugton, D. C. 20026-4539

Dear.Mr. Sohiuiki:

The Departmen of Energy is inteested in yoru comments on the Drnft Ebnsronnswnr Inpoacz
Statement for the Pwo~chon of Trituon in a Comercial Light 0ater Reactra

There art several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

attending public metings and giving you faxing your comments to 1-800-63-0612
com-eots diredly to DOE officials comrsmenting via the World Wide Web site:

Sretauning this comment form to the hitp./-vwwwdp.doe.gov/dp-62
registration desk at the mteeting • callin8g toll-frets ard leaving your comments

- rturning this comment form or other vriten iut voice mail, 1-800-332-0801
commanss to the address on the back

Comments: Ef'PLltt 13- .67z;&E5 L4Y 7dT?34 &VG ' AI&rse051

CoaPeo.7-aw 9,' t7 Ihe -li aww"J R M:ý.*o

I1h _)ao-c-6

17is-w555 t F9nL -kL4 cr i47/ 02
SZ;ýRý A.,-" Rt~-v'v -~ ~~

~i'g-fs in C-.-- oOrrsy ,,'a w~n 6ee_-,rC xsn

I 1/07.03
I ani Hfc Lxccuivs Direclor of die North Alabansa Industrial Development AssocLion.
Our primary mission is to assist communities in locating new insusrtr for North Ahubatna.

I support the Jackson County leadership in their strong desire for DOE arid TVA to p-trine,
and pruduce trilium at Bel[efonte. This location offers prYovs tcchn.lnogy, site quicke.,t

prodnucion and tihet lwest cost.

Juackson County und North Alabama will prcvidc DOE snd "VA wit& the necessarty mUpI Ou

required For this proirct.

Sincerely,

Mi-hiel D. Rburts
F.erutivc Director

1/07.03

Thank pntou year InPat. Pban m. addittonal sheers Uneru..mz andI -+e themui ftu this toz

Names R~ krsr Iiqo oytsout)
Organization:r tt ACf'-t4 Etsv-Csa. CýCepore-e-n jr
Address: d5 ,vrs 2)t

City: WOT--hd~s.oi"6 a7,c State: 41- Zip Code: 3•?.L0
Workphsone: 191,- -;"I- a'05' Home phone: .2 9 roO~?3(
Fax: 2.10--7; q- 461u
E-MsilAddress; r k Yysr nP 7 A/t,;uc..jH

~~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 
I 

"'-
00 

februw-y 25, 1995 

Mr. S("ph<n S,'hinki 
L>in.:clO! 

Commentor No. 71: Michael D. Roberts 

I:. S. Depanmc", of Energy, C.ommcrciul 
LiSlll Wale' R"'1Clor Project OITice 

P. O. Box 44530) 
\Vruhiugton, D. C. 200~6-4539 

Dear :\'Ir. Sohinki: 

I ant the L\cclIti ... ..,; Director of the :"orlh Alabama IndusLriul1Jcvclopn1cnt Associ~lion. 
Our prima~" mis-sion is to assist communities in locating m:w industry for f\.onh Aiubaul<1. 

I support the Jackson Cm1!lty leadership jJl their ~tm)lg desire for DOl: :.md TVA ~o p~'lrln\.·{ 
and pmducc tritium at Bdlefon!e. Thi~ itxation otfers pruv(~n (cchn.")lo~y. 1i1~ quicke.,r 
produciion and the lowest cost. 

JlJckson County uad North Alabama wiJi pnwioc DOE and n'A "ieL
, the n(-c""sary ,uPl'o;1 

required f{lf Ihis pmjccL 

Sin"crely. 

;11~f~1;J 
Michael J). Kub",c; 
E'tt:CUli\'c Direc.tor 

1107.03 

Commentor No. 72: R. Kent Rvan 

-': ,~:,' . -~o~~E~i ;~~M' --'-~, - -- ,.-. --= ~~' 
ko::'Y" __ _ ..... , ... _ ._ • > ____ •• /.._': 

The Department of Enezgy is intcn:&od in your ",,=ts on the Draft Cnvirorrmenrall"'fX1C 
Statement for W i'rodJ<ction of T ritUun in a Comnu!1CiLJ1 Light lib", ReacMr. 

There are several ways to provide commentS on this document and tbese include: 

attending public meetings and giviug your 
comments direcd.y to DOE officials 

• returning this comment form to the 
registration desk at the nx:eting 

• returning this comment form. or othts ~ritICn 
CO<DrDEn!S to the address on the back 

faxing your commatIS to 1-80()..631-0612 
oommenting via the World Wide Web site: 
http://www.dp.doe,gov/dp-62 
calling toll-free and Jeaviog your comments 
,i. voice mail. 1-800-332-Q801 

Comm.,,1s: I I!tf£.o<f'wlc-t> I?'t 6IONC': LJc...s8Tt¥2-- byf.' /o/t:-o<!i}./b 
~P!?'gA--vazy tV PtE !Vfi ~ R;R,€y N~ 

17tE- :5ttei:v, <Rwtu r:1 r () C-lJ $~ rev" Cr~$r EfflSJ?<H 

p~> I~ "Ttl CCrcnJ. n2'" t ..,- 6/~,(,.'1 r::wp~e 

Name: R }i.~r 1<-11 ... (optional) 

Organization: 'S'P'¢ i ~c:-m-rr:'-t2. ~",,,,84~c.. Cct.f?O>t-...-nOH 
Address: t ~OCV'f1' )2t!
City: '-h,,;n;v, .&.t fl-L 
Worl:phone: :l<il..- "1;t.q- ;).';505' 
Fax: ?£12-7jil9 -4'llp'ji 

SUle: ~ Zip Code: 551m 3 
Homepbone: ;)<;(p -7#'t=-'ir«>·9'i3k 

E-M>.ilAddress: r kry<,lr) .,. @ ,JtIl>C\,. ~Q~ 
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Commentor No. 73: Steve C. Stutts Commentor No. 73: Steve C. Stutts (Cont'd)

STEVE C. STUTTS

INrERNATIO-AL UNON or .•L1N-TiN .•....

INTRODUCTION

WHO ARE YOU. .. , occL

WHO YOU REPRESENT.

Bellefonte should be selected as the primary tritium production -source by the Department of

Energy (DOE) to meet our national defense needs. We fully support the selection of Bellefonte

based on the following reasons:

2 -

IT IS A PROVEN TECHNOLOGY THAT IS SAFE AND ENVIRONMENTALLY

FRIENDLY

The accelerator, at best, is a science project since no accelerator of this size has been

built and operated before. The proposed accelerator is two orders of magnitude

greater than existing research accelerators. Bellefonte is proven technology that

will be safely operated on a daily basis by the Tennessee Valley Authority

(TVA). TVA currently safely operates five reactors in the Valley on a daily basis.

" MEETS DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE (DOD) REQUIREMENTS FOR Tl1E NATIONAL

DEFENSE

TVA could begin supplying tritium in 2005 as mandated by executive order. The accelerator would

not be able to supply tritium until 200t if everything went according to plan.

* ACCORDING TO CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE REPORT, THE

BELLEFONTE OPTION COSTS $13 BILLION LESS THAN THE

ACCELERATOR OPTION.

In current dollars, the accelerator would cost $16 billion while the Bellefonte

option would cost S3 billion.

In constant dollars, the accelerator option would cost the taxpayers anywhere

from $9.5 to $16 billion, plus approximately $155 million each year to operate,

while the Bellefonte option would cost the taxpayers a total of $2.5 billion.

The money spent by DOE to complete Bellefonte would be repaid to the federal

government. Revenues from the sale of electricity will be paid to DOE over the

40-year life of the plant to pay offtho investment with interest.

There would be no net Ioss of revenue to the government and taxpayers.

CREATES 800 PERMANENT JOBS AND HUNDREDS MORE INDIRECT JOBS. THAT'S

* NOT INCLUDING THE ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION JOBS AT THE PLANT.

This is a significant socio-economic impact on northeast Alabama that must be strongly

considered.

In closing, I understand that an Interagency Report by the DOE, DOD, National Security Council,

State Department, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, White House Office of Science and

Technology Policy, Office ofthe Vice President, and the Nuclear Regulatory Commiasion has

concluded that no domestic law or international treaty would be violated by producing tritium at

BelLefonte; that use cfBelleforste extends the past practice ofsusing government-owned facilties

simultaneously for civil and military purposes rather than setting a new precedent for proliferation;

and that DOE should continue to pursue the CLWR option given the essential defense need for

tritium and the flexibility, technical maturity, and cost-effectiveness of this operation. The Operating

Engineers fully support the production oftritiut at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant.

0
B
B
0a

0

B
0a1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 73: Steve C. Stutts 

STEVE C. STUTTS 
1N 1"'~.'\.II. IlONA:.... REPRESENTATI"C: 

INTERNATIONAL U"'!QI'II or O .... t:.H .... 'IN(j E"".INI-t-tt~ 

INTRODUCTION 

WHO ARE YOu. '''U')'''''' flOI 2122 0544 

WHO YOU REPRESENT. 

Bellefonte should be selected as the primary tritium production source by the Department of 

Energy (DOE) to meet our n.tional defense needs. We fully support the selection of Bellefonte 

based on the following reasons: 

IT IS A PROVEN TECHNOLOGY THAT IS SAl'll AND ENVIRONMENT ALLY 

FRIENDLY 

The accelerator, at best, is a science project since no accelerator ofthi. size has been 

built and operated before. The proposed ae<:derator is two orders of magnitude 

greater than existing research accelerators. Bellefonte is proven technology that 

will be safely operated on a daily basis by the Tennessee Valley Authority 

(TVA). TVA currently safely operates five reactors in the Valley on & daily basis. 

• MEETS DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE (DOD) REQUIREMENTS FOR THE NATIONAL 

DEFENSE 

TV A could begin supplying tritium in 2005 as mandated by executive arder. The accelenltor would 

not be able to supply tritium until200S if everything went according to plan. 

ACCORDING TO CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE REPORT, THE 

BELLEFONTE OPTION COSTS $13 RILLION l.ESS THAN THE 

ACCELERA TOR OPTION. 

Commentor No. 73: Steve C. Stutts (Cont'd) 

In current doUaJ's, the accelerator would cost $16 billion while the Bellefonte 

option would cost $3 billion. 

In constant dollars, the accelerator option would cost the taxpayers anywhere 

from $9.5 to $16 billion. plus approximately SISS million each year to operate, 

while the Bellefonte option would cost the taxpayers a total of$2.5 billion. 

The money spent by DOE to complete Bellefonte would be repaid to the federal 

government. Revenues from the sale of electricity will be paid ta DOE over the 

40-year life of the plant to pay off the investment with interest. 

There would be no net loss ofrtvenue to the government and tupayers. 

• CREATES 800 PERMANENT JOBS AND HUNDREDS MORE INDIRECT JOBS. THAT'S 

NOT INCLUDING THE ADD1110NAL CONSTRUCTION JOBS AT THE PLANT. 1 (cont 'd) 

This is a significant socio-economio impact on northeast Alabama that must be strongly 

considered. 

1107.01 In closing, I understand that an Interagency Report by the DOE, DOD, National Security Council, 

State Department, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, White House Office of Sciecce and 

Technology Policy, Office of the Vice President. and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has 

concluded that no domestic law or international treaty would be violated by producing tritium at 

Bellefonte; that use ofBcllcfonlc extends the past practice of~sing government-owned facillties 

simultaneously for civil and military pul]lOscs rather than setting a new precedent for proliferation; 

and that DOE should continue to pursue the CL WR option given the essential defense need for 

tritium and the tlexibinty, technical maturity, and cost-effectiveness of this operation. The Operating 

Engineers fully support the production of tritium at TVA's Bellefonte Nuc!earPlaDt. 

'" ~~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 



Commentor No. 74: Mayor Peaches Thompson Commentor No. 75: Richard Ward

October 6, 1998

My name is Peaches Thompson, I am the Mayor of Gurley,
Alabama. In 1985, which Bellefonte was at its peak, our low
to moderate income of people was at 58 percent. In 1997, we
ran another survey and the numbers jumped to 88 percent,
and we feel like part of that was due to Ilellefonte closing at
that time.

Speaking on behalf of the 1500 residents of Gurley, we
unanimously support a cooperative effort between DOE and TVA
to complete the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant for the production of
tritium.

The selection of Bellefonte offers:

1. an assured supply of tritium necessary to our national defense
program,

2. at the least cost to the U.S. taxpayer,
3. and much needed employment to an economically depressed

area of the United States.

We stand eager and ready to support DOE and TVA in the process
of making a Bellefonte Tritium Production Facility a reality.

For the records, I would like to present to Mr. Moderator a written
statement of our support.

GOOD EVENING, MY NAME IS RICHARD WARD, GENERAL ORGANIZER,
REPRESENTING THE INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ,BRIDGE

STRUCTURAL, ORNAMENTAL AND REINFORCING IRON WORKERS AND AN

ACTIVE MEMBER OF THE TENNESSEE VALLEY TRADES AND LABOR

COUNCIL, WHICH IS COMPRISED OF 15 INTERNATIONAL TRADES AND

LABOR ORGANIZATIONS.

SPEAKING ON BEHALF OF THE IRON WORKERS INTERNATIONAL

ASSOCIATION, WE WHOLEHEARTEDLY PLEDGE OUR SUPPORT TO THE

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND THE TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY FOR

THE COMPLETION OF THE BELLEFONTE PROJECT AS A TRITIUM

PRODUCTION FACILITY IN SUPPORT OF OUR NATIONAL DEFENSE.

OUR MEMBERS AND FAMILIES, AS WELL AS THE COMMUNITIES IN THE

SOUTHEASTERN UNITED STATES, ARE IN STRONG SUPPORT OF NATIONAL

DEFENSE EFFORTS THAT KEEP THIS COUNTRY SAFE AND SECURE.

WE HAVE BEEN BRIEFED ON THE RESULTS OF THE RECENTLY RELEASED

GOVERNMENT-PREPARED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, AND WE

FIND TRITIUM PRODUCTION WITH THE BELLEFONTE- REACTOR TO BE

ENVIRONMENTALLY SAFE AND ECONOMICALLY SOUND.

WE HAVE CAREFULLY ANALYZED THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
COST COMPARISON OF THE TRITIUM PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVES AND IT

MAKES NO SENSE WHATSOEVER TO CONSIDER ANY OTHER FACILITY
OTHER THAN THE BELLEFONTE REACTOR TO PRODUCE TRITIUM.

I URGE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO SELECT THE BELLEFONTE
NUCLEAR PLANT AS THE PRIMARY SOURCE OF TRITIUM PRODUCTION.

THAT SELECTION WILL PROMOTE A COOPERATIVE EFFORT BETWEEN

ORGANIZED LABOR, THE TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY AND THE
DEPARTMENT OF 9NERGY THAT WILL SAVE THE TAX PAYER BILLIONS OF

DOLLARS.

MR MODERATOR, I WOULD LIKE TO PRESENT YOU WITH A COPY OF MY

STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD.,

THANK YOU.

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 74: Mavor Peaches Thompson 

October 6,1998 

My name is Peaches Thompson, I am the Mayor of Gurley, 
Alabama. In 1985, which Bellefonte was at its peak, our low 
to moderate income of people was at 58 percent. In 1997, we 
ran another survey and the numbers jumped to 88 percent, 
and we feel like part of that was due to Bellefonte closing at 
that time. 

Speaking on behalf of the 1500 residents of Gurley, we 
unanimously support a cooperative effort between DOE and TVA 
to complete the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant for the production of 
tritium. 

The selection of Bellefonte offers: 

L an assured supply of tritium necessary to our national defense 
program, 

2. at the least cost to the U.S. taxpayer, 
3. and much needed employment to an economically depressed 

area ofthe United States. 

We stand eager and ready to support DOE and TVA in the process 
of making a Bellefonte Tritium Production Facility a reality. 

For the records, I would like to present to Mr. Moderator a written 
statement of our support. 

THANK YOU. 

1/07.03 

Commentor No. 75: Richard Ward 

GOOD EVENING, t4Y NAME IS RICHARD WARD, GENERAL ORGANIZER, 
REPRESENTING THE INTERNATIONAL RSSOCIATION OF IBRIDGE 
STRUCTURRL, ORNAMENTRL AND REINFORCING IRON WORKERS AND AN 
ACTIVE "'EMBER OF THE TENNESSEE VALLEY TRADES AND LABOR 
COUNCIL, WHICH IS COMPRISED OF 15 INTERNATIONRL TRADES AND 
LABOR ORGANIZATIONS. 

SPEAKING ON BEHALF OF THE IRON WORKERS INTERNRTIONRL 
RSSOCIATION, WE WHOLEHERRTEDLY PLEDGE OUR SUPPORT TO THE 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND THE TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY FOR 
THE COMPLETION of THE BELLEFONTE PROJECT RS A TRITIUM 
PRODUCTION FACILITY IN SUPPORT OF OUR NATIONRL DEFENSE. 

OUR MEMBERS AND FRMILIES, AS WELL AS THE COMMUNITIES IN THE 
SOUTHERSTERN UNITED STATES, ARE IN STRONG SUPPORT OF NRTIONAL 
DEFENSE EFFORTS THAT KEEP THIS COUNTRY SAFE AND SECURE. 

WE HAVE BEEN BRIEFED ON THE RESULTS OF THE RECENTLY RELEASED 
GOVERNMENT-PREPARED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, AND WE 
FIND TRITIUM PRODUCTION WITH THE BELLEFONTE REACTOR TO BE 
ENVIRONMENTALLY SR~E AND ECONOMICALLY SOUND. 

WE HAVE CRREFULLy'ANALYZED THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE 
COST COMPARISON OF THE TRITIUM PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVES AND IT 
MAKES NO SENSE WHRTSOEVER TO CONSIDER ANY OTHER FACILITY 
OTHER THAN THE BELLEFONTE RERCTOR TO PRODUCE TRITIUM. 

I URGE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO SELECT THE BELLEFONTE 
NUCLEAR PLANT RS THE PRIMARY SOURCE OF TRITIUM ~RDDUCTION. 

THAT SELECTION WILL PROMOTE R COOPERRTIVE EFFORT BETWEEN 
ORGRNIZED LRBOR, THE TENNESSEE V~LLEY RUTHORITY AND THE 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY THRT WILL SAVE THE TAX PAYER BILLIONS OF 
DOLLRRS. 

MR MODERATOR. I WOULD LIKE TO PRESENT YOU WITH R COPY OF MY 
STRTEMENT FOR THE RECORD., 

THANK YOU. 



Commentor No. 76: Dan Williams Commentor No. 76: Dan Williams (Cont'd)

~A•~d QS6ans a4~yo~C246ooriz&.*

October 5, 1998

I am speaking on behalf of the North Alabama Mayors
Acsociation. The North Alabama Mayors Association represents
the interest of one hundred eighty imnicipalities in the North
Alabama area.

The North Alabama Mayors Association agrees with
those who have reviewed the draft Environmental rimact
Statement (NSI for the production of tritium in a Commercial
Light Water Reactor (CkWR) dated August, 1998. We find the
proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe
and to produce no measurabls health effects. In addition, we
conclude that Bellefonts Nuclear Plant should be named in the
EIS as the preferred alternative based on Its least life cycle
cost to the U- S. Taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic
effects of the project- I am including a summnary of the
primary points from the Draft 21S used to reach this
conclusion.

I appreciate the opportunity to tell you that the
North Alabama Mayors Association supports wholeheartedly the
production of tritium at the Baellefonte Nuclear Plant.

Dan wi4I] tans
President, North Alabama
Mayors Association

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (E0)

FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT DELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

USES OF TRITIUM

Trtium is a radloective Isotope of hydrogen. If not ptrop Conr&•led it can be dangerous, but
when controlled propery is ssfe and can save lives. Triium im.
* Used for life science and drug metabolism studies to ensure the safety of potemial new

drugs
* Used for sulW-lum•cus as•i;ft and commercial exit signs
* used for lumnous dials, gauges and wrist wweti
* Used to produce luminous paint
* Lhed In Doppler Rader
" Used as a triggering component (o.e., boosts yield) In nuclear weapons

NONPROLIPSRATION ISSUES
(NonproliferatiOn is defined as preventing the fnorease or spread of nuclear weapons)

Interagency RviJew of Nonpmlifemiion IMnplietions coneenilng ttrUrn production was
complretd on July 14, 1998 and concluded the following;
* Nonproloferation polcy issues associated with a Commercil Light Water Reactor (CLWR)

am mnasgeable end DOE should continue to pursue the CLWR option.
" No legal or tremty prohilldcns against bilfIuM p.oduton ill a CLWR-
* Many exceptions rove been made over Me years to separation of ivilian and miltany use

of nuclear energy.
SReactors proding nitrum can remain on $AEA Safeguards Ust

. No ttlaterel peaceful u*e aspeeents wil be violated. Reactors melting ritlum wil use
U.S. - origln uranium fuel.
T IVA's charter gtvea it a national security msponsibift.

A House of Representwiis Tesk Force (chaired by Lirdaey Graham of South Carolina)
issued a report to the Speaker of the House in 1395 conluding
* Production of tritimn lr a commercial reactor is not a prolferxdon concern.
SProducing tritium in a reactor Is no dfferent than poducing tritium in an acclerator.

* Ralsing nonproliferatio concerns I skinply on argument to sell the amelerator optionr

Bellefonls would be operated as a eledrical power geneation faciity with the ability to provicie
DOE with irradiation services for utium pfoducion.

C-)0

0

a

1/07.03

Nj'(-> 
V. 

Commentor No. 76: Dan Williams 

OCt:o~r 5, 1998 

I am speaking on behalf ot the North Alabama Mayors 
ACGJociatiun. 'l'he North Alabama Mayors Association represt!nt:f; 
th~ ;ntere~t of one hundred eighty municipalities ~ the North 
Alaba.ma area. 

The North Ala~ma Mayors Association a~ee9 with 
those ~ho ha~ rev1e~ed thp draft Environm9ntsl Impact 
Statement (ErSt for tne production of tritium in a Commercial 
Light Water Reactor (CkWRl dated Au~&t. 199B. we find the 
proposed tritium production program to be environmentally sate 
and to produce no measurable health effects. 1n additio~, we 
conclude theL Bellefonte Nuclear Plant should be nam@d iu the 
EIS as the preferred altern~tive based on jt& lesct life cycle 1lOl03 
cost to the U. S. TaXpayer and the positive socioeconomic 
e~fect8 01 tha project. r am including a summary of the 
primary points trom the Oratt BIS used to rea~h this 
concluBion~ 

I appreciate t.he opportunity to tE:ll you that tl10 
No~~ Alaoama Mayors Association supports wbol~heartedly the 
prodUction ot tritium at the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, 

rp.?fvt-M/~~ 
Dan Will tams 
president. N=th AlabAlMI 
Mayors Association 

Commentor No. 76: Dan Williams (Cont'd) 

DUPT &NVIRONMIiINTAL IMPACY ITATI!M£NY (EIS) 
FOR 

TRITIUM PltODUCTION AT DEU.FONT& NUc&'UK PLANT 

USES 0' TIUT'UM 

Tlitium is !II radlollctive lsctope of hydrogen. If not ptOpsrl)r conil'oIled it can be dangalOU5. but 
when controlled I'I'OpeMy is sale and can 8IL~ali~u. Trffillm ~ 

Used lor lire sd8nC8 and <!rue m~l>otism ~tvdlu !XI ern\UA! the safety of poterrllal nl!!W 

dru9'i 
Uaed far s.lf·luI11inOUS aif'Cl1lft I!lnd ccmmarel .. .,.11 .tgns 
UlIM for lUminoUS dials, gallglts and wrist wetcheS 
USQd Ie prodl/COt IwnlllQW5 paint 
U4ed In OOppIBf'Ra4er 
Used 'IS • trillCle1ng component (I.e .. boosts yield) In nuclear _apons 

HONPROLI ... UTION IS.U.S 
(NonprCll'lfenIliOn is dafll'1ed as prev~nli 11'18 increll5B Or spread of nuclear weapons) 

Intel1lg.ncy R~ of NOllptOlifl!l1ltiOn hTlpliCrions CQI'1«*nfns trffi<.lm production _$ 
complsted an JulY 14, 199& and corn:Iudad tile fanOWlng; 

NcnproHf8l1ltion POlicy 111_ aasoel8l4ld -..tIl a ComJT18rduf \.lghI Waf4r Reactor (CL.WR) 
.lira m""lIgelilble and DOE shoUkl conllnue IX:> pursue 1he CLWR opllon. 

• No legal or treaty prol1ib(tjoP1& against tIUlum ptoduClion in oS CLWR. 
• Many _ptio,u /'lave been made (Wer ~ years Ie $eparation of civoUan and miilta'Y uoe 

of nud".r SNlrgy. 

• ReadDB prOducing tritium 0IlI'I ramaln an IAEA SategullRls Un 
• NG bilateral 'pea~ uaes" 8sreementa will t,,~ Yiola!8d. RellctOf1l making tr'i~wn will uae 

V.S, - 01'1911"1 ul'8nium ruel. 
• TVA'Il eIletter gMH; It II nil1ional security raspOr1,ibility. 

A l-Io\.lSe of Re~;""s TaBk Force (dlaired by Lindaey Gl'llham of Soutn Carolina) 
issued. report to the Spelllw< of th. Housll in H!5I5 condudlns: 
• ProdloiClion or trtt/Um in II commereial reactor is not II PfO/'lfermlon concern. 

Produc:Jng tritium ill II reactOr 18 no dlffelWll than producinll tritium in an a=eletalor. 
R"lsing nonprotiteration ccncams Is simpty lin 8J'11UrT1ent to S4II the ~"'rator option. 

Bellefonte would be opetB1ed as e eledrical power g8l'llltBtlon racili!y WIth the ability to proviCle 
ooe wttll irT1ldlation sarviau for tritlum productlan. 

"-L-____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ~ 
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Commentor No. 76: Dan Williams (Cont'd) Commentor No. 76: Dan Williams (Cont'd)

ISSUNG REVIEWED1 BY Eta

Land use
- Visual Resources
* Air Qual"ty
* Water Quality and Use

*Art1,eological and historic r@*MPVYGS
S•Itlic (tiving things) resouirce* nluding threatened and endangered species
SSocioeconorma (intmuc•l•n of social and economic factcrs)

P Public and Worker Health and Safety

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPA ST OF OPEaIstON OF DELLEFONTE RGACTOiR

" EIS verileas that the Incrementar impacts of prodcIng trturn in a commercial reactor r•e
senial with no massurable health effects.

" NO air quality standards will be ewetded.
* No Impacts to threatened or endawgered species are expected.
" Them will be a visual impact from the cooling tower vapor plume.
" Minimal Impact on Guntarsville Reservoir (0.2% of the flow).
* Minor impacts tW aquatic mesowoas from inrpigemenl in coolfng water Intake scroens.
* Posilive socieconomic Impacts

" 800 gellefan•, workers
" Up to *00 indirect jobs
a Unenwloynent ra ewouldl stablieappramatey2 % balow curnt levels,

RADIATION EXPOSURE

SOURCES OF PUBLIC RADIATION RXPOSURE
" Natural Radon - 200 milirfems per yew
" Cosmic Radiation - 28 millrolms per year
• Terreotrial -28 rnililromi per year
" Internal (your own body)- 39 mirllrams per yew
" Medical X-Ray- 39 rniflrems each timte
" Nudear Medlchre- 14 rrllrams each use
" O"nking Well Water- I to 5 milli••ms par mar
" 5 Hour Airplane FIght 2.Smlirams
SE•"n Food Grown with Phosphate Fartezer - i to 2 rmilirems per yea

" Wearing porcelain dental wno•or dnlura - 0.7 rnflirams per year
" lelliforrte Raaotor Operation with Trnum Production - 0.58 mifllrerns per year
" Cooking *40, Natural Oas - 0.4 mtllrarns pet year
" Belefonte Reactor Operltion - 0-26 mflllremw per year

PUBLIC RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPARISON
* Average U.S. resident (Background) - 363 rnrems per year
SResident of Denver. Colorado (Background) - 442 mitlftrms par year
* Resident of Jackson County, AL (Bakgund) . 3658 rr•lirome per year
• ResideWt of Jackson County. AL (Background plus Bellearte Reactor Operation) -

355.26 YITlllrern por year
Resident of Jackson County, AL CBackground plus Bellefant, Reactor Operation with
Tritium Production) -365,56 millirems per year

CONCLUSION: BELLEPONTE SHOULD 59 THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVEI

The draft CLWR EIS does not Identify a preferred alternative for producing tium. A no action
aft-mative is for DOE to build an eco~elor In South Carolina. After reviewing the draft EIS
and comparing the potaent.l impacts associated with the alternatives, Including the no action
alternatIve, we believe that the prfgrrd alternative should be identified as any altemrative
that Inludea Bellefonte. This belief Is based on the following:
" Negligible environmental irnpacts with ro measurable health effects.
" Positive socioeconomlc Impac, aupportng eaornmi growth and develpment
" FtwxNl* tbitum production capacity to meet changing r1urum needs
" Proven technology compared to the No Action alternative
" No proliferation Issues that am txo manageable under examitr lIws and controls

associated with CLWR&
" Least Total Life Cycle Cost

2

Commentor No. 76: Dan Williams (Cont'd) 

lSSun ItIVlIiWED • .,. EIS 

• I.8ndUBe 
• \n,ual~~cel 
• Air QUIlfIIy 
• W .... r Quality Bnd Use 
• ArCnaoIag\csI anti Natoric ~ 

BleliC (liYing thlnesJ reSOl,jn:e8 ineludln; trlte$ned and endBll8Ql'ed 5peClea 
• 5adcecanotl"llGll (lnIi8riK:ljCJII of soc;Ial and ItCOI'IOmic (adgnlJ 

• Public and Wer1atr HBlII1h and safety 

IINVlR~M.NTAL IMPACTS OF OpeRATION OF .ELL.FONT. REACTORS 

• els wrifiH that lha Incremental lIIIpal:15 el produCIng tritium in • commardll .... der _ 
small witl'l no maasureble h .. lth affect!,. 

• No air qualItY standards witl be _ded. 
• NO Impa<:ta to 1hreetened or endllf\gelQd 'l)GCiN are expec:ted. 
• There wlR be a visual Impact !rem 1he c:aoHng t-w vapar plume. 
• Minimal Impact on GuntarsVllle Re6eI"Iolr (O.n\ of the nOW). 
• ~Inot inlpac:ts w aq~ rescwcao rrcm impingemem in cooling wa1er Intake scr •• ns. 
• PcsitMllOOClo_nomiclmp8CtS 

• 800 8ellefontJ& WOIkara 
• up to 800 Indlrectjo!» 
• UftetnploymQf1t rate WOUld stabiftzeapproxlmalllly 2 or. below cwmnt le .... ls, 

RADIATION IiXPOSURE 

SOURC!5 OF PI,lSUC RADIATION I!XPOS\.IRE 
• Natural RIKlDr\ - 200 mOrireml5 per par 
• COimlc Redietjgn - 28 miUlrem~ .,.r year 
• TllmI8l1iaJ ·28 rnilllramIJ per yaar 
• Intel11lll (your cwn boa)/)- 39 milllratns per year 
• MIICficai X-Ray. 39 rnil!ifems eaCh time 
• Nuclear MediCine· 14 mlffil'Elm5 HCh use 
• OriT1king Well WIlt.,· , to II mllw.ms paryur 
• !l Hour AiIpIaM FrIQht. 2.5 ~ 
• Eating Food Grown with Phosphate Ferti!izen. • 1 to 2 mlUirems per year 
• Wearing porcelaln denial crown. or d.olUlU - 0.7 millirams per ,ear 
• B4l1efome Alta., Opention witI\ Trttll.lm Productlon • 0.58 mil/irelns par ~ar 
• CQOIdng IAo4th Nmural C!IIS - 0." ml~ J>fI!' year 
• Beflefonte Reilctor Openltion - 0.28 mnllnllll$ per )oUr 
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Commentor No. 76: Dan Williams (Cont'd) 

PUBLIC RAOIATION EXPOSURE COMPARISON 
• Average U.S, residant (Bacl<grO<.lnd) • 361 mI1Iireml per yeIIt 
• REllildent or Denv,r. Cclol1ldo (8/1d(gll:lUlld) • 442 mitlintms per year 
• Resident of Jack.on Count)'. AL (Sac;kQrouncl) • 355 millirerm per yeer 
• RuiClellt of Jackson CounlY. AL (BacIcvround plus 8eUafvm. Reactor Operation) -

355.26 rnillk&ms per y •• r 
Realdent 0' J.ckson Count)'. AL ~ plus BellcrolllN Rellotor Operdon with 
Ttftiurn Prgcfuctlon) - 355.51 millirems per yo.r 

CONCLUSION: •• LLEFONTE SHOULD •• THE PllaF.RIIED Al.TIiRNATIVBI 

The draft CLWR EIS dees not Idenuty .. pra'el7fld al1ametlve 'or prodUCing tritium. A no ae!ion 
attam.tiVe i. fer ooe to build an ~ it'! Soc"th CarcUM. After ,...iewlng the draft EIS 
and compar1ng the potential impe<:ta nsoaallld w!th the eltema~ve8. lP1dUdlng the no aClien 
alt_tlve. we believe that Che p~d all'lll1latlw .~uld be Idantiflac:l as any .Jte~tll1e 
that {ftClude, Bellefonte. ThII balie! I, baaed on IhG fellowing: 
• Negligible envirctlrnMtal impacts wtth no m.aaurabJe l1ealth effecUl. 
• Positive 8Ocioeconomie ImpaCII aupportinQ IlCClroomie "rowth end devtIIopment 
• FlllXible ll'itium I)ICduc:tiO<1 c:oapacily to meet changina trfIium needs 
• Prcvan m:hnology compared to \he No A<:IJon attamatlvo 
• No prcIifetatJon Iuue8 that are nat manaoe-ble under eJCiStirlO laws and centrols 

II$SOCIaled with CIoWRa . 
• Le"st Tota! Ufa Cycle Coal 

:s 



Commentor No. 77: Danny L. Williams Commentor No. 78: David Thornell

B-I Lldif, Da-snr
J"L~v_ atiagitt IN-,SO# lia.nna tewiop-wn AVIIO.yOctober 6, 1998

My name is Danny L. Williams, Business Manager of the
International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 320,
Florence, Alabama.

Speaking on behalf of the 590 members, we unanimously support
a cooperative effort between the Department of Energy and the
Tennessee Valley Authority to complete the Bellefonte Nuclear
Plant for the production of tritium.

The selection of Bellefonte offers:

1. an assured supply of tritium necessary to our national defense
program,

2. at the least cost to the U.S. taxpayer,
3. and much needed employment to an economically depressed

area of the United States.

We stand eager and ready to support DOE and TVA in the process
of making a Bellefonte Tritium Production Facility a reality.

For the records, I would like to present to Mr. Moderator a written
statement of our support.

ti-nt Dil-

1107.03

Jackson County Economic Development Authority
Supports Tritium Production at Bellefonte

The lead economicliodustrial development marketing and recruitment agency for Jackson
County gives their enthusiastic endorsement for the production of tritium at the TVA-
Bellefoate facility.

We feel that ihe selection of Bellefonte by'the DOE to serve this nation's tritium needs
represents a win-win situation for our county and this country. it is the clear winner and
perhaps the best deal that the United States will ever have available from an iTvestment
standpoint. The shared power revenues as proposed will more than pay back all
expenditurs and the production oftrifium in a light water reactor is the only proven
method under consideration. We have learned a lot about this process through this
selection phase. We have read the Environmental Impact Documents, We believe it is
and will be safe. Without this knowledge we would be firm in opposing this project.
However, based on the facts, Jackson County offers an operating environment that will
be overwhelming in its support. This i5 true from our first-band view and involvement
and as indicated by these local public hearings. We want the jobs, we want the dollars
and we want to support our tation's security interests by joining DOE and TVA in a
partnership that will accomplish these common and vitally important objectives.
Weleforite is the wise choice and therefore the best dcoice.

Si115%-h Brod S- -tP0. Jn.. #1' 1 bnr.A - r5-,nAý d
Wk: (256) 53-1tP1 • t6}L2U0• 23n-•n
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Commentor No. 77: Danny L. Williams 

October 6, 1998 

My name is Danny L. Williams, Business Manager of the 
Intcrnational Union of Operating Engineers, Local 320, 
Florence, Alabama. 

Speaking on behalf of the 590 members, we unanimously support 
a cooperative effort between the Department of Energy and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority to complete the Bellefonte Nuclear 
Plant for the production of tritium. 

The selection of Bellefonte offers: 

L an assured supply of tritium necessary to our national defense 
program, 

2, at the least cost to the U.S. taxpayer, 
3. and much needed employment to an economically depressed 

area of the United States. 

We stand eager and ready to support DOE and TVA in the process 
of making a Bellefonte Tritium Production Facility a reality. 

For the records, I would like to present to Mr. Moderator a written 
statement of our support. 

THANK YOU. 

1107.03 

Commentor No. 78: David Thornell 

BUT1D L.:,"=1-.l!'. (l=irm.ln 
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Jaclison County Economic Development Authority . 
Supports Tritium Production at Bellefonte 

SllcliaBo:,&PL 
.lU.!:iWJll DirettOI' 

The lead economic/industrial development maIketing and recruitment agmcy for Jad<son 
County gives their CI11husiastic endorsement for the production of tritium at the TVA. 
Bellefonte f.ciliry. 

We feel that the selection of8ellefome by the DOE to serve this nation', tritium needs 
represents. win-win situation for our county and this oountl)'. h ;'the clear winner and 
perhaps the best deal that the United States w11i ever have available from an investment 
standpoint. The shared power r ... """os .. proposed wilL more tban pay back all 
expenditures and the prnduction of tritium ina light water reactor is the only proven 1107.03 
mdhod under oonsideration. We h .. e learned a lot about this process through this 
selection phase. We have read the Environmental Impact Documents. We believe it is 
and will be safe. Without this knowledge we would be firm in opposing this project. 
However, based on the fuets, Jaekron County otTers an opentting environment that will 
be overwhelming in it. support. This is true from our flf>t·hand view and involvement 
and as indi~ted by these local public hearings. We want the jobs. we want the dollars 
and we want to support our nation's security interests by joining DOE and TV A in a 
partnership that will accomplish these common and vitally impol1llllt objectives. 
Bellefonte is the wise choice and therefore the best dlOice. 
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Commentor No. 79: Anonymous (3) Commentor No. 80: Anonymous (4)

::CMMET f0M

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Evironmee-aa Impact
Szamentfor the Production of tisanm m a ConwwrcialLight Water Reacto.

There we severol ways to provide comments on this docusent and these include:

* attending public meetings and gving your faxing y- comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials • commenting via the World Wide Web site:

Sretarning this comment form to the http't/www.dp.doe.gov/dp-62
registration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your comments
w reneng; this comment form or other written via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801
comments to the addreess on the back
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The Depatmeet of eFmcy ia jreeted iW ywx ouwent on Ihe Dr0 EnWosmi•tdo impatst
Sastannt for the Pnodacia, of TrhOuns in Co-.eal 1•4•, Wesr Raaeeoe

There a=e avea ways to provide commet on this dommnucsl ,ad then inclond

-o&*S publcmetic- s nd ivSn your . yiur coma=% tor 1-00-631-0612
comments direcly n DOE officlals * cocin via ft World Wide Web Site

* resriog this commets form to the ht ,,,ww dpeA-,,ndp-62
re~streson desk at the wteueias calling toll-free and le•a•in youwomowents

Sret.uing thin cen•ment form or ouse .witt e ia voice mail, 1-80-332-0801
ateonit t the Add4,ns on fth bock
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Tha'1k Ys. fOorWyae 4pL Plasm us. adda tiani sihb if •m•msy andl tlch thee two his fan

Narv: (opional)

Organization:
Address:

City - State: - Zip Code: .
Work phone: Home phone:
Fai s
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Commentor No. 79: Anonvmous (3) 

The Departmenl of Enelgy is in~ ill your =ts on the Drcifl uvirvnmenJa! lmpac:r 
SlJJtemLnt for the ProdI.cricn ofTritiJuo in a CommucW Light mzter Reactor. 

There are several ways to provide a:>mments on this document and these include: 

=ding public meeting. and giving your fixing your OOtll1Iletlts to 1-800-631.()6l2 
comments diru:!ly to DOE officillls • commenting via the World Wuie Web sire: 
returning litis COlDItIeIlI form 10 the h"":JIwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62 
rcgistatioo desk al the meeting • calling toll·free and leaving your comme.ts 
tctuming1his cottllIICllt fmm or other writte. via voice mail, l-800-332.{l801 
oom.mc:nts to the address on the back 

~ , \~ e. u..'\.:h J".fM..". f'A.«-1""*'= 11 1'1.'07..03 
!.:¢.......I:L. VA ~..,..,.y r~ " 

Namt:~~ ____________________________________________ ~(~~'~n~~) 
O~tion:, ________________ ~ ______________________________ __ 

Address: 
City: -------------------------:S-tale--. --------Zi:::·-p-:Cod,...,.c-: :::::::::::::=-=-=--= 
Work phone: __________________ Home phone: ____________________ _ 

Fax: 
~Mw~A~d~m~~-s-:-----------------------------------------

Commentor No. 80: Anonvmous (4) 

COMMENT FORM 

Tbe~tofEDcqyiJ~in~_oaIllcDrlll/i~/mpoa 
SltJUMDIJ/or tilt P~ ofTrltWm '" ~ Ct>_n:I4l U,III \lilt., It-. 

There ore _ ..... y.lOprovidc COIIIIII<DU 011 this cIocuma!l md thCIC illtlDlk: 

· ._cGn, public......mp _ FviDa)'Ollf 
commaJtS _Y ID OOE otIiclals 

• ........,;q IIIls ",,,,,,,,,,.11 rom. 10 the 
rqisUI<ioa desk .. the ~Iiaa 

• mwuing thiI cammeIIt form or «bet Mirtea. 
c:osnmcnu to the addtc .. GO the bock 

• fum, YOItf COCDIlWtlO ID 1-800-631-0612 
• COIIIlIIODti.a8 viii rho World Wide Web SiIc: 

lJItp:IIwww.dp.dce.JOVIcIp-6l 
WliR, coll·fr,oc mel IcaoiDc ~ COIlllDCllU 
via _ mall. 1_]32~1 
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Commentor No. 81: Melvin L. Brewer Commentor No. 82: Danny M. Easter
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COMN FOM0IRON WORKERS OC#ý UNION NO. 704

1WTERNATIONAL.ASSOIATION OFEIRID g¶ EN4TAL AND REINIFORCING IRON WORKERS

2715 BELLE ARBOR AVENUE -. CH4ATTANOOGA, TENNESSEE 37406

MELVIN L. BREWER 423/6225117.2 -s .l j .43f622-2112
Busn5tess Mtanor

Good Evening,

I am Melvin Brewer, Business Manager of Local 704 of the
International Association of Bridge, Structural, Ornamental and
Reinforcing Ironworkers from Chattanooga, TN.

On behalf of our 600 plus members, I would like to voice our
support for the proposed Commercial Light Water Reactor for the
production of Tritium Gas at Bellefonte with Watts Bar and
Sequoyah as a back-up.

The reasons for our support are numerous and are beneficial not
only to the people of this area, but to the American people as a
whole.

Some of the reasons are

Savannah River Site does not meet the 2005 production of tritium
mandated by the President and Congress.

Accelerator Production of tritium requires a 500MW power source
for operation. Bellefont will actual produce power.

As for the safety of the plant, TVA has an excellent record.
Accident risk for Bellefonte is one fatal cancel every 245
million years and transportation risk is less than one fatal
cancer per 100,000 years. The risks factor for Watts Bar and
Sequoyah are quite a bit less.

Additional low-level waste is about 1% of TVA current volume.

While the accelerator is an un-proven method, Commercial light
water method has been proved at Watts Bar. With Watts Bar and
Sequoyah has a back-up this plan will insure the country's supply
of tritium for it's National Defense needs.

As Tritium production in a commercial reactor is not prohibited
by international nor the United States law. We feel like the
benefits out weight the risk.

The Department of Energy is intested in yscour memsts e the Draft Envirore l nImpacr
Saaemenztfor the Producti of Triiwsn ma Commeurial Light Waer Reactor

The arem several ways to provide comments a- this document and these include:

Sattending public meetings and giving you: faxing your comments to l -800t631-0612
comments direcly to DOE officials commenting via the World Wide Web site:

* retuaning this comment form to the htp:J/www.dp.doe.govldp-62
regisoatios desk at the meeting • calling toll-free and leaving your comments

Srestting this comment form or other writmte via voice mail. 1400-332-0801
commentes to the address on the back

Comments: _. A-rn I A) a S a.' oa IS$_-r Av , W" c:jz/,iJr

I 1/07.03

1/07.01

Think ymu f yov, umet Pea use addifimal sb•.s if nenoeay and atad tm tn tus fom.

Mamse: D, , ý - - n e-' '- /_(optnalt
Organization: P/• .'ýY. "• ,,•2 ;.• -2e• d

Address: J'f. 3 . v• , y'. 7
City: fti. /'-,, State: - n ZipCode: -1.9f -s-
Work phonc: 4, a3 - ,i5- 6t - 3 Home phone: q4 2 -(V-

Fax:
E-Mail Address:
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Commentor No. 81: Melvin L. Brewer 

IRON WORKER~J;~ctk:; .UNION NO. 704 
INTERNATIONAl ASSOCIATION OF BRI~eJ!ti~ t .. =::~~E!ffAl AND REINFORCING IRON WORKERS 

Z115 BELLE ARBOR AVENUE .:,L~ ,. ...~ "-;.. CHATTANOOGA, TENNESSEE 37_ 
,'_. .-.. ~~-.o. 

MflVIN L BREWER 423/~2t11·~ .... ··.;;;l,U423/622.2112 
Bl$htess Manaper .' .-~ ~ .-

Good Evening. 

I am Melvin Brewer, Business Managgr of Local 704 of the 
International Association of Bridge. Structural, Ornamental and 
Reinforcing Ironworkers from Chattanooga. TN. 

On behalf of our 600 plus members. I would like to voice our 
support for the proposed Commercial Light Water Reactor for the 
production of Tritium Gas at Bellefonte with Watts Bar and 
Sequoyah as a back-up. 

The raasons for our support are numerous and are beneficial not 
only to the people of this area, but to the American people as a 
whole. 

Some of the reasons ere 

Savannah River Site does Dot meet the 2005 production of tritium 
mandated by the President and Congress. 

Accelerator Production of tritium reqUires d 500MW power source 
for operation. Bellefont will actual produce power. 

As for the satety of the plant. TVA has an excellent record. 
Accident risk for Bellefonte is one fatal cancel every 245 
million years and transportation rlsk 1s less than one fatal 
cancer per 100.000 years. The risks factor for Watts Bar and 
Sequoyah are quite a bit less. 

Additional low-level waste is about 1% of TVA current volume. 

While the accelerator is an un-proven method. Commercial light 
water method has been proved at Watts Bar. With Watts Bar and 
Sequoyah has a back-up this plan will insure the country's supply 
of tritium for it's National Defense needs. 

As Tritium production in a commercial reactor is not prohibited 
by International nor the United States law. We feel like the 
benefits out weight the risk. 
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Commentor No. 82: Dannv M. Easter 

- - - -

: COMMENT FORM / 
,/ ~ ---- -

The Depamneol of Energy is inrerested in YOIl1 comments 00 the Draft EnwOtJnlOltallmpaa 
Slautnl!nt for 11K Production of Trilium in a Commerrial Ught WatU Re=or. 

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include: 

:anend.iDg public meetings and giving your 
cotnments directly 10 DOE offIcials 
returning this comment form to the 
registration desk. at the meeting 
recumi.ng this comment form or ocber written 
comments to the: address on the back 

Name: 0"." ../ ,...,- Er4-s, t..t!..r-
Organization: rit:.;f ic..r-' S .... £-<.. ;2. 9-- , 

Address: e .. .;>- f3 r'rl' '1 Y 7. 

fuingyourcommentslo 1·8()().631-0612 
commenting via the World Wide Web si~: 
hnp~/www.dp.doe.gov/dp-62 

calling toll-fu::e and leaving yourcommeots 
vi, voice maiJ.1-800-332'()801 

(optional) 

City: an..: '''-_.'£'4 
Work phone: ':,,>.,3 - 3. y- 3/'13 

State:: ~ Zip Code: 3?C-S' <I 
Homcphooc: 4:{2."3 -.~'>-- ¥-'-->-/ 

Fax: 
E·MID~·I~A~ruu~~-s-:------------------------------------------------
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Commentor No. 83: Ronald E. Easter Commentor No. 84: Linda Ewald

A COMNTFR COMEN FOM

The Department of Energy is interested in yoar comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Strtereantfor the Prodtion of Triiaum, m a Commercial Light Water Reactor

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Drco Encirosmerual Impact
Statemera for the Production of Tritim in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and dthse include:

* atte.dinig public meetings and giving your
comments directly to DOE officials

* retaum g this comment form to the
registration desk at the meeting

* retarning this comment form or other written
comments to the address on the back

• faxing your comments to,1-800-631-0612
* coecnmeting via the Woold Wtde Wet site:

httpr/wwAw.dp.do-gov/dp-62
* calling toll-fee and leaving your comments

via voice mail. 1-800-332-0801

* attendintgpuzblicmeetingsandgivingyour foxing yourcommt ntsto l-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials , commenting via the World Wide Web site:

* retmuning this comment form to the httpJAvww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62
registration desk at the meeting • calling toll-free and leaving yourcomments.
returning this comment form or other written via voice mail, 1- 800-332-0801
corntsnt to the address on nt back
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Commentor No. 83: Ronald E. Easter 

- COMMENT FORM / 
- / 

- -- - -
The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft E""jrrmmm1lli Impac' 
Statemln'!oT 1M Prodw:ticn ofTrilium in a Comm<TdaJ light"",er Reactor. 

There are several ways to provide comments on this dQCUment and these include: 

attending public meetings and giving your 
co!IllIlCIl!> directly to DOE official> 

• retuming this comment form to the 
registration desk at the mming 
returning this comment fonn or other writteD 

oomments.o the ~ on the bock 

faxing your cammen" '0,1-800-631-0612 
C<l<IIlIlalting via the World Wide Web site: 
bttp11www_dp.doe_gov'dp-62 
calling [aD-flee and leaving your comments 
via voice mail. 1-800-332-<t801 

thank you for)'OO)"" u-poL Please use addUiouJ. sheds if DeC."II!SSIIry and attacb than to this form. 

Name: ~ 41 f ts int: 
~:¥ 'S ~i '41}Y. Q9t!9 'I;> 
City: Roc« '7",l State: --'.A- Zip Code: -,3-"2,,,Y..:c(=r-"( __ 
Work phooc: t.i ~ -Y I U Harne phone: --/l",S-,,4-=---L1-=-'-'-1.("-____ _ 

(op<io<W) 

Fn:~~---------------------------------------------------E-Mail Addrcss: _____________________ _ 

Commentor No. 84: Linda Ewald 

- COMMENT FORM 

The Department orEncrgy is irue=<cd in your CO!DJDtnts on the Draft EnviTQlUtlelllalImpacr 
SUlt<meTlt faT 'he Prodw:tion o/Tri'ium in a Commercial Light I\!l",y R<actor. 

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these indude: 

• aJtendin~ public meetings and giving your faxing your comments (Q 1-800-63J-Q612 
COmnle4ts ditecdy to DOE officials commenting via the World Wide Web site: 
reruming this coaunen< fom> to .he http~lwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62 

registraliOD desk: at the meeting calling loU-free. and leaving your comments 
returning this comment form or other wrilten via voice maH. 1·800-332-0801 

comments to tbe ~~.f~ ~L~~k .' 
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~~O")\(' \M ( t !,. ~ir;...." "r-f. (tr.r ':" 1!Y\1"I'\'n...,l ~ " 

Name: b'l!) ""'- \:"v () c\ (opOOnalj 
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Commentor No. 84: Linda Ewald (Cont'd) Commentor No. 85: William Griffith

Stone & Webster FOUNDED1889
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STATEMENT FROM STONE & WEBSTER

My rname is William (Bill) Griffith. I am a Vice President with Stone & Webster

Engineering Corporation. We are now the Engineers of Record for the Bellefonte nuclear
plant. We are one of the world's largert engineers and constructors of commercial

nuclear facilities. We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and
would like to compliment the Department of Energy on the thoroughness of that report.

And we agree with the conclusions as staed both from a safety perspective and from the
impact on the environment, We as time engineers, through our engineering and design
respnnsibilities, will ensure that the Bellefonte nuclear power station is designed in

compliance with all applicable laws and environmental regulations.

1/07.03

7(cont'c

0

ns

0
0

0
101IS9N

Stone & Webster, Inourporated
P.O0. 11. 232a. Boint,, M aa.eh-.ttA 021tve232nu
245 Su-n. Street5, B-Wtn..M..nhu.eatts 022110

"-' I 

Commentor No. 84: Linda Ewald (Cont'd) 
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Commentor No. 85: William Grimth 

Stone & Webster 

STA TIMEST FROM STONE &; WEBSTER 

FOUNDED 
1SS9 

My nam~ is Willi.m C8ill) Griffilh. l:un a Vice President with Stone & Webster 
Engineering Corporation, We ore now th. Engineers of Record for the Bellefonte nuclear 
plant. We are one of the world's largQ;l c:n&ineel1l and constnlctors of com~rc.jaJ 
nuclear (l:l.(;ililie. ... We have reviewed me Dra.ft Environmental Impact Sutement and 
would like to compliment the Departmenl of Energy on the thoroughne" of thot report, 
And we ligree with the conclusions as stated both from & safety perspective and from me 
impact on the environment. We a..;; the enginecrs, lhrough our cng\nccring and dcs\gn 
re ..... plln'iH:Hlities. ""'itJ ensure thar £he &11cfonre nuclear power s[ation is. designed in 
compliance with all appliclble laws and environmental regulations, 
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Stone & Web.ter, Incorporated 
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Commentor No. 86: Ann Harris Commentor No. 86: Ann Harris (Cont'd)

Ann Hams phone 4 423-376-4851
305 Picket Road Fax 4 423-376-8864
Ten Mile, TN 37880 e-mail: apickel@aol-com

October 8, 1998

Comments to DRAFT EIS on TRITIUM production using the commercial light water
reactors @ TVA.

I. Decommissioning of a TRITIUM production site has never been performed therefore
who is going to clean up the mess left at Watts Bar when DOE and DOD leave? The cost
will be much higher at a tritium production plant than at a plant not making 1/20.01

tritium. Will the rate payers ufTVA have that added to their stranded cost when
deregulation hits?.

2. 1 could not find the definitions for such words as -
-"measurable health effects" 11 2/14.11
-"associated impacts of transporting" 1 3/18.02
--previous (TVA) impact statements-: "serve to a great extent as the basis for
this EIS"
-- Does it mean that DOE went back into history and found something they liked 4/05.25
and used it -that is what appears to have happened here. Watts Bar was
licensed 3(three) years ago--Sequoyah over 15 and Bellefonte does not have one
that is in this decade. So what is the basis for making that statement. What is the
NRC basing their decision of NO Significant Impact!
-What does No Significant Impact mean? Does that mean that the local people
are of no significance, the country surrounding Watts Bar or the river is of no
significance? Some where you must define how you use the word "significant" 5/05.28
and how it applies to this EIS.
-TVA and the NRC both use the word siamifleat until an action happens that
makes people scream "Unclc". So I am asking what DOE's usage is in this
format?

3- You have used the national average of fuel rod burns to set the
standard in this EIS. Why didn't you use TVA's average of
burns, Is it because the average is much higher than 2 (two) 6/19.06
per year. Using competent and safe nuclear programs around

the nation does not reflect TVA's record.

4. What is the basis for using lNPO's reports to defend using TVA's CLWRs when the
public does not have access to those reports and cannot get them? (The NRC and TVA
both use INPO documents to make critical judgments that best suit them to 7/09.05
write violations against TVA and TVA does not produce ALL of INPO's comments

when talking to the public. Therefore the public is at a vast disadvantage responding to
this FIS on that basis alone)
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5. You used the "affected environment area" terminology at the Bellefonte Meeting.
Does that mean that you base that on the "current prevailing winds?"

6. What is the current waste water program that the TVA nuclear programs use to clean
up the reactor coolant waste water prior to release into the Tennessee river? Where is
the procedure for that and how often is that program tested to support its reliability?
What is the criteria that the NRC will use to monitor that program?
Where is that criteria located now?

7. At the Bellefonte it was stated that ifTVA has an over run of the bid that TVA will
pick up the overrun; i.e. the rate payers. Does the 1.9Billion dollars that using the
CLWRs at TVA also include the cost of transportation to the SRS and does it include
the cost of the extraction facility? If not why not?

8. You have made the point several times that TVA is a government agency. Ifthat is a
matter of fact shouldn't you notify the White House, congress, the media as well as the
TVA Chairman and board in addition to the rate payers in the valley and notify them that
TVA will be sharing the cost of mismanagement and illegal activities with all of the
taxpayers across America. Also you state that TVA's reactors arc government owned.
When did the rate payers sell offthe assets of the valley? What is the basis for these
statements and why was this language used? TVA has never been known ih the past as a
government agency. Doe is taking the position that DOE only has to come in and
confiscate TVA!

9. In your draft you report very small numbers of abused employees that have been
harmed as a result of raising safety issues. Are those numbers from the Department of
Labor or is that from the thugs at Region I1 of the NRC or is that from the TVA

Nuclear's Vice President that says that the NRC-DOE--DOL---the media-- or
the public does not know the law and that TVA has never abused any one over safety
issues.

10. How will TVA---- the NRC---and DOE ensure a safety conscious work
environment where employees feel free to raise safety issues with out damage to them,
their families or their careers? When a TVA employee receives a death threat at his/her
work desk since 1995 up and through out the past month then safety is not a top prionrity
of these agencies. Where is my confidence that you are willing to protect workers from
management abuse?

8/14.12

9/11.01

10/23.14

11/09.06
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Commentor No. 86: Ann Harris 

Ann Harris 
305 Pickel Road 
Ten Mile, TN 37880 

phone 1/ 423-376-4851 
Fax ii 423-376-8864 
e-mail: apickel@aoLcom 

October 8, 1998 

Comments to DRAFT EIS on TRITIUM production using the commerci .. llight water 
reactors @ TVA: 

I. Decommissioning of a TRITIUM production site has never been performed therefore 
who is going to clean up the mess left at Watts Bar when DOE and ODD leave'? The cost 
will be much higher at a tritium production plant than at a plant not making 

tritium. Will the rate payers of TVA have that added to their stranded cost when 
deregulation hits? 

2. I could not find the detinitions for such words as -
-"measurable health effects" 112114.11 
-"associated impacts of transporting " 113118.02 
--previous (TVA) impact statements-; "serve to a great extent as the basis for 
this ElS~ 
--Does it mean that DOE went back into history and found something they liked 
and used it -that is what appears to have happened here. Watts Bar was 
licensed 3(three) years ago-Sequoyah over 15 and Bellefonte does not have one 
that is in this decadc. So what is the basis for making that statemern. Whal is the 
NRC basing their decision of NO Significant Impact! 
-What does No Significant Impact mean? Does thai mean that the local people 
are of no significance, the country surrounding Watt~ Bar or the river is of no 
significance? Some where you must define how you use the word "significant" 
and how it applies to this EIS. 
-TVA and thc NRC both use the word significaat until an action happens that 
makes people scream "Uncle". So I am asking what DOE's usage is in this 
format? 

3. You have used the national averllge of fuel rod bums to set the 
standard in this EIS. Why dido'l you use TVA's average of 
bums. Is it because the average is much higher than 2 (two) 
per year. Using competent and safe nuclear programs around 

the nation does not reflect TVA's record 

I W19.~ 
4. What is the basis for using INPO's reports to defend using TVA's CLWRs when the 
public does not have access to those reports and cannot !,'Ct them? (The NRC and TVA 
both use lNPO documents to make critical judl,'111ents that best suit them to 
write violations against TVA and TVA does not produce ALL of IN PO's comments 

when talking to the public. Therefore the public is at a vast disadvantag~ responding to 
this EIS on thaI basis alone) 

1120.01 

4105.25 

5105.28 

7109.05 
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Commentor No. 86: Ann Harris rCont'd) 

5. You used the "affected environment area" terminology at the Bellefonte Meeting. 
Does that mean that you base that on the "current prevailing winds?" 

6. What is the current waste water program that the TVA nuclear prob'Tllms use to clean 
up the reactor coolant waste water prior to release into tht: Tennessee river? Where is 
the procedure for iliat and how often is that program tested to support its reliability? 
What is 'the criteria that the NRC will use to monitor that prob'Tam? 
Where is that criteria located now? 

7. At the Bellefonte it "'as stated that if TVA has an overrun of the bid that TV /\ will 
pick up the overrun; i.e. the rate payers. Does the I. 9Billion dollars that using the 
CLWRs at TVA also include the cost of transportation to the SRS and does it includ~ 
the CO~1 of the extraction facility? lfnot why not? 

8. You have made the point several times that TVA is a government agency. If that is a 
matter of fact shouldn't you notify the White !-louse, congress, the media as well as the 
TVA Chairman and board in addition to the rate payers in the valley and notify them that 
TVA will be sharing the cost of mismanagement and illegal activities with all of the 
taxpayers across America. Also you state that TVA's reactors arc government owned 
When did the rate payers sell off the assets of the valley? What is the basis for these 
statement~ and why was this language used? TVA has never been known i .. :he pas! as a 
government agency. Doe is taking the position that DOE only has to come in and 
confiscate TV A! 

9. In your draft you report very small numbers of abused employees that have been 
harmed as a result of raising safety issues. Are those numbers from the Department of 
Labor or is that from the thugs at Region II of the NRC or is that from the TVA 

Nuclear's Vice President that says that the NRC-OOE--DOL---the media-- or 
the public does not know the law and that TV A ha~ never abused anyone over safety 
issues. 

10. How will TVA----the NRC--and DOE ensure a safety conscious work 
environment where cmployees feel free to raise safcty issues with out damage to them, 
their families 01 their careers? When a TVA employee receives a death threat at hislher 
work desk since 1995 up and through out the past month then safety is not a top priority 
ofthcse agencies. Where is my confidence that you are willing to protect workers from 
management abuse? 
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11 Will DOE pay replacement cost for damage to private when the accident happens?
(since the Price Anderson Act only requires that an insurance company to pay a set I 12/15.01
amount for damage to private property.) How will you reimburse me for your
recklessness?

12. At the Bellefonte meeting you stated that you will be using Watts Bar, Sequoyah and
in addition to Bellefonte to keep up the production on an annual rotation. What is the 1310303
basis for this menage a trois with DOE? Also where in the EIS is that scenario I
addressed?I

I have additional comments but will seek that they be addressed through further written
comments.

COMET 0R`I

The Departmen of Energy is intestea in your comments on the Doafi Enrirrnmenul Impact
Statemen for rthe Prvdwcton of Tritian ma Cordnmerila Light Water Reactor

Thee are several ways to provide comments on this dociamest antd these inciude:

Saettending public oeetings and giving yoau faxiag your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comment directly to DOE officials * cotumenteg via the World Wide Web ste:
r seanig this comment form to the htpJAlwwdp-dogov/dp-62
registration desk at the meeting * calling toll-free and leaving your comments
returning this comment form or otlher written via voice mail 1-800-3320801
comments to the address on the back

99
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1/07.03
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City: - State: faý Zip Code: -. Y,.'/
werk Hhne .it ~-R3 o pho ne: &z)77-'Ai
Fax:
E-Mail Address: ,Tb,,-flr 7/.
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Commentor No. 86: Ann Harris (Cont'd) 

II. Will DOE pay replacement cost for damage to private when the accident happens? I 
(since the Price Anderson Act only requires that an insurance company to pay a set 12/15.01 
amount for damage to private property.) How will you reimburse me for your 
recklessness? 

12. At the Bellefonte meeting you stated that you will be using Watts Bar, Sequoyah and 
in addition to Bellefonte to keep up the prodUction on an annual rotation. What is the 
basis for this menage a trois with DOE? Also where in the EIS is that scenario 
addressed? 

I have additional comments but will seek that they be addressed through further written 
comments. 

113/03.03 

Commentor No. 87: Jerry V. Mills 

-- --- - - - - - -- - - --

. . COMMENT FORM'" , ' . . ,..' . 
• _. ~ ,,_ • ~ .' • oW • _ _ _ '. _ 

The Department of Enagy ;. iD~ in your c:omm<JltS on the Draft Environm<nta1 Impact 
s~ fOT r1u Producricn ofTriliHm in a Co,""",n:ial Ughr lI!uu ReacIor 

TheR: are several ways to provide comments on this dOCl)Jlle11t and these include: 

• faxing yOCJr commenrs 10 [-8Q0.631-0612 • =di.Di public moetings and giving yow
comments directly to DOE officials 

• returning this comment fOIm to the 
registration desk at the meeting 

• c:ommenting vi. the World Wide Web site: 
bttp11www.dp.doe.gov/dp-62 

.. returning this COlllIDCnt form or other wriueo 
comme.nts to tbe address 00 the back 

• calling toll·£r.c and IeaviDg your oommenlS 
via voice mail. 1-801).332-0801 

TbaraJc you fen- )'OW' input. PI.ease use additi:o:Dal thl!Jltilli DeCII!QU']'.wi atbtb them to this fOl'lll. 

Name: ...kr'l( VI kig (optic"") 

. =~ri~;v'd;:w ~;::?,J ';;;,;::;e,£ ~eL ... r%a+ 

City: ~,,,,<o . SIlW!:~ ZipCode:.J"'?..?2/ 
Wed< pboDc: ('£< 'l,JJ"9J'-.P.7-?p Home phouc: & .. ~) ?Z. [- r?..ro 
Fu: ____________ ~~--~~------------------------
E-MailAddrcss:.lI/.G.l#.rt.".ZvA·6 .. 1l 

'''''' 

1/07.03 

~L_ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ----------------~ 
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COMN FORK
The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Drmft EnciyronmenawlImpact
Starmem for the Prodaction of Tridum = a Commercial Light Water Reacor.

Them are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

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

* ttuming this comment form to the
registratio desk at the meeting

* returning this comment form or othl written
comments to the address on the back

taxing yo•roeommentsto 1-800-631-0612
• comaenting via the World Wide Web site:

hrtp/,www.dp.doe.gov dp-62
* calling toll-free and leaving your csrmnnnts

via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

ts- -719

I 1/07.01

October 8, L998

U.S. Department of Energy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
P. 0. Box 44539
Washington, DC 20026-4539

Dear Mr. Sohinki:

I have the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-
0288D) for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

1. Summary - Section S. 1.1 after last sentence add the same last sentence as Volume I
section I 1. 1 which states: "DOE is considering only the purchase ofirradiation
services, not the purchase of a reactor."

2. Volume 1, Section 1.3.5 - Add reference to Speaker's Task Force on Nuclear Cleanup
and Tritium Production, A Report titled: "Getting on with Tritium Production: A
Report to Speaker Newt Gingrich" dated September 29, 1995. Reason for my
comment is that this report also concluded there were no treaties, laws, or policies
violated with CLWR tritium production.

3. Volume 1 Section 5.2.11 - Construction Impacts (regarding Accelerator) - I do not
believe the most significant impact regarding dewatering has been captured.

The current wording in the Draft CLWR EIS Section 5.2.11 currently states that
impacts would be minimal, but there is no mention of the groundwater being

contaminated. The APT Draft EIS, Section 3.3.2.2 identifies that radiological
analysis of groundwater from the water table showed that radium and tritium are

present in some locations beneath the preferred site and are slightly above the
respective drinking water standards.

4. Under ERP No. D-DOE-A09828-00 Rating EC2, Surplus Plutonium Disposition

(DOE!EIS-0283) for Siting, Construction and Operation of three facilities for
Plutonium Disposition the EPA expressed concern as to the lack ofassurance that

proposed operations, would not lead toffurther adverse impacts.

Draft CLWR EIS, Section 5.2. 11, subsection on Operational Impacts states that the
APT would produce neutrons which have the potential to penetrate the shielding and
be absorbed by the soil and groundwater. This indicates that there would be adverse

impacts from operations of the facility and that the EPA concerns under the
plutonium disposition EIS are valid and should therefore also be addressed for the

APT I am not suggesting that all of the APT Impacts be addressed in the CLWR EIS.
I do believe though that the most significant ones should be mentioned in the CLWR
EIS since the APT is the no action alternative. If this area is not yet addressed in the

0
0

rs~
0

-s
0
0

0

*0
0

0
0

(5
0

0
-5

(5

'~0
-s
0
0.
(5
0

0

1/24.12

2/01.04

3/04.05

Thasr Yaou tor ome iaput. Pleaanaruse laari l shauns if nara7 aed attaab ae thimWUs taru.

Namse: 7.es- , ý (oLptesal?
Organization: Z- 7z.- ,4z ,cA,' E l -

City: S tate 7,-. ZipCode: z0-1
Wor~k phone: ____ ______Home phone: -*241 Yas--66a 17
Ps.-

~r-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
~ 
c::, 

Commentor No. 88: Jesse L. Reed 

The Depanment of Energy is ~ in yom comments on the Draft EmrironmmtaI Impact 
Staz<mOll!or th< ProdMcrionofTrirUIm ina Commerci4I Ligll1 mu.r Reactor. 

There arc several ways to provide comments on this document and these inc~ude: 

• a_dillg public meetings and giving your • faxing your comme!lts to 1-800-631-0612 
comment> directly ID OOE official. • commenting via the World Wide Web site:: 

• r<tumiDg Ibis commr:nt form to the http~lwww.dp.doc.govldp-62 

registration desk a' the meeting • calling toll-free and leaving your comments 
• retumiItgtbisco~D'formorotitotwrittcD via voice mail, 1-8()()'3J2.(J801 

coDJIDeDts to the address on the bttcl< 
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Commentor No. 89: Steve Tanner 

October g, 1999 

u. S. Department ofEoergy 
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office 
P. O. Box 44539 
Washington, DC 20026-4539 

Dear Mr. Sohinki: 

I have the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DOElEIS-
0288D) for the Production of Tritium in II Conunercial Light Water Reactor. 

1. Summary - Section S. 1.1 after last sentence add the same last sentence as Volume I II 
section 1.1.1 which states: "OOE is considering only the purchase of irradiation 1/24.12 
services, not the purchase of II reactor." 

2. Volume I, Section 1.3.5 - Add reference to Speaker's Task Force on Nuclear Cleanup I 
and Tritium Production, A Report titled: "Getting on with Tritium Production: A 
Report to Speakcr Ncwt Gingrich" dated September 29, 1995. Reason for my 2/01.04 
comment is that this report also concluded there were no treaties, la"'"8, or policies 
violated with CLWR tritium production. 

3. Volume 1 Section 5.2.11 - Construction Impacts (regarding Accelerator) - I do not 
believe the most significant impact regarding dewatering has been captured. 

The current wording in the Draft CLWR EIS Section 5.2.11 currently states that 
impacts would be minimal. but there is no mention of the groundwater being 
contaminated. The APT Draft EIS, Section 3.3.2.2 identifies that radiological 
analysis of groundwater from the water table showed that radium and tritium are 
present in some locations beneath the preferred site and are slightly above the 
respective drinking water standards. 

4. Under ERP No. D-DOE-A09828-00 Rating EC2, Surplus Plutonium Disposition 
(DOElEIS-0283) for Siting, Construction and Operation of three facilities for 3/04_05 
Plutonium Disposition the EPA expressed concern as to the lack of tlSl·urance thaJ 
pruposed operations would not lead tn further adverse impllCts. 

Draft CLWR ElS, Section 5.2.11, subsection on Operational Impacts states that the 
APT would produce neutrons which have the potential to penetrate the shielding alld 
be absorbed by the soil and groundwater. This indicates that there would be ad,'erse 
impacts from operations of the facility and thai the EPA concerns under the 
plutonium disposition EIS are valid and should therefore also be addressed for the 
APT. I am not suggesting that all of the APT Impacts be addressed in the ClWR EIS. 
I do believe though that the most significant ones should be mentioned in the CL WR 
EIS since the APT is the no action alternative. If this area is not yet addressed in the 
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APT EIS, it would not be appropriate to address it in the CLWR EIS until the APT I 3(cont'd)
EIS has evaluated the issue.

Sincerely,

Steve Tanner
2475 Allegheny Dr.
Chattanooga, TN 37421

FR-ENVIRONMENTAL SCAN: 09125198

RA Wcb Page httv://rnidemrtLeevfwyaeenwm1mflhth a
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Index ofItems: (09/25/98 Total 2)

1. EPA-Environmental Impact Statements and Regulations, Availability of EPA Comments

2. EPA-Common Sense Initiative Council, (CSIC)

- No. I of 2----
L-S ID No. : 645207 (72 lines)

PAGE: 63 FR 51349 NO. 186 09/25/98
CFR: -NONE-
CAPTION: Environmental Impact Statements and Regslatons; Availability of
EPA Comments
AGENCY: Office of Federal Activities
Office for Enforcemet
Environmental Protection Agency
ACTION: Notice
CONTACT; Office of Federal Activities, 202-564-5076

SUNMMARY: ERP No. D-DOE-A09828-00 Rating EC2, Surplus Plutonium Disposition (DOE/EIS-

Page 1

0283) for Siting, Construction and Operation of three facilities for
Plutonium Disposition, Possible Sites Hanford, Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory, Pantex Plant and Savannah River, CA, ID, NM, SC, TX and WA.
Summary- EPA expressed environmental concern based on the effects on water and ecological resources
and the presence ofcontamination in the existing environment and lack of assurance that the proposed
operations would not lead to Sirther adverse impacts.
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Commentor No. 89: Steve Tanner (Cont'd) 

APT EIS, it would not be appropriate to address it in the CL WR EIS until the APT 113(Cont'd) 
EIS has evaluated the issue. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Tanner 
2475 Allegheny Dr. 
Chattanooga, TN 37421 

Commentor No. 89: Steve Tanner (Cont'd) 

FR.fNVIRONMENTAL SCAN: 09/25198 

Index ofIte"",: (09/25198 Total2) 

I. EPA-Environmental Impact Statements and RegulatiollS; Availability of EPA Comments 

2. EPA-CommOll Sense Initiative Council, (CSIC) 

-No. I of 2----
L-S ID No.: 645201 (12 lines) 
PAGE: 63 FR51349 NO. 186 omsl98 
CFR: -NONE-
CAPTION: Envirorunentallmpr.ct Statements and Regulations; Availability of 
EPA Comments 
AGENCY: Office ofFederal Activities 
Office for Enforcement 
Envirorunental Protection Agency 
ACTION: Notice 
CONTACT: Office ofFedcral Activities, 202-S64-S076 

SUMMARY: ERP No_ D-DOE-A09828-OO Rating EO, Surplus Plutonium Disposition (OOElEIS
Page 1 

0283) for Siting, Construction and Operation of three facilities for 
Plut?nium DispoJition, Possible Sites Hanford, Idaho National Engineering and 
EnVlfonmentai Laboratory, Pantex Plant and Savannah River. CA, ill, NM. SC, TX and WA. 
Summary: EPA expressed environmental concern based on the effects on water and ecological resources 
and th~ presence of contamination in the existing environment and lack of assurance that the proposed 
operallons would not lead to further adverse impacts. 
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Good Evening, My name is Steve Tanner. I have over twenty six years
experience in the nuclear and defense industries. I am an employee of TVA-
I am here tonight though not as a TVA employee, but as an interested citizen
and concerned taxpayer of the United States of America. The views and
beliefs I express to you tonight are my own.

For over two years now, I have had the opportunity to gain a tremendous
amount knowledge regarding DOE's efforts to obtain a new assured supply of
tritium. I have researched information regarding what tritium is, the
associated health effects, why the United States needs tritium, what has been
occurring in congress and in DOE since 1989 pertaining to tritium production,
what other nations are doing about tritiumn production, what the United States
policies are regarding proliferation, arms reduction, science and technology,
and how our political process is working just to name of few. I have also
reviewed and compared data provided in the draft EIS's for both the CLWR
and the APT options. I would be afraid to even try to estimate the volume of
material I have seen and read regarding tritium.

Let me start by commending DOE and TVA for their thoroughness and depth
in the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the CLWR production of
tritium. I truly believe that all potential impacts have been identified and
thoroughly evaluated.

New-, I would like to share with you a few things that I have learned through
my research~regarding the No Action Alternative:

The first thing I learned involves time and money:

40 years of operations and maintenance cost, nine more years to go on
the s•hedule, and not in Washington State but now in South Carolina.

What this indicates to me is that we have people in this country that
have found their answer to our ailing Social Security Program - they
have found a way to find their own retirements through a pork barrel
program called the Accelerator Production of Tritium-and it's being
paid for through our tax dollars.

The second thing I learned deals with political interference:

Congress has each year, I know since 1993, passed laws that required
DOE to find a solution and make a decision regarding a source of
tritium. In fact, in November 1993, congress passed the FY94 Defense
Authorization Act which required DOE to evaluate the commercial
production of tritium. Then a law was passed that specifically required
any new tritium production facility to be built in South Carolina. Why
South Carolina? Polities!

In 1995, DOE's dual path strategy using an accelerator or a CLWR
was published after the urging of congress for DOE to again consider
commercial production. Congress recognized in public law the dual
path strategy and mandated a decision date by DOE.

Since then a political battle has been occurring. This battle has been
Accelerator pork barrel benefactors against those that are serious about
what is best for our country. Fortunately, we have some very strong
and capable congressional members that have maintained DOE down a
steady path of finding what is best for the United States and who
support the decision being made by DOE based on merit not politics.

I believe that DOE can and will make a decision based on what is best
for the United States as long as the pork barrel politicians stay out of
their way.

1(cont'd)

2/01.02

DOE has been attempting to provide an assured supply of tritium to
meet defense needs for at least ten years now. In March 1989, a report
was prepared identifying that an Accelerator for the production of
tritium could be designed and built in Hanford, Washington at a cost of
$2.3 Billion in 9 years.

Today, over nine years later, 3 years into conceptual and detailed
design activities, after numerous studies and some limited testing and
who knows at what cost to date, the estimate is even higher. There is
still $3.5 Billion to go to get an accelerator facility built and operating,

1/23.15
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Good Evening, My name is Steve Tanner. I have over twenty six years 
experience in the nuclear and defense industries. I am an employee of TVA 
I am here tonight though not as a TVA employee, but as an interested citizen 
and concerned taxpayer of the United States of America. The views and 
beliefs J express to you tonight are my ami. 

For over two years now, I have had the opportunity to gain a tremendous 
amount knowledge regarding DOE's efforts to obtain a new assured supply of 
tritium. [have researched information regarding what tritium is, the 
associated health effects, why the United States needs tritium, what has been 
occurring in congress and in DOE since 1989 pertaining to tritiUIll production, 
what other nations are doing about tritium production, what the United States 
policies are regarding proliferation, arms reduction, science and teclmology, 
and how our political process is working just to name offew. I have also 
reviewed and compared data provided in the draft EIS' s for both the CL WR 
and the APr options. I would be afraid to even try to estimate the volwne of 
material T have seen and read regarding tritiwn. 

LeI me start by commending DOE and TV A for their thoroughness and depth 
in the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the CLWR production of 
tritium. T truly believe that all potential impacts have been identified and 
thoroughly evaluated. 

tJtlCt 
New; I would like to share with you a few things that 1 have learned through 
myresearch,fegarding the No Action Alternative: 

The first thing J learned involves time alld money: 

DOE has been attempting to provide an assured supply of tritium to 
meet defense needs for at least ten years now. III March 1989, a rcport 
was prepared identifying that an Accelerator for the production of 
tritium could be designed and built in Hanford, Washington at a cost of 
$2.3 Billion in 9 years. 

Today, over nine years later, 3 years into conceptual and detailed 
design activities, after numerous studies and some IimitcJ testing and 
who knows at what cost to date, the estimate is cvell higher. There is 
still $3.5 Billion to go to get an accelerator facility built and operating, 
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40 years of operations and maintenance cost, nine more years to go on 
the schedule, and not in Washington State but now in South Carolina. 

What this indicates to me is that we have people in this COWltry that 
have found their answer to our ailing Social Security Program - they 
have found a way to fund their own retirements through a pork barrel 
program called the Accelerator Production ofTritium-and it's being 
paid for through. our tax dollars. 

The second thing I learned deals with political interference: 

Congress has each year, I know since 1993, passed laws that required 
DOE to find a solution and make a decision regarding a source of 
tritiUlll. In fact, in November 1993, congress passed the FY94 Defense 
Authorization Act which required DOE to evaluate the commercial 
production of tritium. Then a law was passed that specifically required 
any new.tritium production facility to be built in South Carolilla Why 
South Carolina? Politics! 

In 1995, DOE's dual path strategy using an accelcrator or a CLWR 
was published after the urging of congress for DOE to again consider 
commercial production. Congress recognized in public law the dual 
path strategy and mandated a decision date by DOE. 

Since then a political battle has been occurring. This battle has been 
Accelcrator pork barrel benefactors against those that are serious about 
what is best for our country. Fortunately, we have some very strong 
and capable congressional members that have maintained DOE down a 
steady path of fmding what is best for the United States and who 
Sllpport tIle decision being made by DOE based on merit not politics. 

1 believe that DOE can and will make a decision based on what is best 
for the United States as long as the pork barrel politicians stay out of 
their way. 

/(cont'd) 
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The third thing I learned also involves political interference but is more
specific to so called proliferation implications:

Who's to say what we as a country can achieve regarding arms
reduction and control. I have seen some major shifts in our policy as a
nation. Moving more and more towards being the leader in nuclear
weapons reductions. The United States has been a leader in the
development of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the Non-
proliferation Treaty, and is currently leading the world towards
adopting a Fissile Materials Cut-off Treaty.

Yet while we move forward towards these goals, let us not forget that
to lead we must take the right actions. I know that until we achieve
total world nuclear disarmament the right action is for the United States
to maintain a nuclear deterrent. I also know that to maintain that
deterrent safe and reliable we need tritium.

I believe to build an accelerator as a "New Nuclear Defense
Production Facility" as part of the Nuclear Weapons Complex is not
the right action. I state this because a new accelerator facility built
with a mission of tritium production, a facility capable of producing
fissile material such as plutonium and uranium, a new production
facility controlled by the Nuclear Weapons Complex and probably not
subject to IAEA accountability inspections, a facility that uses a
technology that is not under current export controls --- that all of these
things indicate high risk and they carry major proliferation implications-

On the contrary, DOE's purchase of irradiation services through a
financial arrangement with TVA which allows for completion of
Bellefonte, is consistent with the direction our country has been going
regarding other military versus civilian technology uses.

Let me share this with you: The United States National Security,
Science and Technology Strategy states:' "The Administration has
launched initiatives that reflect new ways of doing business.
Acquisition reform removes barriers that separate the defense industry
from the commercial industry and thus ensures that the military
acquires the highest quality equipment at the lowest cost. Our dual-use
technology policy recognizes that our nation can no longer afford to

maintain two distinct industrial bases and allows our armed force. to
exploit the rapid rate of innovation of commercial industry to meet
defense needs."

So I believe as we lead the world to disarmament and to minimize any
potential proliferation implications, building the accelerator is not the
right action. I also believe the right action is to use a CLWR. I state
this because use of a CLWR:

" supports our dual-use technology policy,
" does not violate any laws, treaties, or policies,
" Provides greater government control than the DOE Nuclear

Weapons Complex which is managed by private sector
Management and Operations companies under contract with DOE
and in business for a profit while TVA reactors are managed and
operated by government employees, and

" a CLWR would only be used to irradiate DOE components that
produce tritium in a non-weapons usable form more like producing
a raw material than the finished product in a TVA reactor.

3(cont'd)

4/07.01

I
3/01.04

In summary,

I recommend that DOE include as the preferred alternative to be identified in
the Final CLWR EIS use of the Bellefonte facility with, when and if needed, a
Watts Bar backup, and

I request that DOE move expeditiously to eliminate any further funding of the
"Accelerator Production of Tritium Project" or as a minimum rename the
project to the " - Fund Our Retirement Production of Tritium

.•,,.. aA\\.Ij •,e,--

I thank you for listening and submit a copy of my comments for the record
and your conideration.

5/06.05

6/04.01

Commn•n of Steve [saner at Public Meeting on Tritium Production in CominerciaL Light Water
Reactors. October t, 1998, Evensvill'. TN
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The third thing I learned also involves political interference but is more 
specific 10 so called proliferation implications: 

Who's to say what we as a counlly can achieve rcgarding anus 
reduction and control. I have seen some major shifts in our policy as a 
nation. Moving more and more towards being the leader in nuclear 
weapons reductions. The United States has been a leader in the 
development of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the Non
proliferation Treaty, and is currently leading the world towards 
adopting a Fissile Materials Cut-offTreaty. 

Yet while we move forward towards these goals, let us not forget that 
to lead we must take the right actions. 1 know that until we achieve 
total world nuclear disarmament the right action is for the United States 
to maintain a nuclear deterrent. T aIso know that to maintain that 
deterrent safe and reliable we need tritium. 

I believe to build an accelerator as a "New Nuclear DefeIJSe 
Production Facility" as part of the Nuclear Weapons Complex is not 
the right action. I state this beCause a new accelerator facility built 
with a mission of tritium production, a facility capable of producing 
fissile material sucb as plutonium and uranium, a new production 
facility controlled by the Nuclear Weapons Complex and probably not 
subject to lAEA accountability inspections, a facility that uses a 
technology that is not under current export controls --- that all of these 
things indicate high risk and they carry major proliferation implications. 

On the contrary, DOE's purchase of irradiation services drrough a 
financial arrangement with TV A which allows for completion of 
Bellefunte, is consistent with the direction our caunlly has been going 
regarding adler military versus civilian technology uscs. 

Let me share this with you: The United States National Security, 
Seience and Technology Strategy states:· "Inc Administration ha.~ 
launched initiatives that reflect new ways of doing business. 
Acquisition refonn removes barriers that separate the defense industry 
from the commercial industry and thus ensures that the military 
acquires the highest quahty equipment at the lowest cost. Our dual-use 
technolo!.'Y policy recognizes that our nation can no longer afford to 
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maintain two distinct industrial bases and allows our armed forces to II 
exploit the rapid rate of innovation of commercial induslly to meet 3(cont'd) 
defense needs." 

So I believe as we lead the,world to disannament and to minimizc any 
potential proliferation implications, building the accelerator is not the 
right action. I also believe the right action is to use a CL WR. I state 
this because use of a CL WR: 

• supports our dual-use technology policy, 
• does not violate allY laws, treaties, or policies, 
• Provides greater government control than the DOE Nuclear 4/07.01 

Weapons Complex which is managed by private sector 
Management and Operations companies under contract with DOE 
and in l?usiness for a profit while TV A reactors are managed and 
operated by government employees, and 

• a CL WR would only be used to irradiate DOE componcnts that 
produce tritium in a non-weapons usable fonn more like producing 
a raw material than the finished product in a TV A reactor. 

In summary, 

I recommend that DOE include as the preferred alternative to be identified in I 
the Final CL WR EIS use of the Bellefonte facility wi~ when and if needed, a 5/06.05 
Watts Barbaekup, and 

I request that DOE move expeditiously to eliminate any further funding of the 
"Accelerator Production of Tritium Project" or as a minimum rename the 
project to the "FilII. Bane! - Fund Our Retirement Production of Tritium 
Projecf". T~~N "",,\...cef\ SO..-liOol"'oC. S"~$ ~'1 ... ~. j::,O.12... I).rr, I,.u'll \<-~ ,,, .. ,\.""\ 

-t"'-t."'l IlIlA\\'1 'l\l\l!lIln .. 

1 thank you for listening and submit a copy of my comments for the record 
and your consideration. 

ColIllllents of s~vo Tanru:r at Pubtic Meeting on TritiulD Production in Commercial Light Water 
Reactors, October 8, J Y98, Evellsvilk TN 
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The Department of Energy is interested in your commeents on the Drae Enviionmenral impact
Statemeatfor the Prodartion of Tritium in a Commercial Light Uater Reactor.

Them are several ways to provide commes on this document and these include:

Sattending public meetings and giving your faxing yourcomments to t-800-631-0612
comment directly to DOE officials commenting via the Worid Wide Web sle:

- reunmng this comment form to the hltp:I/,lvesdp.doegov/dp-62
regisration desk at the meeting calling tofl-bee and leaving your commcsu
r eurning this comme form or otler rten via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801
comments to thte address an the back

The Departmoent of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Co mme•ial Light WNater Reactor

There ore several ways to provide comoeas on this document and these include:

* attending public meetings and giving your faxing yoar comments to l-800-631-0612
commensu direcily to DOE officials commenting via the World Wide Web site:

Sremoming thin comment form to the htp J/www.dpldoe.gov/dp-62
registration desk at the meeting caling tol]-free and leaving your comments

Sromming this comment fto or other written via voice mail. 1-800-332-0801
ommntls to the address on the back
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• oneoding public meetings and gh';ng your 
CO!llDlents directly to DOE official. 

• returning this CO!!ItDOllI form to the . 
registration desl< at the meeting 

faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612 
OOIIUIIeIIting via the World W,& Web site: 
http://www.dp.doe.gov/dp-62 

returning this COmment form or 0Ihtt v.nnen 
<XlIIIII1<Il1> to the address on the bac\; 

calling toll-flee and leaving your COJllllleDl$ 

via voice mail. 1-800-332-Q8()1 

~ cb'.h CI ~~~:a"£" _4 
,~- -;-. , ~ ~ m.../. a.u:. r 

Name: ~ YZ Vo~ 
Organization: "'~ L.V'~ v 
Addreas:~ ~ 
City: 2ZA'":r;? Slate:..L::i::::...- Zip Code: ;J 7 '1 '" ? 
Work phone: . Home phone: 1" 4' ~ - £' z. .... <', 
Fu:~~ ________________________________________________ ___ 

E-MlIilAddress: ______________________ -'-__ _ 

7'" 

111107.02 

Commentor No. 92: Marie Weir 

: C, ,: ' • ',' C6MME~T FORM ',- ','- .:' :,;:' 
.. _-' " ' , " ~ - -- -~ , ;/ '" ..:. 
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StaUmOll for tho PrrxiuctU>lI of Tritium in a Cotn11l<rCiaJ Ught mIter &actor. 

There.,., seveta! ways to provide coDDDCIIIs on this document and these include: 
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commcms directly to DOE officials 
relnming this COlIlIDeIIt form to the 
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JetWIllJIg this oo=nl fum! or 0Ihu written 
COIIlIDOtlIS to the address on the back 
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commenting via the World Wide W.b "te: 
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calJing toll-free and leaving your comments 
via voice mail. 1-8()()'332-0801 
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Commentor No. 93: Mitchell Weir

The Departiment of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Fnvinaneatd Impact
Stateeierafor the Produrcrion of Tnridaa w a Conm eial ieht 91ter Reacor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

Sateding public meetings and giving your faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials commenting via the World Wide Web site:

Sretatning this comment form to the bttpi/www.dp.doe.govidp-62
registraeion desk at the meetng calling toll-flre and leaving your comments
r teturnaing this comment form or other 'rinen via voice mail, 1-800-332-Ol01
comments to the address on the back
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Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
Presented by Ralph Hutchison

C~ormensts on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

fOr Tritium Production
in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

by the
Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance

October 8,199"8

CHAPTER I

1.1.1 The document states that "the US. nuclear weapons complex does not have the capability to
produce the amounts of tritium that will be required to support the Nation's current and future
stockpile."

Comment, 1) The Nation is a magazine. The United States is a nation. 2) This statement is 11/24.12
divorced from reality. The DEIS can reference the President's directive demanding more tritium, but as
DOE well knows, its own numbers show we do not need tritium until 2016 (to maintain START 2 levels)
and will by then likely need less tritiumn due to additional multilateral stockpile reductions. As NRDC 2/02.02
has pointed ouuL a scenario of 1000 warheads-still more than enough to secure our national defense and
serve as adequate a deterrent against hostile attack as any size arsenal-would not require additional
tritium until 2032 (by that time, 3/4dhs of any tritium produced in 2J005 will have decayed away).

1.1.2 The DEIS envisions the life of the light water reactor being used to produce tritium to be 40 years.

Comment: In the case of Watts Bar and Sequoyah reactors, 40 years from 2005 would extend their 3/21.03
life beyond current expectancy. In the case of Bellefonte, just a few years after the US would really
'need" the tritium (2032 under the NRDC 1000 warhead scenario) the reactor would shut down.

1/0 7.02

7-- -"4

rflý le-e asgoý# gg, I,-

1.1.4 The DEIS proposes to define the reasonable alternatives as the four reactors "offered" by TVA
(Watts Bar 1, Sequoyah 1&2, Bellefonte 1), added Bellefonte 2 as "reasonable" and proposod to
examine the environmental impacts of using any combination of the five. TVA has withdrawn three of
those reactors from its offer (Watts Bar and the Sequoyahs), Leaving DOE with orly Bellefonte 1 as
"offered.'

Comment: In considering reasonable alternatives, DOE must use some criteria and use It
consisten•ly. Either only the reactors offered in response to the procurement process can be considered
(and then only those which continue to be offered), or ill reactors, completed and uncompleted, which
could be used must be considered as reasonable altematives. (This would conceivably include the Fast
Flux Test Facility in Ricd'and, Washington and any number of commercial reactors operated by public
utilities). Either the realm of reasonable is defined by those "offered- or it is not. In either case, DOE's
current list is not sufficient to define "reasonable" alternatives.

4/06.03

1-k y- f. Y i'oo ta. 1` li -r~ Midtia-W sa-t. ff -. 7er .ad.UadIhr t- .in& ar.-
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1.3.1 DOE describes the process by which the "required tritium requirements" (:ic) are detwernined.

Comment: It is not clear from this description whether the date 2005 comes from the Presidential
directive (where the President demonstrates the kind of dear thinking and good judgemnent that got 2(cont'd)
him in his current mess, only this time on a subject far more serious) or from DOE's extrapolation from
the Presidential directive. It should be made clear.
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CHAPTER 1 

Comments on the 
Draft Envirunll1<!l1tal Impact Stalarrumt 

for Tritium Production 
in a Commercial Light Water Reactor 

by the 
Oak RJdge Environmental Peace Alliance 

Oc1ober 8, 19118 

1.1.1 Thw dOC\lIlH!flt states that "the US. nuclear weapon~ complex does not have the capability to 
produce the amounts of tritium that will be required to support the Natlon'. current and future 
stockpile." ' 

C,,",meI!t: 1) The Nation i ... magazine. Thw United Statl5 ili a II'ltion. 2) This ... tement i. 
dIvorced from reality. n..e DE[S can reference the President's directive demanding more tritium. but as 
DOE weillmows, its own numbers show we do not need tritium until 2016 (to maintain START 2IeveJ.) 
and will by then likely. need Ie •• tritium due to additional multil.teral stockpile reduction •. A. NRDC 
has pointed out. a scenario of 1000 warhead_till more than enough to secure our national defense and 
serve as adequate a deterrent against hostile at1ack as any size arsenal-would not require additional 
tritium until 2032 (by that time, 3/4m. Dr any tritium produced in 2005 will have decayed away). 

1.1.2lhe DElS envIsions.the \lie of the Ught water reaclIJr being used to produce trItium to be 40 years. 

Comment: In the case of Watt. Bar and Soquuyah reactor., 40 years from 2005 would ~xtend tl"'ir 
life beyood CUrretl! expectancy. In the case of Uelle/onte, just a few years after the US would really 
Mneed" the tritium (2U32 under the NRDC 1000 warhead scenario) the reactor would .hut down. 

1.1.4 The DElS proposes to defIne the 'l!asonable alt..-nativ"" as the four reacton; "offered" by TV A 
(Watts'Bar 1, Sec:jU(Jyah 1&2, Bellefonte 1), added Bellefonte 2 a. "reasonable" and prop,,"cd to 
examine the environmental Impacts of using any mmblnation of the five. lV A has withdrawn tllree oC 
those reactors frQm its offer (Watls Bar and the St!quQyahs), leaving DOE with QnJy lleJJefont~ 1 a. 
"offered,' . 

111/24.12 
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Comment: In considering re .. onable altel'lllltlves, DoE must use some criteria and use It 4/06.03 
consistently. Either only the reactors offered in response to the procurement process can be considered 
(and then onJy those which continue to be offered), or i!ll reactors, completed and uncompleted, "'hkh 
(QuId be used must be ~onsideJed as reasonable aJl>!mative>. {fill> would conceivably include the Past 
Flux Test Facility in Rimiand, Washington and any numller of (ommercial reactor.; operated by public 
utillties). Either the realm of reasonable Is defined by those "offered" or it is !1(lt. In either <ase, DOE's 
current list is not sufficient to define .... reasonable .. alternatives. 

1.3.1 DOE describes the process by which the "required tritium requirements" (:oi<:) are·determined. 

Com""nt: [t is not clear from this d"lICription whether the date 200S comes from the Presidential 
dlre.::live (where the President demonstrates the kind of d""" thinking and good iudgement that got 2( cont 'd) 
him in his current mess, only this time on a subject far more serious) or from DOE's extrapolation from 
the Presidential directive. It should be made clear. 
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Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance

13.2. The DEIS: "In the absence of new weapons design and the total redesign of all warheads and
delivery systems, the nation requires a reliable source of tritium to maintain a nuclear deterrent.
Furthermore total redesign.. would require nuclear testing which would be contrary to the President's
pursuit of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty."

Comment: DOE demonstrates its selectivity In describing the context In which this "need" is being
defined and this decision is being made. In imagining the possible future, it is more reasonable and just
as accurate to say, "In the event of further arms reductions which would require accelerated
dismantlement of the current rmclear arsenal, the nation's need for tritium to maintain its nuclear
arsenal would decline along with the size of the arsenal, pushing the "need' date far Into the future.
This development would be in compliance with the nation's legal obligation to pursue complete
disarmament under the Nudear Nonproliferation Treaty, Article VI, which became the law of the
United States upon its ratification in March, 1970. The DEIS should reflect reality-consideration of
"reasonable alternatives" should not be bound by outdated policies, particularly those which have
been denounced by no less eminent persons than General Lee Butler, retired head of the US Strategic Air
Command and President Jimmy Carter. NEPA does not permit DOE to limit its "reasoiable"
alternatives to Presidential policy statements.

1.33 The DEIS says tritium "must be available' by 2(005 If a commercial light water reactor is the
source and that tritium "must be available" by 2(W in a linear accelerator is the source.

Comment: This discrepancy is not based on any science or fact. It gives the lie to DOE's statement
of "need." if the "need" for tritium is based on decay of tritium in the current arsenal and the fixed
amount available in the reserve, then we will "need" tritium when we need It and the date will be the
same whether the source is commercial reactors, linear accelerators, or purchase from Canada.

135(2) The DEIS cites four instances of "exceptions to the practice of differentiating between US
civilian and military facilities" in an effort to address proliferation concerns.

Comment: This attempt to skirt the significant concerns of the public (concerns shared by a large
majority of the US House of Representatives) about the ptoliferation impacts of using a civilian nuclear
reactor to produce bomb material is disingenuous, outrageous, and absurd.

Clearly the concern about nonproliferation which the US has used around the world has never
been that a nation which possesses military nuclear facilities will surreptitiously use those facilities
for peaceful purposes. It is disingenuous of the DEIS to pretend it misunderstood the public's conrmrn. It
is absurd to imagine we would threaten (or, as we ostensibly did in Iraq, attack) another nuclear power
(Russia? Great Britain? China? France?) to prevent them from converting a military installation to a
peaceful purpose, or to disable their efforts to use military technology for civilian purposes.

Give us a breaki The concern has always been that nations would be able to disguise weaposm
development as civilian activity or transfer commercial, expertise toward the development of weapons
of mass destruction It is this activity we forbid In other nations (North Korea, Iran, Iraq, etc.) And it is
precisely this activity we propose to undertake in this DE1S.

If, in fact, section 1.3.5 represents the best defense of the interagency Review, then one of two
things is true: either I) the interagency review was bound by a predetermined outcome and had to
perform these gymnastics of logic to attempt to perform its assignment satisfactorily or 2) the
Interagency review group was astonishingly inept

5/02.01

2(cont'd)

6/01.04

Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont'd)
highJy"enriched uranium to the US from Kazakhslan, it announced loudly that the material would be
placed under IAEA safeguards at Y-12 in Oak Ridge. This never happened because IAEA balked at the
responsibility, apparently for two reasons: lack of resource to do the job, the fact that IAEA could not
reasonably verify the consents of th cans and therefore declined to be responsible for them.)

1.35(3) The DEIS says dh fact that TVA reactors are technically owned by the goverment mates
them "roughly comparable" to "past instances of governrent.owned dual-purpose nuclear facilities."

Comment: This statesment nut only insults the reader's intelligence, it is duplicitous. From a
nonproliferation standpoint (the title of this section), crossing the line from civilian to military is in
not remotely comparable to crossing the line the other way.

1..6 The DEISattenspts to discuss DOE's current projections for future energy demand.

Core ment: The DES1 does not make clear whether TVA's projections include conservation measures
to reduce demand and/or development of renewable energy resources.

IA DOE describes the NEPA strategy and the biering (sic) of this decision from the Programmratic EIS.

Comment: DOE describes here a process which paves the way for an action that may prove unwise
and untenable-that tritium will be produced in one of two ways even If the environmental impact
statements for each demonstrate the impact to be drastic of prohibitive. DOE apparently leaves itself
no monm to back out, a position which runs counter to the intentof NEPA.

1.4 DOE references the Record of Decision (60FRS3878) compelling the two current ElSes (linear

accelerator and commercial light water reactor)

Comment: Does 60FR63878 stand regardless of the outcome of the ElSes which tier (sic) from it?

15.12 The DEIS describes two Environmental Assessments on the Lead Test Assembly, one by
DOE/WVA and an 'independent" envirusmrtal assessment (small letters) by NRC.

Comment: It is distressing at this point to learn of the "independent" NRC environmmntal
assessment Apparently it was independent of any public participation. As such, it stands as a private
gorvenrnent drncumentand deserves the skepticism of a public shut out sf its preparation procýs.

1.5.2A The DEIS notes that TVA has been preparing a Bellefonte conversion ELS and that the EIS is on
hold pending the outcome of this EIS.

Comment: It Is unclear why the preparation of this EIS should Impact the Bellefonte conversion
EIS. It seems to make more sense to complete the conversion EIS so that the people living near the sites
can make a decision about what they would like to see in their community-an operating fossil fuel
electricity generating facility or a bomb plant. If this tritium CLWR EIS is going to influence the
Bellefonte conversion, it should incorporate the conversion E2S in its entirety since they are connected
actions.

CHAPTER 2: Purpose and Need

The DEI5 attempts to place the proposed action in a historic context. Any such effort much incude the
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty and its obligation to pursue complete nuclear disarmament. The

United States ratified this treaty in 1970. In 1996, the International Court of Justice upheld the
obligation of the US and other nuclear states to comply with the treaty obligation.

7(cont'd)
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1.3.5(3) The DEIS says any reactors used to produce tritium would "remain eligible for IAEA
safeguarcds."

Comment: What ar these safeguards? Is DOE saying the reactors would be placed under ]AEA 7/01.06
safeguard. or is DOE only being coy? Has IAEA a•geed it would accept the responsibility of
"safeguarding" these reactors? (This is not a silly question. In 1994, when DOE brought

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance 
Presented bv Ralph Hutchison (Cont'd) 

13.2. Th. DEIS: "In the .bsence 01 new weapons design and the total red .. i!:" uf all warheads and 
delivery sysrerm. the natitJn rttquires a reliable sourCIlt of tritium to maintain a nuclear deterrent. 
Furtherm<Jre rotal redeoil,"n ... wuuld require nuclear te,tIng which wOl1ld be contrary to the President's 
pursuit of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty." 

Comment: DOE demonstrates its selecHvity In describing the context In which this "need" Is being 
defined and this decis:ion i, being mad •. In imagining the possible Mure, it is more reasonable and just 
as accurate to say. "In the e\'ent of fw1her arms reduction, which would require accelerated 
di.mantlement 01 the current rructear .rsenal, the nation', need /or tritium to maintain its nuclear 5/02.01 
arsenal would decline along with the size of the arsenal, pushing the "need· date far Into thE future. 
This development would be in compliance with the natiun'stegal obligatiun to p~ue complete 
disarmament under the Nudear Nonproliferation Treaty, Article VI. which became the law of tIwo 
United SidleS upon its ratilication in March, 1970. The DEIS should reflect reality-<:onsideration of 
"reasonable alternaUves" should not be bound by outdated policies, p"rti~Ularly those which have 
been denoun~ by no less eminent persons than General Lee Butler, retired h~ of the US Strategic Air 
Colllmdlld and President Jimmy Carter. NEPA does not permit DOE to limit its "reasonable-
altemalives to PresidenHai policy statements. 

133 The DEIS says tritium "mu.t be available" by 2005 II a cornmen:iallight water reactor Is the 
source and that tritium "must be availableN by 2007 in a linear a<celerator is the source. 

Com=nl: This discrepancy is not based on Any science or loct. It gives the lie to DOE's statement 
of "need." If the "need" for tritium is based on decay of tritium in the current arsenal and the fI><ed 
amount available in the reserve, then we will "need" tritium when we need It and the date will be the 
same whether the source is commerctal reactors, linear accelerator., or purchase from Canada. 

13.5(2) The DElS cite. four inslana!!! of "exceptio",; \I) the practice of differentiating between US 
civilian and military facilities" in an effort to address proliferation concerns, 

Comment: lhis attempt to skirt the signilkant ror>a!ms 01 the public (concerns shared by a large 
majority of the US House of Representatives) .bout the proliferatioa impacts of u'ing a civilian nudear 
l11actor to prod""" bomb material is disingenuous, outrageous, and obsurd. . 

Clearly the concern about nonproliferation which the US !wi used around the world has never 
been that a nation which pOS>ie& ..... military nuclear facili~ will surreptltiously use those facUities 
for peaceful purpo,es. It is disingenUQ\l!l of the DElS to pretend it misund"",tuoct the public's a>ru:em.1t 
is absurd to imagine we would threal£n (or, as we ostensibly did in Iraq, atack) """ther nuclear power 
(Russia? Great Britain? China? France1) to prevent them from converting a military installation to a 
peaceful purpose, or tu disable their efforts to use military technology for civilian purposes. 

Give us a b.reaJd TIle ooru:-em has always been that naliorui would ~ able to dhguhe w~apuIl:!l 
devclopl11ffil as dvilian activity or Iransfer commerrial expertise loward the development of weapons 
of mass destruction. It Is this activity we forbid tn other nations (North Korea, Iran. Iraq. ell:.) And it is 
precioeJy this activity we pro"""" to undertake in thi:o VErS. 

If, in fact, section 1.35 represents the best defense of the Interagency Review, then one or two 
lhi"b~ is true: either 1) the interageocy re.iew was bound by a predetermined outtome and had to 
perform these gymnastics of logi( to attempt to perform its a .. ignment satidacturily ur 2) the 
interagency review group was astonishingly inept. 

1.35(3) The DEIS says any reactors used to produce tritium would "remain eligible for IAEA 
safel,'Uarru.." 

Comment: What are th..e • ..teguard.11, ooE saying the r"""to", would be placed url<k ... JAEA 
safeguard, or is DOE only being coy? Has lAEA <lgnlI'd it would KCep! the responsibility of 
"safoguarding" these reac1ors1 (1his is not a silly qu<!Stion.1n 1~94, when DOE brought 
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i highly"enriched uranium to the us from Kazakhslan, it artn()unced loudly that the material wuuld be 
placed undt!r lAEA safeguards at Y·12 in Oak Ridge, Thi, mov"r happened because iAEA balked at the 
r~'Sponsiblllty. apparently for two reason.'" lack or resource to do the job, the fact that IAEA could not 
reasonably verify the (onren!!; of !hE cans and therefore declined to be respDIUible for them.) 

1.3.5(3) The OEIS says the fact that IVA reactor' are technically owned by the govemment makes 
them "roughly comparable" to "past instances of goverrunent-owned dual-purpo ... nuclear facilities." 

Comment, This &tarem..nt nut unly in.ult> the reader'slnteUigence, it is duplicitous, From a 
nonproliferation standpoint (the title of this section), crossing the line from civilian 10 military is in 
nol remotely comparoble to aDssing the line ~ other way, 

13.6 The OEISattempts to discuss DOE's current projections lor future energy demand. 

Comment: The DElS does not make clear whether TVA's projECtions include conservation measures 
to reduce demand and/or development 01 renewable energy resources. 

1.4 DOE describes the NEPA stral£l!Y and the tiering (sic) 01 this decision from the Progranunatic EIS. 

Comment: DOE desc~ ru,re a proce&8 which pav .. the way for an action that may prove unwi ... 
and untenable--that tritium will be produce-fin one of two ways even If the environmmtal impact 
statements for each demonstrate the impact 10 be drastic of prohibitive. DOE app.".ntlr leave, itself 
no room to back out, a position which runs counter to the intent of NEP A. 

1.4 ooE references the Record of Decision (60fR63878) compelling the two cur""'t Els.. .. (Iin<w 
accelerator and commercial light water re .. tor) 

Comment: Does 6OFRIi3H'78 stand regardless of the outcome of the EiSes which tier (sic) from it? 

15.1.2 The DEIS describes two Envirorun.mtal AS6e6$mellls on the Lead T""t Assembly, one hy 
DOE/TVA and an "independent" envirurunontal ... ,,"sment (.maUI.Iters) by NRC. 

Comment: It is distressing at this point to learn of the "independent" NRC e"virorurn.'fltal 
assessment. Apparently it wa. independent of any public participation. N. such, it stands as a private 
g<lvel1UJ"tt!l1t document and deserve. the skepticism of a public shutout uf its pffiparation proc~. 

15.2.4 The DElS notes !hal TV A has beef, preparing a Bellefonte conversion EIS and that the EIS i. on 
hold pending the outcome of this EIS. 

Comment: It Is undear why the preparation of this EIS should Impact the Bellefonte converslon 
ElS. It seems to make more sense to complete the c:onveroion EIS so that the people living near the sites 
can make. decision a~out what they would like to see in their communlty-an operating /OS~iI fuel 
electricity generating fadlity or a bomb planL II this tritium CLWR EIS is going to inI1uence the 
Bellefonte conversion, it should Incorporate the conversion EIS in i~ entirety since they are connected 
actions. 

CHAPTER 2; Purpose and Need 

The OEIS altempts to place the proposed action in • hi.toric conte"'. Any such effort much include the 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty and its obligation to pur.;ue complete nuclear dis.rmanwnt. The 
United State. ratilied this tr~ty in 1970, In 1996, the International Court of Justice uphelrl the 
obligatkln of the US and other nuclear states to comply with the treaty obligiltion, 
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There is no reading of the Nudear Nonproliferation Treaty which can countenance the construction of
new facilities to create tritium.

This s ction also raises the question of 'need." DOE claims, based on a Presidential finding, that the
US "needs" tritium by 2005. Yet DOE's own charts-first printed in the PEIS on tritium production and
repeated here make clear that there is no "need" for tritium until at the very earltest 2011 and, using
material currently decaying -in the pipeline," until 2016. Realistic projections of further arms
reductions (see our Comments at the scoping hearing for this EIS) based on maintaining a reasonable
deterrent arsenal and using excess tritium from the pipeline, indicate no "need" for tritium until 3032 at
the earliest.

Of course, it is the position of the Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alhance that the US should abolish
its nuclear weapons arsenal and lead other nations to do the same. Our position is shared, incidentally.
by arms control experts and at least one former President of the United States. Yet time DEIS is
dismissive uf this scenario, suggesting at least that it is considered unreasonable.

In fact DOE's position-that we "need" tritium by 21105-is unreasonable for at least two reasons:

First, it is based on a Presidential directive which, according to the international court of justice,
violates our obligations under the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty which is the law of the land. The
President does not have the right to violate laws, and even a "presidential directive" does not carry
the force of law when it is counter to a law.

Second, given the half-life of tritium, at least half of any tritium produced in 2(1X5 (when DOE claims
for the purposes of this document that we "need" it) wiU not be available when we truly will need
it-in 2016. The nature of tritium is such that it only makes sense to produce the tritium as needed when
it is needed; it simply has too short a shelf-life to be producing quantities of tritium a dozen years in
advance of the time of need. DOE increases risks and the likelihood of environmental impacts by
producing tritium in 205--in order to have a predetermined amount of tritium available in 2016, DOE
must produce twice as much tritium in 2005 as it would have to produce in 2015 to meet the same need.

DOE also notes In this section the presence of a five-year reserve of tritium which currently exists. The
reserve tritium, being bound by the laws of physics, is not preservable. It is decaying. Tritium obeys the
'use it or lose It" law. DOE should use this tritium before producing new tritium; ehe presence of a five
year reserve simply adds five years to the time we 'need" tritium.

CHAPTER 3: Commercial Light Water Reactor Program Alternatives

3.1. The DEIS says that tritium can be produced "during the normal operation of a CLWR"

Comment: On page 1-15, DOE says producing tritiurm in a commercial light water reactor on the
scale proposed by DOE will generate additional spent fuel wastes. Removal and shipment of TPBARS
is also not 'normal." The DEIS mrest be forthright about the changes in normal operations required to
accommondatle DOEs proposal to produce tritium.

3.1.2 The DEIS describes the Tritium Producing Burnable Absorber Rods, saying they are "long, thin
tubes that contain lithium 6.-."

Comment: Is all the lithium-6 necessary for these TPBARS already available or will lithium-6
need to be produced for this purpose? (The separation of lithium-6 from lithium-7, historically
performed for nuclear weapons production at Oak Ridge's Y-12 plant, is responsible for the extensive
mercury contamination for which Oak Ridge is so notoriously well known.) If lithium.-6 will nred to be
produced, the environmental impacts of production must be thoroughly documented in the E2S.
"3.12 The DEIS refers to a "raxmnum leakage rate of tritium fur each TPBAR." 1 1419.08
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Comment: At the public meetings for the Environmental Assessment on the Lead Test Assembly
(the first TPBARs to be inserted in Watts Bar) DOE repeatedly assured the public that leakage from
TPBARs was virtually impossible. Explain fully, please.

3.13 The [IIS stales that "some tritium is expected to permeate through the TPBARS during normal 14(coni'd)
operation, which would increase the quantity of tritium in the reactor's coolant water system."

Commenst: At the public meetings for the Environmental Assessment on the Lead Test Assembly
(the first TPBARs to be inserted in Watts Bar) DOE repeatedly assured the public that leakage from
TPI3ARs was virtually impossible. Explain fully, please.

3.2.1 The DEIS states that DOE needs at least 4,000 TPBARs/year to produce its desired quantity of
tritium.

Comment: Since TP13AR irradiation takes place during a normal fuel cycle, this means at any one 4(cont'd)
time at least two and probably three re-actors would be employed in the production of tritium.
Currently, DOE has only one uncompleted reactor officially "offered" by TVA. this would appear to be
inadequate to meet DOE's "need."

3.2.1 The DEIS explains what impacts are considered for completed and uncompleted reactors.

Comment: The EIS should also provide a comparison between the two--between Watts Bar and
Bellefonte, for instance, in order to allow the reader to understand the true choice from an
environmntal impact point of view. The purpose of NEPA is to compel the guverrunnt to chouo from 15/06. 07
among reasonable alternatives that which has least adverse impact on the environment. If the
government owns all the TVA reactors, which this EIS claims for the purposes of making its
nonproliferation argomsent, DOE can compel tritium production in whichever TVA reactors have the
least environmental impact (in this case, saving the taxpayer several billions of dollars).

3.2.1 The DEIS states that transportation impacts are based on an assumption that 4,l)(10 irradiated
TPUARs per year are transported.

Comment: The evaluation of transportation impacts should be straightforward, based on DOE's
actual expected timing. if TI'BARs are to be shipped on a regular basis, at the minimum rate, stretched 16/18.03
throughout the year, the scheme for analyzing transportation risks presented here may be appropriate.
If, on the other hand. TPBAR. wilt be transported in bursts--3,400 over a relatively brief period every
eighteen months, for instance-the analysis should address that scenario.

32.1. The DEIS assumes completion of Bellefonte by 2005.

Comment: The DEIS should be subjected to a reality check and more reasonable projections should 17/09.08
be used based on progress thus far on Bellefonte (begun twenty-three years ago) and the cschedule of
TVAs most recently completed reactor, Watts Bar I.

32.1 The DEIS explains that it is essentially deferring questions about the management/storage of
spent fueL

Comment: Since Watts Bar does not have fuel storage capacity for the time period under 18/17.04
consideration in this proposed action (40 years), issues of spent fuel storage and management can not be
finessed but must be discussed in detail, specific to each reactor under consideration.

323 The DE15 defines "reasonable alternatives." I I 4(cont'd)
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There is no reading of the Nudesr Nonproliferation Treaty whim can countenance the construction of 
Ilt!W facilities to C1'eate tritium. 

This section also raises the question of "n<!<!d." DOE claims, based on a Presidential finding. that the 
US "neEds" tritium by 2005. Vet DOE', own charts-fi"'t printed in the PElS on tritium production and 
repeated here make dear that there i. nu "nl'ed" fur tritium until at the very earliest 2011 and, using 
material currently decaying ~UI the pipeline," until 2016. Realistic proiections of further arms 
reductions (see our Comments at the scoping hearing fur thi' EIS) b.I.ed on maintaining a r.asonable 
deterrent .r!!eM1 and using excess tritium from the pipeline, indicate no "neEd· for tritium until 3032 at 
the earliest. 

Of course, it Is the position of the Oak Ridge Environmental Pe.ce Alliaru:e that the US should abolish 
its nudear weapons arsenal and lead other nations to do the same. Our position is shared, incidentally, 
by arms control experts and at It!a!;t one former P""ident of 'he United Sta,,,, Vet the DEIS i. 
dismi>.ive uf this scenario, b'Ugg..&ting at lea,t that It is considered unreasonable. 

In fact, DOE', position-that we "need" tritium by 2fXlS..-ts unrea50nable tor at lea.t two .., ... on" 

First. it is based on a Presidential directive whim, according to the intemational <ourt of justk~, 
violate. our obligatio"" under the NuclMr Nonproliferation Tr~aty which is the law of the land. The 
Pr .. ident dnes not have the right to violate 1aW$, and even a "presidential directive" doe. not carry 
the force of mw when it is counter to a law. 

Second, given the half-life of tritium, at I ... t half of any tritium produced in 21JU5 (when DOE claims 
foT the purposes of this document that we "need" it) wiU not be available when we truly will need 
it-in 2016. The nature of triUum is sU(h that it only makes sense to prodU(e the tritium as needed lO~en 
it is neEded; it simply has tau short a shelf-life to be producing quantities of tritium a dozen years in 
advance of the time of need. DOE increases risks and the likelihood of environmental impacts by 
producing tritium in 2005-in order to have a predetermined amount of tritium available in 2016, DOE 
must produce twice"" much tritium in 2005 ... it wuuld have to produce in 2015 to meet the same neEd. 

WE also notes In this sectIon the presence of a five-year reserve of tritium which currently exists. TIlt! 
Tese<Ve tritium, being bound by the laws of physics, is not preservable. It i. decaying. Tritium obeys the 
"use it or lose It- law. DOE should use this tribum before prodUCing ""w tritium; the presence of a five 
year reserve simply adds five years to the time we "need" tritium. 

CHAPTER 3: Commercial Light Waw Reactor Program Alternatives 

3.1. The OElSsa}" that tritium can be produced "during the normal operaUon of a CLWR" 

Comment: On page 1-15, DOE say. producing tritium in. (Ommerciallight wdter re"ctor on the 
>Cal. proposed by DOE will generate additional spent fuel wastes. Removal and shipment of TPBARS 
is also not "norma).· The DEiS must t>e forthright .bout the changes in normal ol"""tions required to 
accommodale DOE'. proposal to produce tritium. 

3.1.2 The DEIS describes the Tritium Producing BUCIldble Absorber Rods, saying they aI1! "long, thin 
tubes that conlain lithIum 6 ... • 

Comment, Is all the lithium-6 necessary for these TPBARS already available or will lithium-6 
need to be produced for this purpose? (The separation of lithlum-6 from Iithium-7, historically 
perform«! for nuclear weapons production at Oak Rhlge's Y-12 plant, is respon.ible fur the exle""ive 
mercury rontamlnation for which Oak Rid!,,,, is so notoriO<l,ly well known.) If Iithiurn·6 will ""cd to be 
produced, the ffivironm""tal impact> of production must be thoroughly documented in the EIS. 
·3.12 The OEIS refe", to a "rrwdmum leakag1< rate uf tritium for each TPBAR." 1114/19.08 
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Comment: At the public meetings lor the Environmental Assessment on the Lead Test Assembly 
(the first TPBARs to be inserted in Watts Bar) DOE rep&ltedly assured the public that leakage from 
TPBARs was virtually Impossible. Explain fully, please. 

3.1.3 The DEIS states that 'some lritium is expected to permeate through the TPBA RS during normal 
operation, which would increase the quantity of tritium in the reactor's <oolant water system." 

Comment: At the public met'ling> for the Environ""", .. 1 A .... ""menlon the Lead Test Assembly 
(the first TPBARs to be Inserl<ld in Watts Bar) DOE repeatedly assured the publlc that leakage from 
TPIlARs was virtually Impossible. Explain fUlly, please. 

3.2.1 The DEIS states that DOE needs at lea.! 4.000 TPBAR. Iyear to produce its desired quantity of 
tritium. 

Comment: Since TPllAR irradiation takes place d~ring a normalluel cycle, U,is m~ .. ns .t My nne 
time alleast two and probably three te'dCtors would be employed in the production of tritium. 
Currentiy. DOE has only one uncompl~ted I1!actor officially "of Ie red " by TV A; this wuuld .pp"'r to lw 
Inadequate to meet OOE's "REed." 

3.2.1 The OEIS explains what impacts are considered fur completed and uncompleted reactors. 

Commtnt: The E1S should also provide a (omp.rison between the two_tw....., Watts !lar and 
Bellefonte, for instance, in order to allow the reader to understand the true choice from an 
environmental impact point 01 \~ew. The purpose 01 NEP A is to compel the guvemm:nt to chOO>e from 
among reasonable alternativ ... tha, whkh has leas, adverse impact on the environnwnt. If the 
government owns .. II the 1V A reactors, whlm this EJ5 claims for the purposes of making its 
nonprolif ...... tion argument, DOE can compel tritium production in whicht.'Ver 1V A reactors ha .. the 
least environmental impact (in this case, saving the taxpayer several billions of dollars). 

3.2.1 The DElS states that transportation impacts are based on an assumption that 4,llllll irradiated 
TPBARs per year are transpaned. 

Com",""t: The evaluation of transportatiotl impacts should be straightforward. based on DOE's 
actual expected timing. [f l1'BAR. are to b" >hipped un a regular basis, at the minimum rate, stret<:hed 
throughout the year, the scheme lor analyzing transportation ri.ks presented here may be ~ppropriate. 
If, on the other hand. TPBARs will be transported in bursts-J,400 over" relatively prief period every 
eigh~n months, for insta~~ analysis should address that scenario. 

3.2.1. The OEIS assumes completion of Bellefonte by 2005. 

Comment: The OEIS should be subjected to a rcality dleck and mare reasonable projections should 
be used based on progress thus far on Bellefonte (begun twenty-three Y"''' ago) and the schedule of 
TVA. moSln!Cefltlyrompleted reactor, Watts Bar I. 

3.2.1 The OEIS explains that it is essentially deferring questions .. bout the managementlstor.ge of 
spent fuel 

Comment: Since WatlS Bar does not have fuel storab>e capacity for the time period under 
consideration in this proposed actiun (4Q years), issue> of "Pent fuel stUfa!,'" and management can not be 
finessed but must he discussed in detail, specific to eacn reactor under consideration. 

3.23 The OEIS defines NreaSCInahle all.matives.· 
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Comm"n t: Since some of the reactors under consideration as "reasonable aiternatives" are not
officially available to DOE (the TVA offer having been withdrawn) they are, essentially, like alt theI 4(cont'd)
other commercial or government-owned reactors in the country unavailable to DOE. The criteria DOE is
using to define "reasonable alternatives" must be explicitly stated.

Table 3-5. page 3-16 Lists gaseous emissions of 282.5 Curies on an annual basit.

Comment: This does not appear to be an insignificant number. A clear accounting of the 19114.13

radionuclides should be Included.

3.2-5.2 Description of the facilities under consideration as reasonable alternatives.

Comment' The DEIS does not consider the possibility of an attack by hostile forces on these plants
which would The making materials essential to the US arsenal of nuclear weapons of mass destruction.
Given the fact that these facilities would be the least protected and least safeguarded of all US 20/22.01
nuclear weapons facilities, this is a possibility which must be contemplated and included in thu
analysis. We note from the map and description here that the Sequoyah plant is located only 7.5
miles from Chattanooga, a major metropolitan area, making it a comparatively attractive target for
terrorists.

Table 3-9 lists annual releases of gases from Sequoyah plants.

Comment: The units of measure (presumably curies) for "other radionuclides' should be added; the 19(cont'd)
"other radionuclides" should be identified.

3.2.53 The DEIS describes BeUlefonte Nuclear Plants 1 and 2

Comment: According to the DEIS, the chroanoogy of Bellefonte construction is this:
" construction begin.% in 1975
" construction halted in 1988
* construction begins in 1992
" construction halted in 1994
T announcement of conversion t l fel in 196 1 7(cont'd)

- announcement of schemeto complete as nuclear in 1997
,Me ELS, in determining the reasonableness of completing Bellefonte for tritium production by 20L15
should provide information on how complete Bellefonte currently is, how realistic the 2(X15 data Is, and
what size of spent nuclear fuel cooling pool is being (or has been) designed and constructed.

3.2.6.1 The DEIS says, "Such conversion [of Bellefonte to fossil fuel] would be independent of this EIS
and would not occur until after a decision were made regarding the role of B.ellefonte 1 and 2 in titiunm
production

Comment: This sentence tries to assert that the consideration of Bellefonte's conversion to fossil 11(cont'd)
fuel is independent of this EIS at the same time that it states explicitly that it is dependent on the
outcome of this EIS. The decision to convert Bellefonte to fossil fuel, taken in 1996 by TVA, is now being
withheld pending the decision under consideration in this ENS--t is by definition dependent on this
EIS and should be acknowledged and treated as such, despite the NEPA headaches which might be
created by such acknowledgement of the facts.

CHAPTER 4-Affected Environment

General Comment: The EIS fails to give adcequate consideration to the analysis of environmental II
justice issues, dismissing them in one brief statement.1 21113.08

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont'd)

Environmental justice asks this question: Are Impacts being disproportionately visited on people
of"color or tow-income communities? The DEIS asserts the answer Is no (5.2.3.10).

It is not enough to make this assertion, nor is it adequate to disguise adverse impacts on specific
populations by describing a wide circle around the plant and drawing generalizations abou t the
population living there. Environmental justice doesn't ask in general about large areas; it asks
specifically: are the people living closest, most likely to be impacted, low-income, people of color, or
both?

For example: At Sequoyah, the DEIS draws a circle with a 50 mile radius around the plant and draws 21(cont'd)
conclusions based on averages for the population within that huge area. Closer inspection, however,
notes that the pet capita income level for the closest community to the plant, Soddy Daisy, Is less than
half the income level for the entire county (Hamilton) which is circumscribed by the large circle.
(4.2.2.8, p.4-47).

This one instance where the DEIS provides information to make a comparison raises immediate
environmental justice concerns. The EIS must include a thorough examInation of environmental justice
issues which answers the fundamental question: Are the people living nearest the plant-those most
likely to be exposed to environmental insults--disproportionately low-income or people of color
communities (or both)?

Table 4-35 The DEIS addresses economic impacts of the proposed decision.

Comrment : The DEIS here addresses economic issues. (in response to Comments from the 'oping
hearing, the DEIS seems to pretend that economic questions are outside the scope of the EIS. NEPA,
however, requires federal agencies to consider "the whole of Oe human environment," which obviously
includes economic questions.) I I (cont'd)

The DEIS fails to include in any of its analysis a comparison of the eventual decontamination and
decommissioning costs between Bellefonte as a nuclear site and Bellefonte as a fossil fuel electricity
generating plant. It should do so, since these are the possible futures for Bellefonte. Absent a role as a
tritium producer, Bellefonte will not be completed as a nuclear plant,

42.3.11 The DEIS describes storage capacity at Bellefonte and says each unit has a storage pool which
has the capacity to hold 1,115 spent fuel assemblies. 22/17.05

Comment: Does this mean it can or can not accormmodate 3,41A TlPtARs every eighteen mouths for
forty years?

CHAPTER 5:. Environmental Contequences

Table 5-42 The environmental consequences of erorrunental impacts under different conditions for dry
cask storage (required where pools are not adequate, such as Watts Bar) are considered using a generic
matrix. 23/17.06

Comment: The information about earthquake and tornado damage is not sufficient to allow the
reader to determine the adequacy of this method of estimating environmental impacts.

5.2.7 The DEIS states that DOE will provide needed low-enriched urarium for additional fuel
assemblies from its own supplies using uranium downblended from the US nuclear weapons progra=0. 11.07

Commenf: Despite the identification of the nonproliferation concerns associated with this scherne
in earlier public meetings, the DEIS does not address this question. DOE currently has at its disposal I

~r---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 

~ 
Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance 

Presented bv Ralph Hutchison (Cont'd) 
Commttlt: Since some of the .... actors under consideration ... "re ... onable allernatives" are not 
offklally available 10 DOE (the TVA offer having been withdrawn) they are, essentially, Uk. all the 
other commercial or govemment-owned reactors in !he country W"lavailable to DOE. The criteria DOE i. 
using to define "re'5Onable alternative," must be explicitly stah!d. 

TaMe 3-5. page 3-16 Usts gaseous emission, of 282.5 Curie. on an annual basis. 

Commtnl: This does not appear to be an insignifkant number. A dear accounting of th4! 
rddionuclides should be included. . 

3.2.5.2 De.cription of the fadllti .. under consideration as reasonable altematl\'es. 

Comment: The DEIS does not consider !he possibility of an attack by hostile (orces on these plant; 
which would Ile making materials essential to the US a,.enal of nudear weapons of rna .. d •• truction. 
Given the fact that these (acilities would be the least protected and least safeguarded of all US 
nuclear weapons facilities, th1s Is a possibility which must be contempJah!d and induded in the 
analysis. We note from the map and description here that the Sequoyah plant is located only 7.5 
miles from Chattanooga. C\ major metropolitan are:l, making it a CDmparativ~ly attrarth'~ targl~t for 
terrorists. 

114(cont'd) 

1119/14.13 

20/22.01 

Table 3-9 lists annual releases of gases from Sequoyah plants. II 
Comment: The units of measure (presumably curle,) for "other radionuclkles" should be added; the 19( cont 'd) 
"other radiunuclid"," should be iLlentified. 

3.2.5.3 The DEI5 describes 1lellefonte Nuclear Plants 1 and 2 

Commfnt: According to the DElS, the chrot\ology of BeUefoo\e construction is this: 
• con.'OIructioo begim in 1973 
• construction halted in 1988 
• construction begins in 1992 
• construction halted in 1994 
• annoUll(emeni of conversion to J">sil fuel in 1996 
• annDWlCement of scheme to complete as nuclear in 1991 

The ElS, in determining the reasonableness of completing Bellefonle for tritium production by 2005 
should provide inlormation on huw cumplele Bellefonte currently is, how naalistie the 2lXJ5 date Is, and 
what size of spent nuclear fuei cooling pool is being (or has betm) designed and constnKted. 

3.2.6.1 The DEIS says, "Such conversion [of Bellefonte 10 fossil fuel] would be ind"l'endent of this ElS 
and wuuld not occur until after a deci,ion were made regarding the rul. of Dellefonle 1 and 2 in tritium 
production. 

17(cont'd) 

Ccmmrnt: Thi. """teru:. tri .. to assert that !he considerAtiOt'l of Bellefoote's conversion to fussil II (cont 'd) 
fuel is independent of this EI5 at the same time that it states explicitly that it is dependent on the 
uutcome of this ElS. The decision to convert Bellefonte «J f03Sil fuel, litken in 19% by TV A, is now being 
withheld pending the decision under consideration in thIs EIS-it is by definition dependent on this 
EIS and should be ""knowledged and treated .... ouch, despite the NEPA headaches which might be 
cr .. ted by such acknowledgement of the facts. 

CHAPTER 4-Affected Environment 

Gt'7Itr"1 Commmt: The EIS fails to give adeqJ.1Ate consideration to !he analysis of enyironmental 
lustice Issues, dismissing them In ane brief statement. 1121/13.08 

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance 
Presented bv Ralph Hutchison (Cont'd) 

Environmental justice asks this que>tJoo: Am Impacts being disproportionately visited on people 
orcolor or low-income communities? The DEIS .... rts the answer Is no (5.2.J.1U}. 

It is not enough to make this assertion, nor is it a~uatl! to disguhe adv~~ impacts on specific 
populations by de>cribing a wide cirdt! around the plant and drdwing generalizations dbou t the 
population living there. Environmental Justice doesn't ask in general about large areas; it asks 
specifically: are the people living closest, most Iilr.ely to be impacted, low-io.:ome, people o( color, Or 

both? 

For e.ampl.: At Sequoyah, the DEIS d"ws a clrde with a 50 mile radius around the plant and draws 21(cont'd) 
conclusions based on averages for !he population within that huge area. Clo ... r inspection, however, 
noles thai the pel capita i",:ol1ll< level for the closest community_to the plant, Soddy Daisy, is less than 
half the income level (or the entire county (Hamilton) which is circumscribed by the large circle. 
(4.2.2.8, p.4-47). 

This one instance where the DE!S provides information to make a compari90n raises im.rediat" 
envirorunental justice con«'rns.1he E1S must include ... thorough examination of environmental justice 
i""ues which answers the fundamental question: A", the people living nearest the plant-those must 
likely to be exposed tu envirunrnt!ntal insult;-<lisproportionately low-lncome or people of color 
communiti"" (ur both)? 

Table 4-35 The DEIS addresses econcnruc impacts of the proposed decision. 

Commen t: 'The DEIS her. addresses economic issues_ (In response to Comments from the ><."Oping 
hearing, the DEIS s..,ms tu pretend thai economic questions ar~ outside the scope of the E15. Ncr A, 
however, requires federal agencie, to consider .. the whole or the human environment:1 whidlObvlously 
includesecoJ\Dmic questions.) ll(cont'd) 

The DElS fail. to include in any of ib anaiy>i. a comparison of the eventual decontamination and 
decommissioning costs between Bellelonte as a nuclear site and Bellefonte as a fossil fuel electriCity 
generating pt..nL It should do so, ,ince th."" are me po.."ible futures for Belle/unte. Absent a rule .s a 
tritium producer, Bellefonte will not be completed as a nuclear plant. 

4.2.3.11 The DEiS dl!SCribes storage capacity at Bellefon", and says each unit has. storage pool which 
has the capaci ty to hold I,1J5H spent fuel u",mblies. 

Cornm,nt: Doe, this mean it can or can not accummodaw3AOO T1'BAR> every eij;hteen mOllth. lor 
forty years? 

CHAP11:R 5: Environmental Con5.!qu"""",, 

Table!H2 The environmental consequences of environmmtal impacts under different conditions for dry 
cask storage (required where pools are not adequah!, .uch as Watts Bar) are considered using a generic 
matrJx. 

Comment: The information .boot earthquake and tornado damage is not suffident to allow the 
reader to detemUne the ad"'luacy of this method of estimating environmental impam. 

111/17 . ., 

23/17.06 

5.2.7 Th<- DEIS states that DOE will provide needed low-enriched uranium for additional fuel I 
assemblies from its own s~ppUes using uranium downblended from the US nudw, w,",por,. program. 24/01. 0 7 

Comment: Despite the identiliCJItion of the nonproliferation concerns as>ociated with this sl'h~mc 
in earlwr pubJi< meetings, the DEIS does not address Chis que'tion. OOE currently has at ,t. di.pos.,1 



Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont'd)

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
Presented bv Ralph Hutchison (Cont'd)

quantities of highly enriched uranium which has been determined to be exces to our national security
needs. In recent years, DOE completed an EIS covering the downblending of this material for use in
commercial nuclear reactors.

At the time DOE withdrew highly enriched uranium from the larger Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement of the Disposition of surplus fissile nuclear weapons materials, it did
so for the explicit purpose of indicating to the world our determination to remove this material from
the nuclear weapons arena. The decision was advertised to the public and other nations as one driven by
nonproliferation concerns. It was critically important that we not only voice our resolve but that we
take concrete steps to make that resolve manifesl.

Does DOE not now care about the nonproliferation message sent to the public and the world by
this proposed action? Are other nuclear or near-nudear nations to be played as fools on the world stage,
joined by the American people?

O the one hand, we removed the highly enriched uranium from our nuclear stockpile to show
our determination to reduce our reliance on the nuclear arsenal in order that other nations would be
encouraged to do the same. On the other hand, we now propose to take that very same material,
downblended, and return it to the nuclear weapons production pipeline by using it to produce triti um to
maintain our arsenal at levels which exceed the START 2 levels and violate the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty.

Surely this mad•ess has direct, immediate, and profound proliferation concerns which must be
addressed in this document. Additionally, it undermines any confidence the public might have had in
DOE's determination to deal honestly and forthrightly regarding special nuclear materials-the
solution to that, of course, is not for DOE to add another section to this document, but for it to abandon its
current scheme.

Tables 5-50, 5-51 lay out the actual expected releases of tritium to the environment in a table which
compares normal operation of Watts Bar and Sequsyah to operation with TIBARs in place.

Comment: DOE,/TVA should highlight for the public these facts, not immediately apparent from
the tables, especially in light of the fact that at previous hearings (cf. Spring City, TN) DOE assured
the public the TPBAlRs were virtually leakproof.

* Each TPBAR is assumed to leak I curie of tritium per year (p. C-19)

* Total releases of tritium to the air during normal (no accident) operations will be 60 times
higher at Watts lar if tritium is being produced. (Table 5-50)

* Total releases of tritium to the water will be five time, as much during normal (no accident)
operations if trilium is being produced at Watts Bar.

* In accident conditions, releases of tritium to the air (failure of two TPIBARs) at Watts liar
would increase nearly 3 times. Ninety-nine percent of the tritium released would be due to tritium
production under this proposed activity.

* In accident conditions, releases of tritisum to water will be nearly thirty times as high-an
additional 17,010 curoes-from tritium production.

e Under normal nnoprations (Table 5-51) the annual dos for people living as far as fifty miles
from the Sequoyah nuclear plant will LidId (10.5 person-rem v. 3.2 person-rem).

Table 5-53 addresses cumulative impacts at Bellefonte comparing Bellefonte as a nuclear site with
Bellefonte as a nuclear site making tritium for bombs.

completed as a nuclear plant.

OTHER COMMENTS

I I ll(cont'd)

24(cont'd)

25/14.05

A-23 This appendix considers tritium production operations. Numbers on page A-23 indicate that
Bellefonte would produce an additional 1,863 spent fuel assemblies if it were selected to produce
tritium. This number exceeds the total capacity of Bellefonte's current spent fuel pools.

In the response to Comments section, the DEtS further muddies the water about the "need" for tritium,
stating (F-6) that the Presidential requirements take into account "recent international arms control
agreements." According to DOE's own figure, however (Figure 2-1, p. 2.2) the US currently has enough
tritium to maintain the stockpile at START 2 levels until 2011 (2016 if the reserve is used). Both of
these presentations can not be true at the same time.

The response to questions about why tritium is "needed" by 2005 if produced in a reactor but not "needed"
until 2007 if produced in an accelerator is not adequate. It would appear that the same solution (using
the reserve for a few years and replenishing it from new production) could apply as easily to reactors as
to an accelerator. The fact, which DOE should come clean about, is that we do not "need" tritium by
2005. We just want it by then to feel more secure. And we are loudly going through the process of securing
tritium production by then not because we "need" it (by any measure) but in order to try to pressure other
nations to do what we want with their arsenals. This commenter notes that it is logic reminiscent of the
old "Bizzaro World" skits on Saturday Night Live during the Reagan administration to try to compel
others to do what you want by doing precisely the opposite.

26/17.07
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0

lb
0

0
('I
0

It
0
5,

The third Comment on page F-10, addressing Nuclear Weapons, asserts that tritium production is
consistent with and fully supportive of the commitments of the US under a variety of treaties, including
the Nonproliferation Treaty. This response is a lie--a statement intended to deceive. As the
International Court of Justice ruled in 1996, the US is not upholding its treaty obligations under the 6(cont'd)
nonproliferation treaty and the production of tritium for the sole purpose of maintaining a large arsenal
into the next century directly contradicts our obligations under Article VI of the treaty. It is
incomprehensible--beyond even the wildest gymnastics of language or logic-to state that maintaining
our large arsenal is consistent with our obligation to pursue complete disarmament.

The response to the final Comment in the DEIS (p. F-12) asserts that "moral and ethical issues are
beyond the scope of the EIS." But NEPA clearly states that an EIS must consider the whole of the
human environment. In fact, the decision to seek to protect the natural environment and wildlife is a
moral decision; the inclusion of environmental justice concerns is the result of nothing other than moral
considerations; economic issues are heavily freighted with moral considerations. Abstract moral and
ethical issues may present a greater challenge to the preparers of an EIS and may confront federal
decision-makers with information they would choose to ignore, but it is possible to consider and even
quantify the effects of many moral decisions. This commenter asserts, DOE denials notwithstanding,
that moral and ethical Issues are already present in abundance In this EIS, and the issues raised at the
scoping meeting, while uncomfortable to contemplate and difficult to quantify, deserve full
consideration throughout this decision-making process.

27/01.10
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Coanment: Comparison should be between, Bellefonte as a .... lear plant making tritium and 11i1crn
Beliefofti as a fossil fuel plant, since absent DOE's billions of doltars for tritium, Bellefonte wilt not be I I d)~ , 

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance 
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quantities of highly enrkhed "!'iOnium which has been determined to be exces!' to our national security 
needs. In receJ\1 years, DOE compl@ted an EIS covering the downblendingof thiS malerial for u:le in 
commercial nucleaz reactors. 

Atlt.e time DOE withdrew hlghlyenrlched uranium from the larger Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Slalement o/lbe Disposition of surplus fissile nuclear weapons materials, it did 
so for the explicit purpose of indicating to the world our determination to remove this material from 
the nuclear weap"'" arena. The decision was advertised to the public and other nations os one driven hy 
nonproliferation concerns. II was critically imporlant that we not only voice ow resolve but Ulat we 
take a>ncrete steps to make that resolve manifest. 

Doe. DOE not now care about the nonproliferaUon ITU!ssage sent to the public and tl..., world by 
this propooed action? Are other nuclear or near·nuclea. nation> to be pldyed as lools 00 the world .lage, 
ieined by the American people? 24(cont'd) 

On the one hand, we removed the highly enriched uranium from our nuclear stockpile to show 
our determinatkm to reduce our reUance on lhe nuclear arsen.al in ordC'r that otht!r fldtil>tlS wuLdd ~ 
encouraged to do the same. On the other hand, we now propose to take that ,'ery ""me malPrial. 
downblended, and return it to the nuclear weapons produL"tion pipeline by using it to produce tritium to 
maintain our arsenal at le,'els which exceed the 5T ART 2 level> and violate the Nudear 
Nonproliferation Treaty. 

Surely this madness has direct, immediate, and profound proliferatiO<l cot\(em~ which must Ill! 
addressed in this documenL AdditionaUy, it undermInes any confidence the public might have had in 
DOE's determination to deal honestly and forthrightly regarding spedal nuclear materials-the 
~olution to that, of course, i. not for DOE to add another sectiO<l to this do.:ument, but for it to abandon it' 
current scheme. 

Tables 5-50, 5-51 lay ""t the actual exp«ted relea,." of tritium to tn., ~nvirunment in ~ table which 
compares normal operation of Watts Bac and Sequuyah to operation with lPBARs in place. 

Comme"t: DOf/TV A should highlight for the public these facts, not immediately apparent from 
the tabl ... , ""pe<:ially in light of the flld that at previous h .... ring. (ef. Spring City. TN) DOE a.:;u.od 
the public the TPBARs were virtually leakproof. 

• Each TPBAR i$ assumed to leak 1 curie of tritium per year (p. C-19) 

• Total releases of tritium to the air during nonnal (no accldentl operations will be 60 times 
higher at Watts Dar if tritium is being produced. (Table 5-50) 

• Total releases of trilium to the water win be five times as much during normal (no a<eident) 
operations If tritium is being prOduced al Walls Bar. 

• In accident conditions, .eleases of tritium til the air (failure of two TPDARs) ot Wdtt,; ll.lr 
would increase nearly 300 times. NJnely-nine percent of the tritium released would be due to lTitium 
productiun under this proposed activity. 

• In accident conditions, relea",s 01 tritium to water will be nearly thirty times as higlt-an 
additional 17.olll curies-from tritium production. 

• Under normal operations (Table 5·51) the annual dose for people JiYing as far 4\5 firty n .. iles 
Irom the Sequoyah nucle." plant will Wp.k: (105 ""rson-rem v. 3.2 pl'TSOtl-l1'm). 

Table 5-53 addresses cumulative impacts at BelMont>! comparing Bo!ilO!fonte as a nuckar site with 
Bellefonte as a nuclear site making tritium for bombs. 

25114.05 

Commfnt: umpari""" .hould b. betw.en Bellefonle as .. Huel.ar plan! maKing tritium and Illl (cont'd) 
s.,Ueluntc as a fossil fw!l plant, since absent DOE's blilinns of dolJar& lor tritium. Bellefonte WlII nn! be 

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance 
Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont'd) 

compieted as a n"clear planL Illl(cont'd) 

OTHER COMMENtS 

Bellefonte would produce an additional 1.863 spent fuel assemblies if it were "'I«ted to produce 26/17.07 
A·23 This appendix considers tritium production operations. Numbers on page A·23 ind;"'.te that II 
tritium. This number exceeds the total capacity of Bellefonte's current spenl fuel pools. 

In the respon .... to Comments section, the DEIS further muddies lhe water about the "need" for tritium, 
stating (F--6) that the Presidential requirements take jnto account "recent internatiunal arms c:ontrllJ 
agreements." According to DOE's own figure, however (Figure 2·1, p. 2.2) the US currently has enough 
tritium to maintain the stockpile at START 2 levels untii 2011 (2016 if the reserve is used). Both of 
these presentations can not Ill! true at the same lime. 

The response to question. abOut why tritium is "needed" by 2005 if produced in a reactor but not "needed" 
until 2007 if produced in an accelerator is not adequate. It would appear that the same solution (usmg 
the reserve for a few years and replenishing it from new production) could apply as easily to reactors as 
to an accelerator. The fact. whim DOE should come clean about. i. that we do not "need" tritium by 
2005. We jusl want it by then to leel more secure. And we are loudiy going through the proce;s of St!<:uring 
tritium production by then not because we "need" it (by any measure) but in order to ~ to pr~""ure other 
nations to do what we wanl with their arsenals. This rommenter notes that it IS logIC remlruscent 01 the 
old "Bizzaro World" skit> on Satur,uy Night Live during the Reagan administration to try to compel 
othe .. to do what you want by doing precisely the opposite. 

The third Comment on page F-IO, addressing Nuclear Weapons, as .. rts that tritium production is . 
consistent with and fully supportive of the commitments uf the US under a v.flety of treaties, mcludmg 
the Nonproliferation Treaty. This response is a Ii~a statement intended to deceive. As the 
International Court of Justice ruled in 1996, the US is not upholding its treaty obligations uncler the 
nonproliferation treaty and the production of tritium for the sole purpo .... of maintaining a iar!:e a.-.enai 
into the neJ(t century directiy contradicts our obligations under Article VI of the treaty. It is . .. 
incompreh""sibl~yond even the wild.,.t gymna>tie> of language or logic-to state th~t mamtdlnlng 
our large arsenal is consistent with our obligation to pursue complete disarmament. 

The response to the final Comment in the DEIS (p. F.12) asserts thai "moral and ethical issues are 
beyond the scope of tho·EIS." But NEPA clearly states that an EIS must consider the whole of.the 
human environment. In fart, the decision to s~k to protect the natural environment and wJldhf@ 15 a 
moral decision; the inclusion of environmental justice concerns is the result of nothing oUlt!r than moral 
considerations; economic issues are heavily freighted with moral considerations. Abstract moral and 
ethical issues may present a gt)!at .. challenge to tho preparers of an EIS and may confront federal 
decision-makers with information they would choo>e to ignore, but it i$ possible to consider and even 
quantify the effects of many moral decisions. This commenter asserts, DOE denials nutwithstanding. 
that moral and ethical Issues are already present in abundance in this EIS, and til.! issues raised al the 
sroping meeting. while uncomfortable to contemplale and difficult to quantify, de>erve full 
C<Jnsicleration throughout this decision·maklng process. 

2(cont'd) 

6(cont'd) 
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Commentor No. 95: Thomas J. Stone Commentor No. 96: RaInh F. Crafton

P.O. an 6,A.s, Sct-lls Caoa( 29M W)Sg4M.sL 140M FIU •80 R5

RESOLUTION

Addreasl)D: 4- " Date Ud

First Name: MlI: Last Name: Tite:

I;?lph F JCreaf-tn larmaker

Organization: I

Addrest: 1413 Martin st

City: IScottsboro

State or Province; IA7 Postal Code: 135T6&

Work Phone: Fax Number:

Email Address; 1crafton,@hiwaayrhet Home Phone:

Notes: I . . .

lated: 01819 35:t227 PM

Country: IuSA

WHEREAS, otiuto is a critical ingredient In taAu r weapons and its ready availability is
ensential to the continued national security ofthe United States; and

W]HEREAS, the V. curertly his no d1m-eqict ritulm production capability; and

WHERAS, the Chnited Scarues Goverment is carrendy considering two techwlo~y
alternatives, including use of existing commercial light water resctors, for meeting future
tritium needs; and

WHEREAS,tthe merging of dtfense and peaceful uses of nuclear enerfy.in a single facility as
would utruur 4t using a commerlal power reactor for production ofthAriirrr hrat been counter to
national policy since the commencement of the Atomic Age: end

WHEREAS, the existing commercial reactors proposed for titiuns production would not be
located on a secuen Department of Energy defense production site and would not be under the
Departmcrs's direct control and oversig•i; and

Wi"L MI , th"e use ofcc•r.rncrcial power miatvuts for defeano purposes violates tde historical
separation betwen peaceful and defense uses of nuclear eergt sad could be expected to
erode public confidence and support for ceaet'oscial nuclear power facilities;

NOW aE IT RESOLVE!) that the Sevunah River Regional Diversification Initiative Board
of Dihrtms opposes seh ,uc uf U.S. comrnscmil light water reactors for production of tritirrm.

ADOPTED TM5 22ed DAY OF SEPTEMBER 0f91 AT AIIEN, SOUTH CAROLINA.

F525-29-462
I f

Isterctw nudwrking at Belulefohe nleovor pront in 1976 1dw tils plani being Pu:i I I WOUl iPke to see it finised
by the DOE &TVA This pars of AL TN.need theses kind of job I was laid off in 1985 frn Belllfarte. I would
Ikre to work there again .1 support the eeclear industary & the DOE. 1/07.03

1/01.09

Thomas .I Stone
Chairmn

RobitN . Reich
Secretary

~r---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 
I 

~ 
Commentor No. 95: Thomas J. Stone 

•~"'''' .. 
SAVANNAH RIvER RmrONAL DIvERsIFICATION INmATIvE 

r.O.a... 696, Arum. 80uIb CWIDA 29Il'J, (1103)603-9954 _lO FAX (803) 5!Is.4296 

,.._0.. __ 

RESOLUTION 

\\lIEREAS, tritium is I!I c.ritical ingredient to QUL:tC4f 'Weapon£. Alld iu ru.dy I1v3i!ability is 

eS$t!ntiaJ to tile continued nalionsl security of the enited Statio.; and 

WHER!AS.1Ite l..',s, o.rr.ntl)'Iu. nn dn_otic tritium production capability; al'1d 

WHER!ASt the L"nicctJ SUll~ Oovcmmt:nt i, c.1ln'eT1rly consideri.r1g two tec.hnology 
altern.the!, including use of elds1ing commerci.! light water reactors. for meeting future 
Intium needS; and 

WHEREAS, the merging of defense ond peaceful uses of nuc;iear energy, in a single facility as 
would O\~ i.u u.1ing a cornmcrciu power fe4elQc lor production oftliri.um hst, been counter to 
national policy since the commencement of the Awmic Age: and 

WHEREAS. lite existing cornmen:ial reactors proposed for uitium production would not be 
located on a SCCU1e Department of Energy defense pnoduetion sile and would not be under ihe 
Dc.rartmc;nfa direct control IU\d o\letsiam: and 

WH.J::J(.tAS, the use Of c;ca".n1r;rciaJ POWC;f rrl1f ... t.V1S for d.cf~ pUl'pO!es violc.t.t the ruitorieai 
separation bel¥o'Cel1 peaceful and clcfense tUas of nuclear er.Ct'8>' and eould be expected to 
erode public confldctKe and support for commctCi.al nuclear power facilities; 

NOW Bt!. IT RESOLVED that tlle $a\annah River Regional IJiversifJealioa Initiative lIoan1 
or DlrectorS oppoxs ~ U.)C: uf U.S. commcn:.iI .. , light wg,ter fC:a(:tQrs for p~Cl1 of tTitinm. 

ADOPTED THIS 22Qd DAY OF SEPTElItHU( 19911 AT IUKEN. SOUTH CAROLINA. 

Thomas J, Stone 
Ch.innan 

~m-~«-4. 
Robrn M. Reich 
Secretary 

1101.09 

Commentor No. 96: Ralph E. Crafton 

AddrosslO: 41 o-Updatad: 1018198 3:t2'27 PM 

Firat Nama: MI: Last Name: nile: 

JRalPh r IC,aftoo (BOilermaker 

Organization: 

AddnlS1l: \4t3 Manin 51 

City: Ii<s:::co::tt::-Sb<x~o:------------

S .. t • .,.. P<oYinco; JAl 

Work Phone: 

Email Addf"e$$; ,craftOn@tliwaaYllet 

Postal Code: J35768-

Fax Numbet: I 
Homo Phone: 

Count..,.: JUSA 

Notes: Istarted working at Bellefonte necle2r "Iant in 19761 saw this plilnt being built I I woukj like to see It flnistled 
by the DOE &TVA .This part of AL. TN.need theSes kind of lob I was laid off in 1985 from Selmonle. J would 
Itke 10 work there again .I support. tiHt tledear industary & the DOE. 

111107.03 



Commentor No. 97: James S. Arrington Commentor No. 98: David & Willie Bellomv

hi S.

lb Department of Eceogy is iiaenesled hi your cnsta the Drqfl &wusfh,~eaAddmssID: r' 12

First Nanem MI: Last Name:

I-e F- IAriTon

Date Updated: 1otg 7:A349AM

Title:

IMechanical Engineer

Orgsasron: JITVA Watts Bar Nuclear Plant, Ste Engineering

Addraeas: IE0 2N-WBN

Slbfeshmi for Ow PnrodusceIn . fTr fine mei Ccum w~rcfalL 41s Ifts WR~eacilr

7bmer are several ways tio provildei oommov ass this document and these includei:

" sizandie pssblic -dralips a-d iiiing your faixin groureoounsnttno I1-800-W31-012
4onlvalsi directly to DOE cifficialls coclacriteIMn via the World Wide Web stic

" roftsinl dde cormeal forn.to theis hlMplf/w-dpAhe4o p-/* 2
m4Lsntiamo desk at liba seeting * calling toll-ftwee nd lerejig y"otcenmt

" relturnse d& eonmeaatoi forno at tba tenioe via voice masial. 1-1015-332.080
colininceass to thea addresseef aboohek ~p

City: Is~ping City

State or Province: (Nr Postal Code: [5771-.

Work Phmo: Fr3-_5 -1O5 . Fan Number. FM23_365-1750

Email Addreis: tslngior~to_ gnu Home Phone:

Country: JUSA

142393-4714
•J1 • •w • • W I mw• i • ....
-- r-Q -7-1 Ar loz-m -1-P tl J7?-1

Notes: I Ola ms..:e ls to Stephen Sohinki.
I was at the meeting lost night at Rhea Courty HS and did not get to a.t my
question. I was wonnering r DOE had pusued another option. other than
CLWR & ATP. For irstance. I believe t wouldi be possible as the bird
sits In the Sloo Me hydrogen decays into 50% helium & 50% Irydrogen
thereby significantly reducing the boosting effect It at the time of
launch, a squib valve blown allowing the helium/rydrogen to tlawdown
into a winding of silyer-palladiumtubing which is wrapped tightly
around a pyrotecrrhnic deice which is ignited at the sarme time the squib
uahre blows, the tubing would become white-hot tIherey passing the iheun
lhru tre walls of the tluing and separating tme helium from me hydrogen.
arming the warhead with pure hydrogen while the mi•sile is in light.
Thi, option would nelg•as the high cost of tritium production why hasn't
a third option been pursued?"

1
Thanks and keep up the good work.

beC.(4) lwr' -W I 4
F4 I 7i~ej k Ga- r2-,d -re A cf WP- n AIdr-.A.

TOj 71A #A -Cilr-l 9QA9 1 .deI

1T ~ ~ ~ ~ 13 )u, <JL igJ, a ZL~k. l'tW ,,aj 4-Lr -JI47 L,

1/01.03

-L. lA7e/ AM"]) Ais, vinntiv-

1/10.03

2/0 7.067hj If lJ&IL'eS% iT r J2T,~p

ri..ieoc AZ QT -6 nnae 6fre-;uCr e /,'(O J13 A oi t,,~
C-c- bu,'.,. 7~~~ htD 'ez

- '1LeA -IT IlAc AWT

-ýdk:Z~a 0. ? ' P1 s' ve -,

'7~ 10,.2. ntt lnt~ ile *T'5 0 J 0,(7 A
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Area-( Werg ,rce..,

Na~mo: c)t~ 4 Wi.~ LL.e &E Lo, 2 9(ple
Addreatp inI ; AAii1-I

City .3, - srs -3i /44C- Stt: . zip code. .. 3.I- h&.

Fee
E-Mar] Addrcts: -~

hE MSX-71 vl hA;A PIT P/t-eet- 1-- f Ald 1A 45,-Xh
Maolto: R Lb c 1 l-S', .C/5'

US. Department of Energy. Commelieal Light Watcr Rcactor Projcct 0 fic.
ATTN: Stphee Sohinki "7111 Vsu-"

P.O. Box 44539, " n..
Washington. D.C., 20026-4519 -l a ':k. .

-,,"" , 
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Commentor No. 97: James S. Arrington 

AddresslD: 42 o.toU~tod: , 01'9198 7:43 '49 AM 

FlnstNome: MI: Last Nome: Title: 

r jArrj~O" I~Chanical Engineer 

Organization: ITVA, WaUs Bar Nuclear Plant, Site engineering 

Acid .... " (EO!> 2N·WBN 

~: Ircs~pn~·n~~~C~ily~--------~~~~~~ 

State or Province: F~.. _ ._ . POStal COde: p7:l81. Country: (USA 

Work Phone: f42.:;.~5:!S'05 ... 

Email Address:V •• rri •• gt.~.M.gov Home Phono: (42:;'693-4714 

Notes: This me~G is to Stephen So"inki, 
I was at the meeting lui night at Rhea COUI"lty HS and did not get to tik my 
Question. I was wondering r1 COE had purslJed another aptian, other than 
CLWR &. ATP. For ns.tance. I believe it would be possible. 8$ the bird 
sItS In tl'le sRo me "~drogen decays Into 50% helium & 50% tlydrogen 
thereby slgniflCJlllntly radudng trle boo!;ting effed 11 al ttle time of 
launch, a. SCluib valve blows .allowing the hellUmhlydrogen to blollYdown 
in1c a winding of silver~pall2ldium tubing which IS wrapped tightly 
around iii: pyrotechnic device which is ignited at the same time the squib 
vatwe bkJws. the tubing would become white-hot thereby passing the tM'tium 
thru tMo walls of the tUbing and ~arating the helium from the hydrogen. 
arming the \Msrhead with pure hydr~n while the miHile is in fight. 
Thia option would negate tke hMjJh cost of tritium production. why hasn' 
a tI1ird option been purs~?'?n Thank3 and keep up tile good work. 

1101.03 

Commentor No. 98: David & Willie Bellomv 

COMMENT FORM , 
- -- -------- -- -- --------- - - ----:~ 

'Jbe~ofEae<gyis _1Iod ill ~_ ... ~DrqfI~/rrtpGCI 
-for 1M l'rodMt:riar afTritilmo .. Q c-..w l.I:JtIlMatu ~ 

• '-diIIs public..-inp """ aiylDa ~ 
«)1IIIIICII15 dIroaly 11) DOE alficllII 

• retIDIIiDI dds commeal fOM 10 the 
reeUttatioa desk .. the ~ 

• reIImlia:C dIM. cammeGt form 01 0UWat .. nn=. 
_ to tho addIua "" til< back . 

MalJ·Io, 

fuiDc your __ II> l-8O().6;JI~12 

~ via tho WcrId Wide Web.i= 
bttp:Jlwww.dp.-.,o./dp-51 
caIIiIIg lIOII·fioee ODd 1ums)'Oll<
via_ ....... )-IIO().33l.()8()J 

(JppOS 

U.s. Department of EAcrgy. eomm.!Ci~ Light 
A1TN: Slephen Sohinki 

P.O. Box 44539, 
Washington. D.C .. 200Z6-45)9 

1110.03 
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Commentor No. 99: Louise Gorenflo
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Commentor No. 100: Richard & Lucy Henighan

COMN FOR
(~o.A 1)SZXcKE

I Oppsio TU6i

ao r~t t9h
The De-partment of Energy is interested in your commenats on the Draft Environmntal Impact
Szaterent for the plmductio n of Trniaiu in a Commsrcan I Lig hr Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

Satending public metLings and giving your
comments directly to DOE officials

- retareing this comment formt to he
registration desk at the meeting

- rc.utning this comno t form ur other wrtcsne
comments to the address on the back

CommentS:

* faxing your coesmcnts to 1-800-631-0612
* cotmenoieng via the World Wide Web site:

ht tp :I//ww.dp.dom.gov/dp-62
* calling toll-free and leaving yourcomenesets

via voice mail, 1-8M0-332-0801

)JJ!~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ru C'~e C"crcs fg~t" 4o 1s'-0L . ro UsLt

'A-Y +(~ jsA r"t isk o.

* (\ ýXV- A00 ~n soi+Arv-~t

r.,.Jc cd)i, C'ktr; os

1/01.09

I!2/02.02

3/23.13

rithium is highly radioactive and very dangerous. Its meanefacturen despite planned
safeguadis, demands unequivocal need, which does not exist The need for tritiumr
depends on the number of nuclear weapons the US will maintain in the new century, and
the environmental impact of tritium is tied up centretly swith the evironmental umpact of
nuclear weapons & the nternationnal arms race. Our treaty obligations (the nuclear
nouproliftration treaty), and the growing risks due to international proliferation of
nuclear weapons demand continuing restraint by the United States, as the leading nuclear
power, and negotiated decreases in our nuclear stockpile. A t000 bomb arsenal, more than
adequte to deter attacks, would not require any edditional tritium until neatly a third of
the way thri the next century. Manufacturing tritium now will only impede the process of
nuclear dciarmatneat and nonproliferation. with all the heightened risk of regional or
global catastrophe associated with any use of rauclear weapons In addition the
manufacture oft-tium in cormoercial settings will greatly increase the risk ofproiferation,
since it breaches a fiundamental principal of tutelcar policy up to now: the separation of
peaceful and mhitary uses oftnuclear power. The draft EIS does not deal with thcsc issues
adequately and the process ofapproval for this project should not go fcrrard

11/14.04

2/02.02

11I 3/01.04
4/01.09

- h00-J~ito-- 4101.04

~ ~ rsiYu k. ew Ct-l-' 0k c-A dit1 Oti VV G~,, i

31tak yen tar ~y I-Plesa u'em saddi~tional sheets tfae-niry eand altbal, thems W this faer-

Osgartizations
A, rrs lk oq- O
City, '5;qa.. Oe-J0. state: D zip code:
Work phone: ______ _____Home phone:
Fax:
E.Miail Ad~dr'es

"ý ý\' J.-J - 5/14.04 H 71-1

Commentor No. 99: Louise Gorenflo 
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Commentor No. 100: Richard & Lucy Henighan 

--=-=--=:. ---=--~-=-.:-:..-~--- - -= ---=-~-~ ~- .:::..---- -=---:- -=----=--= 
COMMENT FORM 

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments 00 the Draft Envir012!M11taJ Impact 
Statement/oT the Production of Tritium in a Co~rr:ial Ugh! Wau-r Reactor:. 

There are several ways to provide COrtlJl'leTlts on this document and these include: 

• attending public meelings and givmg your 
comments directly to DOE officials 

• returning this comment fonn to the 
rcgistraJion desk at the meetiQg 

• returning this COOUJJept form or other wrinen 
comments to the address on tbe back 

faxing yoor oomments '" 1-800-631-0612 
commenting via me World Wide Web site: 
http~/www.dp.doe.govl~62 

calling tolJ-free and leaving yourcommenlS 
via voice mail. 1-8()()..332..Q801 

Com~n~: ________________________________________________ _ 

TrilTum is highly radioactive and very dangerous. Its manufacture, despile planned 
safeguards. demand.~ unequivocal need, which does not exist The need for tritium 
depends on the number of nuclear weapons the US wilJ mainlain in the new t::entury. lind 
the environmental impact of tritium is tied up centraDy with the environmental unpact of 
nuclear weapom & the int.c:rnational anns race. Our trc::at)~ obligations ( the nuclear 
nonproliferation treaty), and the groVloing risks due to internationaL pT{)liferati()f1 of 
nuclear weapons demand continuing restraint by the United States.. as the lead Lng nuclear 
po~-er, and negotiated decreases in our nuclear stockpile. A 1000 bomb arsenal, more than 
adequate to deter attacks, would' not require any L!l.ddhional tritium until nearly a third of 
the Way thru the next cenrury. Manufacturing tritium now will only impede the process of 
nucl~ di.qarmament and nonproliferation. with aU the heightened risk of regional or 
global cutastrophe ass.ociated with any u.o;e of nucLear weapons_ In additIon the 
manufacture oftritiulII in commercial settings WIll greatly increase the risk ofproIifer&ion, 
since it breaches a fundclmentaf principal oInudca:r poiicy Lip to DOW: \J1C separation of 
peaceful and military uses of nuclear power. The draft ElS docs not deal with these i..uLles 
adequatcly and the process of appro,,-aJ for thi$ project should not go fOffiard 

1boak:yoar,,~puL ....... weadditlonol_if_.,. .... _tbem"'thlsfonn. 

=tion?;;*::.·d~~/~ H~Pi~~~ (optio~J 
City: S!Z.h.....,....g" State: ~ Zip Code: 1~ 
Work phone: \ Horne phooe: ____________________ _ 

F":~------------------------------------------------E-Mail Address: ______________________________________________ _ 

11/1/4.04 
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Commentor No. 101: Kenneth W Holt Commentor No. 101: Kenneth W Holt (Cont'd)

DEPARTMENT OF IEA.TIT& I IUMANS"r•NICL Piot;C H~a i am-a'.

Ger:e-s ao. Dreas Cnt-.
and P-.e.rvon nGD Ct

Aitarrt GA 303A-3724

October 5. 1998

U.S. Department oftEnergy
Commercial light Water Reactor Project Officc
Altt: Mr. Stephen Su[hiaki
P.O. Box 44539
'Washinetrln, DC 20026-4539

Dear Mr. Sohinki:

Page 2 - Mr., Sohinki

Thank you for the opportunity to re,,iew and comment on this DEIS. Please send us a copy of the I
Final EIS, and any Jhittrrc crvruramlcntal imnpacL slateteittis whiil may indicate potential public l(cont'd)
hcallh impact and are developed under the National Fnvirunmental Policy Act (NEIPA).

Sincerely.

Keatnelh W. Holt, MSFH
Special Programs Group (F 16)
National Cester for Environmental Health

We have completed our review of ihc tsrasl Enirionmeetal Impac Simtenrevt (T)FtS) for the
Production ofTritiuan in a Commercial Light Water Reactor [DOE'ELS-0288D). We arc
responding on behalf of the U.S. Public Health Service. Department of Health and Huaman
Serviccs Technical assistanee for this rev.iev was provided by Dr. Felix Rogers, Radiation
Studies Brunch (RSB). National Center for Envirunmental Health, Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention (CDC).

['he I)t-IS Sections, Appendices C, 1). and E dealing wvith potential odverva human 1-11h etfTcts
resulting from Environmental releases of radioactive or harardotus materials to the environment
appear to be well de-eloped atad comprehensive. Radiological and hazardoLL; "V.uSe exposares In
the pubalie faora csvirorinneilRIt relCases resulting horon norimal oprerations, operationatl accidentts,
and transportation s-ore estimated using rifornation ont source terns and potential at-risk vetmi
Exposure modeling used to project the impacts on the hsealth of'thIe public due to radiological and
chelrical releases indutded meteorological data, hydro gcologic data, and potential release
secnarios that included both facility and transporcarion accidents.

Risk estimaten tlpoitits forsl the public included I)excess cancers front radio nuclide antd chemtical
esposures, 2)cancer fhtalities from radio ticlide exposure, 3)adverse geeelic effe.ts trom radii,
irelide esposure. 4)ha:7ard quotient fioan cxpovourc to nonradioactive materials. Ri.k from

radiological exposures were estimated using XCRP 19.3 risk enrttrates. fhe unCeraintres nil the
DEIS risk anaslytis procedure included trtodel uncertairnty, touree term utcertaint5y, a;etnto
uncertaiitsy, and paraseter uncertainty (sampling error, data sources)

Environtritneal pathway mtudeling done by tlte reviewer show little exposure to ofilsite individuals
fions facility accidents or ernial operatioss. Tie risk to public health frotir th operatiurt,
Itan.pX)rtationS arid accidenrt scetatrios an expressed by tlse DEIS are low antd reasonable
expecialions front operations of Conniacici.l Light Wrater Reactors.

0
S
0
Ca
0

0
0

S
Ca
0

cc: Felix Rogers, Pi.D.
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Commentor No. 101: Kenneth W. Holt 

DEP~RTMENT Of HEALTIf & IfUM~N SO!\1C£S 

L.S. Depor1meot of Energy 
Commcrcirulight \Vatct' Reactor ProjCCt Oflicc 
AUn: Mr. Slephen S"hiuki 
P.O. Box 44539 
\\la'ihtngton, DC 20026·4539 

ilear Mr. Sohinki' 

Cen:e"'S :0· DlSe'ase Com-a 
and P--P.verfton {CDC:' 

Al~aN2 GA. 30$41-3724 

Ocrober 5. 1998 

\Ve h~we compll.':tcd our review oflhc Draft Elllo'ironmcll1allmpl'I.ct Slflternenl {T)ETS} for the 
Production of Tritium in a Comm~rdal Light \Vatcr RC3ct(lT lL)OEfELS-028S0). We arc 
responding on bebalf of the U.S. Public Health Servic<. l)<p.nm<nl of Health ond Hum.n 
SC!rvlCCS. Technical assistance tor this review 'Was pfOvidtd. by Dr. Felix Rogers, Radiation 
Studies Bnwc:h {RSB), NaiioIlllI Cl!nlef fOT En-.ironmt:lllal H~.,lih, Cl:nlers ror Disease Cllntrol 
and Prevention (CDC). 

The DEIS St'Ction'i, Appendices C, I). and E dealing "virh porenriall1dver'\lJ hU111tln health l:'ITcCls 

resulting from Environm<'ntru rel~ses of radioactive or he7.llrrlous materials to the environment 
appear to be \>.,'c:1l de,"elo~d and compre11ensive. Radiological and halardou) \',:i1s1c expo,ures 10 
the public from cnvimnmcntRI rc\ca.o;;cs resulting Hum normal or-enl.lions, opt"ratlomtl r.("cidt:llts, 
and transponation ''''''OTe cstiuuw.'-d llsing infom'Jruion on source li,.~r"ll\S. and porenriat at-risk y~nl~. 
E.xpo,urc modeling u.ed to project the impacts on [he hO<1l1h or the public due to radiological and 
cb~lIlical rel~ses iuclud~ meleorologi1..'tli data, hydro gcologii; d3ta, and potential release 
scenarios that inclLlded both facility and tf.3I1Sportarion accidcnts. 

Risk cSlimall,.' t'f1(lpuilll'i [;.'1" t1m Illlblil.:" ilKludl,.'.d I)esccs.<;,; cancerr, rmm radio nucJide and chemical 
~.'(po5urf'S. 2}cancer filTa.uies from radIO nudide exposure. 3)adverse genetic erf~·t:; frum radin 
111ldid~ exposure. 4)hal1Hd quolicnt fi·om cxpo~urc to nonradio3cll\'e material"i. Ri .. k from 
radjologic~ exposur~s were C'stirnated using ;\CRP 1993 ri~.k. r:stimates. The: ullcenainllt>5 III Ihe 
DEIS risk .:malysi5 pIOccdur~ ini::.luded mndd ulll"':Cnruruy. ;{)urc~ term uJlcenainty, scen~rjo 
uncertainty, and parameter uncel1ainty (sampling error, data sources) 

Envirol1111tm«d p(lthw~y HlutJelillg dum: uy the reviewer show Jittl~ <,xp05urc 10 oft"sitc individuals 
ti·om facility accidents or normal operations. The lisk to public. heal1h from the. ept!r.a:illfl, 
Ilan.:'I"k}rtaltOIl and accident l>cen.arios ag ~,"pr~~s~d by the DE1S are low and r~a5-onnble 
cxpecT31ions f'·om operations of Cotnmclci:l.l Light \VAtcr Rca.;t,'r~ 

1114.06 

Commentor No. 101: Kenneth W. Holt (Cont'd) 

Page 2 - :-,u. Sohinki 

Thank you for lhe opportunity 10 review and comment on this DEIS. Plc~s.: s~nd us a (;Opy Oflh~ II 
Fin~1 EIS, Hnd any Ji,lurc cnvirOlIDlCllIru imp3cL statements which may indicale pOlential public l(cont'd) 
health impact and are developed under the Nalional Environmental I'oli~y '\ot (~IOI'i\J. 

cc' felix Rogers, PhI). 

Sincerely, 

¥~d LJ- 1J.d-
Kennelh W. Holl, ~lSEH 
SpeciAl Programs Group (F 16) 
l\ational Center for Endronmental Health 

w~ ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ~ 
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Dear Mr. seazink*ý
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adwJt* wcsismu. It 6 noted in'th.EM~ that -hisbizrýIlyjttm. hwa... 1/01.09
b~mawrnssrau% puceions lo Oot praodke of dittcertra lifng Mtetai
U.S <ivil ard irilticy fwdiba~iý It tails to irwrmpticr hoime, that
6~sjj hianrWAI exceianfs rtae wilt, emfs~el linmadeo An
ei~irefownimel tieta. as thcrc .euud be tudw'.

No%-, Itw isew Mt nurter itr nnypaeraton h, of Nmr4ma'wt coneetro
vo PFlt ommbfts. I 2vbuId tal wo puint vmt that seitit paiductien
6ar Owe p-.w ofe en mantmirnin A nairiew armm!]e Ams vWolea tedCe
impoatiie irtmonutis tImAty-entrary tu whet is, afteed im time EIa

Asa axnatmy nt the Nnpmitdurtima trratv iNfIt, the I;, hm so~ 2/1.04
oQtgmiiA~ W~ w.urk in tmext fak!Ž t-wardh vntIrtcr uiuden
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* the EN mycids the anemt impiertart sm viii h wracd to

low-level radiation exposure: there is no safe low dose of low-level radiation. I
Radiation exposure can result in an array of adverse health effects, with cancer being l 3/07.05
the most lethal. Additionally, the U.S. has yet to find a safe, permanent storage I I
facility for radioactive waste; until it does so, creating more radioactive waste-no I 4/17.15
matter how small-is environmentally and socially irresponsible. Countless I I
studies have shown that man-made radiation is twt a near-harmless, natural I 3(cont'd)
extension of background radiation, as DOE and EPA public relations claim.

While I was disappointed that the Senate approved of CLWRs for tritium
production, I was pleased that the DOE will receive no funding for it in FY 1999. In
the interim, I hope the DOE will be more thorough in considering its impact on 5/01.11
national and international obligations, on human health, and on the environment.

Sincerely,

Bre Nicole Reiber
Executive Assistant

471, q4tvszb Vve Foer 55t - Mew 'Fe* Wc I III V
zuw, t - 1 4'OSý a - ccuaizurca V Jmr

_"9"''' 

.JIN,~"'~,.-;'< -~~~""'~ 
~~~(..~ .. 
"'-'-"~ ~'-- .......... 
'--~~,..,..~ 
~' .... ~.:e_._"",-,# __ ·~ 

AJo4 "X:':":2!o.::..-pf!Io&f.w) .. -~~--.~........ ~.~~ 
..--o-"'~.,..~ 

~",.~~'!!t. 
':n-ti ........ ....- ....... ·:WOO!' 
,~ .. ~-..rt""'
<~~-A~ .... ",....,.. 

,"l~¥liMl>,,'tJ!) 
-.-~.~~ .. 
~~i-___ 

~.-.---
....... .-iU~ioO'*'-~ 
~--,~-.:.-"---"----... ~ "'..-':--lI!I'''''' 
.............. ~ 
'"lIi'!h"'-~ .. I'_,""'_ 
~iMIw~ 

,....~~<...__.a'!' ... --" -""-, "j(~.~-

---~ -----""-"-
~ .. '\,""'.
~~. 

-"'~ ..... ~ --;: .... ~.....,. .. ~ .. ~ 
~~~,· .. 3:-

~WJ{~.1I ... ~ 
.~~~."... 
""",-,,>,~-

I~~ 
_~'!!.."'-<t. __ 

:-.~~ 

"'_ .... --c=-... 'l __ "~~ - ......... 
~,f~"..~ ..... ....., __ 1:_"'......-.. 

..:."'V! .. ~wJ 
~~ 

~.----..-. -,*_.:-.-
W'I!'aIo."~'" 
....-_.u-__ _ 
~-,--.~........ ,.,--~ 

Commentor No. 102: Bre Nicole Reiher 

PSRNYC 
!'«1,(!llClAhISmn SOCL'll. ~lIurY.'N'fC 
~'f'IIInlft"~Y'IiM"aJ~'\o~f1~ 

~pt.tn~ 
U.s. Dcp<orbriIW of EIUTIY 
r'.f). It.:»: «-m 
Wlllllii'$1O'" DC ~ 

1 1m ""111~ on bdlilt.,1 Iht "'01''' '1'.,111; Ci?r ~, or Ph;'fldaN ~ 
Social li:npamibility .... ~ public ...lur:a:ticn or~nlJ .. t\nn 
~~_ntlll& l,.b(l ~Ih p«>11IU~ 4rd ,~ncd 61U .... in It.. 
Sew ,(uzk ..... bap<>Ii_ __ A.ft .. ...ad.", fl-.. flr .. ft 
EIl1'\(OOII1uo'aI ImptCl St4lltWl'II: rOf Iht Production 01 ;rtlliultl ill • 
Cun=cnW Llr;M ..... _ R._r, I un d."¢y cuneo.....! .nih to. 
r)c:lIl'~ it .......... tn1f~ 01 NYlIonal .. lid lmo!".lJIlMntl iIa .. , 
.n<! ita 6:>wrf>lll)'i", a/lit. public: !:.r.allh .. Ifwd:a of 1a_I. ... l 
n.dillhiln. 

n. EIS -"" llul '"'It ..... cf (;1.. ..... 1/0 fnr ~ ~unicn (1;<) 
...,1 r"'~~ by ~"',- ThlI is h)1 l«ur./lh~. ~"IJio)n ·Slo!" 01 dlOI' 
MotnK E"""!J' Ad prahmta thor !i"'"'~ fi.or::> ~ 
oOOnm:OI'1d.1 md_ PO"'ff ~ III rlldUfo!ll~ w dtVd"p_ffl "J 
"",du ...... poc>. II;'..-d ;n·tho·lll!\ .... 1 -lUmrically, tIwP an 1101.09 
~ "lIm'r''''~ •• ~~ '10 W Pf".ao«~ «II dll~rcrl:"lInl: lofI .. td. 
v.s,. mil ard t:rilitmy faciJiJUo.· II fAil. ID mmli .... h .......... , llul 
e..... M,.InI'"i("'" .~~m ,411lf "-'lit, .MN"BOI' IIlWldlil 4ruI 
o!""''''ir.:lruTltMilI _b. u Iht:n _uk! bot: JudII)'. 

N.~ tho , ... _ nI n .... l .. r n ... ~r.<.t«r.lltl(ln I, (II J'!lr .. l1loiIWl' @fIIltfl'! 
to) Ft;l! IIlfm1>et$. I l"b'Jld !J.k IN fVial- 1ha11ri!i ..... prududim 
6cr Ih+ 1""'1""1* <:A nu,rotlin,,. .. m,dur ~.PjJ 4:>1'1 YII):MI~ 4 "flY 
lmpo:>l1_ iMHtt.t11.lrutJ I ... ty.....:unlnuy IN w .... 1 '" *Icd ... 1'" EI5. 
AI • qpuhny nl lho IliQnl'rnliI.nlirm T_~' {NIT!. l!'i. lj.J; 11M W 2101.04 
(i~tA.1. ... , Ii! WOlf" in >!.......i lolD:. tow"" L~<lr nude ... 
diuam.m.nl. Trriium produdlan ........ u...,..., (lur '''''''M ., 
m,lntu. 4 nl>l1leu 1IH-oe-~,d "tI ... , ... ll ...... ~II bot: ""pnlcd 10 
iaU"" ..... Jud. 

"'T!.~D'TM'~~' .NI:tII'~KY lDl~" 
:,..~, ~·I$ .. .,~ntl ... ;u~ '1)"~' C~po;._JlllE~ - .. ~---.~. 

Commentor No. 102: Bre Nicole Reiher (Cont'd) 

low-level radiation exposure: there is no safe low dose of low-level radiation. II 
Radiation exposure am result in an array of advl'£Se health effects, with cancer being 3107.05 
the mo;1IethaJ. Additionally. the U.S. has yel to find a safe, permanent storage II 
facility for radioactive waste; until it does so, creating more radioactive waste-no 4117.15 
matter how small-is environmentally and socially irresponsible. Countless II 
studies have shown that man-made radiation is lUll a near·harmless, natural 3(cont'd) 
extension of background radiation, as DOE and EPA public relations claim. 

While I was disappointed that the Senate approved of CLWRs for tritium I 
production, I was pleased thallhe DOE will receive no funding for it in FY 1999. In 
the interi m, I hope the DOE will be more thorough in considering its impact on 5101.11 
national and international obligations, on human health, and on the environment. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Bre NIcole Reiber 
Executi ve Assistant 
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di, aSigm '5 Lmo 4q?~ Cia d-nA&zA~-
Good Evening Ladies and Gentlemen.,

It is apparent to me that those of you who object to the use of Bellefonte as the
site for the extraction of trniunm have many valid reasons for your opposition, not the
least of which include your deep concern for the health and well-being of yourselves and
your families- We, the proponents of tritium production at Bellefonte, are concerned
about our families as well I must assume that those of you in opposition have
occupations which allow you to see you families each and every day. You wake up in
your own bed every morning. You go to your job every day. And you return to your
home every-evening. However. many of us in this room are denied this aspect of daily
life which you take for granted. We, or our spouses, have occupations which require us
to travel hundreds of miles away from our homes because there is no where in northern
Alabama for us to make a living. We must wake up in strange beds, work in strange
towns, and live in strange motels while we are away. We keep in touch with our families
by telephone. We do not get the luxury of watching our children grow up. We miss
birthdays, school functions, our kid's baseball games, anniversaries. We miss being able
to come home each night

Now, it may be easy for those of you to whom I am speaking to just say, "Get a
differentjob." Well, that's not the answer. The economy of northern Alabama was
booming when we began our careers. Unfortunately, industry moved north, and
therefore, so did our jobs. Its time to bring the jobs back home-

The thought of 4,500 temporary and 70D-800 permanent jobs becoming available
in northem Alabama is almost too great a prospect for us to even think about Thesejobs
do not only mean that we will be able to work at home, they mean that the local economy
will undeniably increase. We will be here to purchase our gasoline, our food, and our
work-related items. We will be here, in northern Alabama, putting our money back into
our own economy. Everyone will benefit

Why should we continue living in the dark ages? Nuclear technology is here and
it is not going to go away. Our direct risks from that technology are minuscule compared
to the risks we will all take when we leave here tonight and drive home. If tritium is not
produced at Bellefonte, it will be produced somewhere else This means that all of the
benefits I just spoke of, will continue to be benefits to some other area of the country.
We do not want this to happen anymore. We Wneedthejobs ere. We needto boost our
own economy for a change. We need to be at home, so ve too, can be with our families

1/07.03
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Commentor No.1 04: Jennifer Stephens 

Good EVCIling Ladies and Gentlemen, 

It is apparent to me that those of you who object to the use of Bellefonte as the 
site for the extraction of tritium have many valid reasons for your opposition, not the 
least of which include your deep concern for the health and well-being of yOlJ1Selves and 
your families. We, the proponents of tritium production at Bellefonte, are concerned 
about our families as welL I must assume that those of you in opposition have 
occupations which allow you to see you families eacb and evel)' day. You wake up in 
your own bed every morning. You go to your job every day. And you rr:tum to your 
home every·cvening. However. many of us in this room an: denied this aspect of daily 
life: which you take for gnmted. We, or our spouses, have occupations which require us 
to travel hundreds of miles away ITotn our homes because there is no when: in northern 
Alabama for LIS to make a living. We must WIlke up in strange beds, work in strange 
towns, and live: in strVlge motels while we are away. We keep in touch witb our families 
by telephone. We do not get the luxury of watching our children grow up. We miss 
birthdays, s<;hool functions, our kid's baseball games, anniversaries. We miss being able 
to come home each night 

Now, it may be easy for those or you to whom I am speaking to just say, "Get a 
ditferentjob." Well, thafs not the answer. The economy of north em Alabarim was 
booming when we began our greers. Unfortunately, industry moved north, and 
therefore, so did our jobs. Its time to bring the: jobs back home. 

The thought of 4,500 temporsry and 700-800 permanent jobs becoming available 
in northern Alabama is almost too great a prospect for us 10 even think about. These jobs 
do not only mean that wc win be able to work at home, they mean that the local ec:onomy 
will undeniably increase. We will be here to purchase our gasoline, our food, and our 
work·related items. We will be here, in northern Alabama, putting our money back into 
our own economy. Everyone will benefit 

Why should we continue Ji'lling in the dark ages? Nuclear technology is here and 
it is not going to go away. Our direct risks from that technology are minuscule comparr:d 
to the risks we will all take when we leave here tonight and drive borne. If tritium is not 
produced at Bellefonte, it will be produced somewhere else. This means that all of the 
benefits I just spoke of, will continue to be benefits to some other aru of the countJy. 
We do not WIUrt titis to happen anymore. We need the jobs here. We need to boost our 
own economy for a change. We need to be: at home, so We too, can be with our families. 
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Comments Received via "800" Number

Date: I Oct 16, 1998
Name: Mary Ellen Bowen
Organization: 1
Address: i Lewis County, "1N
Phone #: (931) 964-2534
Fax M
Comment #:

Comment:

I just want to state that I do not want you to proceed with the use of tritium or any other *
thing to keep the nuclear power industry alive. I think that it is wrong and that it is I 1/14.04
hurtful to the people and the planet and please put a stop to it. Thank you. I

Comments Received via "800" Number

Date: Oct. 19, 1998
Name: Dot Houser
Organization:

* Address: 46 Sherry Drive
Ringo, GA 30736

Phone #: (706) 866-7239
Fax #:

rComment #:

Comment:

I am voicing a very strong opinion of not putting tritium at the Bellefonte plant near
Scottsboro, Alabama in Jackson Counly. There are enough people down there dying with 1/14.04
cancer as it is with much radiation, contaminated air, and everything as it is, but there are
a lot of older folks there. They do not need this. The people that live in that area are not I
educated enough to run plants like that, they would have to bring in employees to run the 2/13.01
plant and it is not a good idea. Absolutely. I just resent this being pushed down the throat
of us North Alabama people. We have a second home there. We live in North Georgia,
but we are in North Alabama since we opted to ha-se a second home there and this just
hurts me to the boric when I think about something like that coming to that area, it really
does, but I trust that somebody else will take it somewhere else. Thank you for your time

Commentor No. 105: Mary Ellen Bowen 
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Date: I Oct 16,1998 
Name: ; Mary Ellen Bowen 
Organization: , 
Address: i Lewis County. TN 
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Fax#: 
Comment#: 
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Comment: 

1 just want to state that I do not want you to proceed with the use of tritium or any other II 
thing to keep the nuclear power industry alive. 1 think that it is wrong and that it is 1114.04 
hurtful to the people and the planet and pleao;e put a stop to it. Thank you. 
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! Name: 
: Organization: 
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; Fax#: 
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Comments Received via "800" Number 

Oct. 19, 1998 
Dot Houser 

46 Sherry Drive 
Ringo, GA 30736 
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I am voicing a very strong opinion of no.! putting tritium at the Dellefonte plant near I '" 
Scottsboro. Alabama in Jackson County. nlere are enough people down there dying wilh 1114.04 ~ 
cancer as it is "'ith much radiation, contaminated air, and everything as it is, but (here are ;r 
a lot of older folks there. They do not need this. Th" people that liy" in lhal area are not II §' 
educated enough to run plants like that. they would have to bring in employees to run the 2113.01.;:s 
plant and it is not a good idea. AbS()lutely. I just resent this being pushed down the throat 5' 
of us North Alabama people. We have a second home there. We live in North Georgill, '" 
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Commentor No. 107: Robert H. Paze Commentor No. 108: Dr. Chris Gunn

AddreassID: [43

First Name: MI: Last Name:

IRohrt F F iPge

Oate Updated: I 1016L'98 9:14"59 AM

Titse:

I

Organizmlsot: I

Address; 12 Stacey Circle

City: fsgnal Mountain

State or Province; jirn Postal Code: 37775- Country!

Work P•oine: 1t60-417. 791 Fax Number: 19M 7-44

Email Address: pa•,-h, smnu.co,. Homre Phone: |r?• .

13 -"'f 15
AEM3OW trngwr4Qa .ttnthl

Niotiouria Pal The plikfolm itr 000virtnid 1. a
Pus~er~l an uripeirallvled view of me hO r a

ghnalw plaft.
Mitif b~r Adam lons.orue

Not": IFrom what r'e read, The US wit neeW to continue wXM. Tritium too maintain our weapons.
I support the production of Triltun in a oornercial reareor Whtiat we do in tte USA does change our concerns or
posinoin for countris trying to develope weapos capabilitie. at our leOOSn our influencr'e in detering
proarerator
I o not suwport tre specning of an estriated $5 bilon on art unqualiieddedicated.defense technology at the
savannah River Site.

The Selefonte proposal.o firnih a viable commercial reator, should cost the taxpayers less.
protide needod elrcticity in a more safsly regulated industry. and spread the gon't spenring to more thamn one
state
The regional U•Ouport for TVA is justfiably very hIrgh, wrile the National conrrcrcus r that the Saoannah River
Site M _r env;ronmental lability.
Please think green (dollars and envirronnrrrltand go with Belleforre.
Thank you for your suppor.
ROOerl and Antoiette Page
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Commentor No. 107: Robert H. Page 

Addr .. slO: 03 Date Updatod: 

Fi~tName: MI: Laot ....... : Title: 

IRobert 

OrganiutJon: 

city: 

Sgte or Province: ITn Postal Cod.: J3nn. Country: IUSA 
WorkPhontl: 1860-447.'791 Fa. Number: 1860 .. 00.CI4C14 

Email Address:lpage~~~:nu.com .. Home Phone: 102~6-6856 

Notes: From what I've reiJij. The US wit neea to oontinue wth Tritium too maintain oLlr weapons. 
I support the production of Triliun in lJ comercial remer 'Wha1 we do in tl')e USA does change our concerns or 
position tor countnes tryIng to deVelope wetlpor'tS capabdlties. or our les.sen our influencv in detefing 
proliferation 
I do not suPPOrt the spen~ng of Zln estil'!\ated SS D'lIon on an unqualifled,dedicatee,defense technotogy at the 
Savannah Rr"er Sde. 

e SeAefoote propo&8l.to ranish 8 viable ~CI3I reator, ~hoUltl cost the taxg3yers less.. 
PfO\ll'ide needed elediClty in a more safel)o regulated incIustry. and spreaa 111e gov't spending to mo~ thotn one 
state 
The Illgional support for TVA is jU5tifi.1bty \/ery tllgh, whale the tGtionar concencU$ 1$ (hat the Savannah River 
Site = an eny;ronmentillliililbility. 
P"'a~e think green (dollalll and e!'1vironmen1)and go with Bellefonte. 
Thank you for your support. 
RooeT1 IiInd AntorEtte p~ 
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Commentor No. 109: Dorothy J. Mock

United States Department of Energy

Cornercial Light Water Reactor Project

Post Office Box 44539

Washington. DC 20026-4539

To Whom It Nay Concern (To Whom I Address My Concern):

Commentor No. 110: Earl Radin, M.D.
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COMNT6H

Smoooeeuirvno Jof .Wi neetdinyu orr oO the ?cfcies'hdnioCoocrofL a erctftEnuanors~n npe.$massa.rfo, ow ortaiuziona uf7)i-.', .'• . Coawai ¢ • /.t• VI~a-caa r¢.o

'flm are •evWe ways to provide canments on dais doco i toe d doe thes imd :

Ssecoding publh meetin•gs d Sivg your - fiding yer conents, to I-SOC-f 61

coomsasco directly to DOE of-icieL3 earmarting is the Wor ide Web sit

*retaramg Ibis comment form to rae burpiwww~do*.sorAdp-6
aepasraaim desk at the alctuog coiing toll -free and laving ymr comments
roestning this 'nvneet form or te wrmten via mor e mail. 1-800-332-01

Cesmeo. in ... i o .b ob . -. 14 b.. M r.. . M A. *. l .. - toy eb oct to t ot

I urge you. I entrat you, I ir.pltore you: do not permit tritium

to be made--not in any reactor anjwhere in the United States

Tritium. is extremely dangerous, Tritium is not needed; we should

not be making nuclear bombsi

Most important, as we move Into the twenty-first century , r.akirg

tritilum violates the Nuclear Nunprrllferatton Treaty the US signed and

ratified over 25 years ago. For us/US to violate this treaty weakens

our hand in efforts to ILtit and control the spread of nuclear weapons

among the nations of the world.

Shouldn't the United States be leading t-e world toward d~sarm.

asent instead of demoralizing such efforts by producing tritium?

_I ro y__ou, I entreat you. j Itrplore yo: do not stake tritlum!

I 1/07.02

112/0201
3/14.04

4/01.04

1. The nest Lprtent reason ts that this would be a violation o1 the Nucleae een-
prililitera '•t, w-•c decuaries thee every govrnement mest work towed a wuol4-

echitued in the ehertsec tie pe£e. 10 we pr so sonricia this• abel e-a 1 o I
_M.eee hE. thEe, cectnn Ohch ... a ...oe no. atp wt te see oeinVery
diffisult to reach egseoet cc ehslr abolition.

2. Wnl4.id ottfnen f -1-o~ wrepc,'o hse. 1ee the eMated eee2.f.a1.oor eneideet
.• of ceceun chief of staceoff cut ar•-d forces. ne. Colic Pooc. ee wel 1 .s of e

rta number of tight rse nal , general. God ominal, of U.3.-.ed otheqr cec.o• .ut.o 2/01.01
io a recent sr-e•ect natlofd for the abolition of AlL raveloe. woe..ost retoe1.1.g
the fant that tecltAr bonb. are of no melitygy valts,
3. Ad cone on pas 13 of otho D11. v, ho-e eon scot-hk Tnt.o, to in o2n
neclear emoso until the year t.O.cvcraemnl, N. muat by thee have tetebliehod a 3102.02
veTId-wods vrcfliable agreeoano an the elimination of enaclear ueoes. I

4. If "eohsenoethe yield of o neolter sopon" i the hey fonctis of o TIIe•to. (pfs 5. tI)Tt)

we •ould maenlli ouar ptreSnE nuclear eapoes Wlrhant- TritisM, elaco tho eLpl.osloV Yowen Of 4/01.03
our pretent nuclear bweao aItAdy sY.QC tOC lfngeaable for fllaTcy ese. I
:. Its proposae to s nooarcbal nuclear po-or reactor• to produce Tritlts for nuclear tbnth
weoto 1lod4C Isoe Lou-itog t a .a i ., to eoop n•litery sad ctlvllan eoctlor rest- "sO II 51L09

epaprete. . To eo;ol"t, . nov .s for ncviIt. nuclear power r cto • h nean¢r to Ch i
5 r e v i n g n o r ld -w fd o h o n e _e ho h t n o .lt e r p .n r o h e n d b e lt u d n at ad .e a so u r c e o f w o or y
sines ito i oheranlyt =note, nesoscvito end =o,: anortesely unneessry. I 6/24.08

Sohmitted by tEntl Sodle, .D. c?~ ~~
co-chair. Physicians for Social Responsibility, Santa Barbara

chapter

Assocte Clinical Professor of Radiology, UCLA Medical Center

Address: 2415 Stace ood Drve
Santa Barbara, CA 93103

Sincerely yours.

~r-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
1 

~ 
Commentor No. 109: Dorothy J. Mock 

United States Department of F.nergy 

Cor;merci;:;l Light \'!ater Reactor ~ro.Jcct 

Post Officp. Box 44539 

To \~0!11 It. May Concern ('1'0 .:hom J Address ~ Concern): 

T urge yoo., I entreat you. T \r.pl()re you: do not pennit trit.iill!'. 

t" he lTladc--not in ~ reactor a'Wl'here in the Jnlted :>tates t 

Trlt.i.wr, is ext:-e:nely dangerous, Tritium is not neroed; "e should 

not be ,,,ak1nv nuclear bombs! 

~:cst important. as l«: ",ove into the h'ent:y-first cer:~ury, !':aki!',\; 

trtti1l.'11 vtoliit('$ too lIucl"ar NonprDI ifer.tlan ..... e"ty the US signed and 

ratified over 25 ~'ears ago. ,"or us/US to violate tt.is treaty ",sakens 

our hand 1n efforts to lL.,.it and control the apre~d of nuclear ,,'eapons 

among the nations of the "arId. 

Sha"Jldn't the United State. be leading t.he "orld to\iard d~s"nr~ 

atr.ent trlstead of dellloral1ztng such efforts by pl'oducinp, tr:'ti"".1 

Sincerely yours, 

111107.02 

112102.01 

11 3114.04 

4101.04 

Commentor No. 110: Earl Budin. M.D. 

SUhl-n1th,J hI E./tR.I-. B UDh// M . .D. ~R~ 
(o~c.no..;r, 'PJ..7s,eJ~"~ J;,,.. So ... ,'"j ReJf'''''bt/,; 

S-A-.rn4 5;rJ(,l.9!~A 

~c, Cf,;"c:-J fnAs5.,.. op ~aJlol.~~, veLA 
/'I'l4wQnt" 

COMMENT fORM 

The Dcporoneat of ~ is in' ..... 1md .. yoot....."..." an die l)"", Eo~ /nopot:t 
Smtvnmr/{J( cite I"rvdul.:lWn r;fnidlUf: in a COtftlfJD'Cit.Jl Lqlll MDtcr Rc«tDr. 

Then:'''''; ~ w~Y' '0 pnMd. comments OIl this dociiUut cHI Ihcx u.:!i.1.:' 

.ReDdinG pubUc meetinst aDd aims: your 

<''''''~D.'' ~y to DOE ofIicial.t 
"'lII1I1iDg tIIi5 <0=01 ron\) to me 
~dW. allh< meeting 

• fuia. )"ourcomments to 1-100-631-061' 
ccnnmmtiq "ja tb.o Worid Wldo Web sile.: 
hup11WWW.dp._8o<ldp-(I~ 

• <alHo, lOll."'" arulleavill& )'IlII1' COllllDClll> 

via "oico Illlill·SDO-332-C&01 m:LImma this ('nmmtnt fnnn 01 other writtl!n 
00<nI1IRl8 to tho _ on tho book 1· ,r: h. 

Comzncucru TM norO'.' 'c HIC! • dwUinn D"detr ,,"rye*]" t to ,cad..,;, tritiUIi 
fol' uca in Duden bombc vould h A hl'rtU. aiuah a1l.ll 1 ot!'CI!ily (llIj,c.t to that 

prgpgut fgt the fe '1 py1nt nl'opR 
1. The. moat l~Tt..nt. t .. ~ 18 that thi. 'WOuld I,. • violAtion 01 tbe Ifuelear Ncn
pToliferationo rut; ..... .1ch· -d-eeI4roa that every ,on~tLUnt Wit vor\ tlDvua '" vorld-

..,id •• ar .... a.t Otl • tT,,,,Cr to a~olt".h All t'l.u.elao..r ... oo.gooe Ollill ilia. UTftOllt BClIll to b. 

.. chi ..... ' in th. .hort.l!lt- U ..... p ..... lod. 1£ wa prad.uc<:I _¥,O Triti~ dda vo"lcl a~d a 
_"iaS" Eo othir f:ouFlUtiu EL:,u va {dEoaa to h.r.p' ft!JnOGt' iCiiil§'Q u. lU ... tI IE WEy 

diffieult to reacn ',1"UIIlIDt on thdr ,.bOUU01l • 
. 2.' W(!Tltt-vU,. f1h",H~jnn. ,,1 ml",l i"JlT ~.,<II "'~A hllR, b. ...... " ttl. Rtllted CO~ .. .QU.r nrltsi.deDt 

of rec.eut c.bief of uaU or enl!' 4Taed fore •• Con. Colin Povdl, A8 waU dD of a 

It. )f ".bhanc.:t.he ,,'.14 of a auohn .". .. po"" 1. th. kay fUQctlon "I lCU:1.d (?qit 50. np:u.) , 

we could 1D-Alncal;! our prUQJJt Jluclear. -n.apona without Trltlu.. ttilrce the ."pllJdvu ~r of 
OUT prutnt nucl •• r tIom'bs J.lreu! AI.lk.Q'1i thcPI InhIUIp,!)l • .for allltllTJ 1:111_. 

1101.04 

1210/
.
01 

113102.02 

11 4101.03 
>. '1:1\8 propou.l to UN oODIJ{'!rc1al fWC1.Dflt" pcvor reaCCO!"9 to prod~e !r1tiaJI ter nucle~r bonbB

IIII
5.'/,'01.09 

wauld "101ft .. tM lcna-.U.nllln. U.::'. poJ.1.Cy to Ue.p Oll1t11ry aru3 U"ll1an ltIlI:lur reauore :/4 
e:e.parne. 6. To cst.abl1sb a 'DeW use tor civil1an Zlucl.ear pOWI' reactor. La C01.Il1.c::&r co ~b; 
graving vorl.d-\{1d. c;:.QTl~nfl~ thllt: nllciaDr paver Ahould be ItIl.1J:01n.at04 a •• _ouree 01 fllel'1J 
.~c. it is inherel'tltly unll.h, unecQnml1c and sou 1C,orc::ant:!.y ut\~e('.'.lry6 6/24.08 

fJ, ~ 
Submitted by Earl Budin. M.D. ~ ~k fy-){). 

co-chair. Physicians for Social Responsibility, Santa Barbara 
cnapter 

Associate Clinical Prohssor of Radiology, UCLA Medical Center 

Address; 2415 Stanwood DrIve. 
Santa Barbara. CA 93103 



Commentor No. 111: Virginia Thrasher Commentor No. 112: R. D. Liska

AddrenallD: F --
Firsrt Nut": NO: Lat Herne:

FT -- - F-T.

Data Updsatd: 102/84031PJ

Comments Received via "800" Number

9IL-mingh=m, AL f;5 _2 1 -_

Cn"ni rn iý:
F~s z 0nu:

Organization: I.--.-- -- ~---
Addn : I__ , .......

City:

state or provlne: MO Postal Code: 165738-

Work Phones: Fax N.s.r.b. r. o o

Email Addresss; Jaqggl@uno corn mome Phone:

Noab: I.

Country: J

Hello DOE.
Why must Tritlum be produced for nudesr .. e.puns' Is not there enough death and insanity 111/01.01
in the world an is; Put your frnemoney and energy into burlddng safe and clean I
nuclear pcer plants Put your time,eaergy, and morney into cleaning up the nuclear wa 112123.13
you are now and have produced. How many people will this proje end up IdlingU ? I 3/4.4
I t1hought were gettng rid of our . uc.. .. olsa. 1 4/02.01 O11. . 04

0

0

0
0

0

am CAIA a.i eq!F 0 ~s 1 .. : a~rllI-r--fa $,,,lkr1ctwtll Whtpu .Yom al are.ZZ
Plianini wo d- up in Sc mtatuF .Iuktua. &Cb 4

Ut'rA111=1u I4hl Wjln~alt cs;l~tt n L- hyit
I WanItI 111r ETSCn f r--ý incdudeit an tzr-ymtouon -a d %1, thles tdi k In a5Cm to* orflc/~uv
oiff [his, pf<rL is %-kw -,,f In1r foilr ]Kst~ nuti~rwrmm t~~imot am0 *ring d.molkdhtvd r~fuz0Žs-I
CCýW PWtUd Of'.tt IOr-o7cd Stairs, I juid m~utl *.rm jrvrhj1r-liurn for it iWlhrr thand th-T, 8rY

rtcod to crcittojdks. %v' kch I r~talim im vitr IdrtecltfV.

1/02.01

"4t;--> 
'-I 

Commentor No. 111: Virginia Thrasher 

Comments Received via "SOO" Number 

rD:.r;;~--If.;1;i,tr.W4 i 
l:N~;';~~ .~- 'r;-1~:::,';:, r,Qir:ir":l:im"';l;"l"'TM:h-:~-:-<:O:'he=r-------------.. =.--~-.. -':':-~:"J 
: O'1:.nlz~.l'l)n, 

I _ ..:J.luf9\ :I'>f ~ .:!I;f'.~· .:;1 ~,<."" E",i::(uItM:nl:l1 1"'i""'1 S~.II;;TlI""I, WhM -'~"J 1111 2f( 

p';)nnim: IX) ..t.} up in ScOO'.st.x{o, .\Iz.Nn,A. t.he '../."'I"",,~it.ill~rJ Wale, ;(=;1",. i;,. .... hJt 
I .... ".nl III" Elg '.n. Ir;;~ i""ludf!' am' i,:::.fDml.:lliol'l i1> lu .... ~. thc'i:'S I'l!:!(r' ,,,,u,;('m 'l:;, LX",'!i""" 
~ilh this ':t'(,}:~ ill ,~w I>f lin: ttl;! HJ.J. f!lJct'Cu rt:-l..J:ti'~ are :t-!in.: li!moti:;h(~ r.h!(JU~~:".u 
~f p;.sru;. of tl'~ l~e:!'J:d SlUlrx ! .iuli! ~'!&nl "i'3..JC jWlli!ir:ttiun fi;r il nthcr Ihm th:ri ~)~; 
r:..,~d II) urn!r j.;l;s, "itid I realiz.! ue ~'ef}' r.ec"uuy. 

1102.01 

Commentor No. 112: R. D. Liska 

A~D: L_. __ ._. 45 Data UpdalOd: 10125198 !5 00:31 PfIA . . . 

F1rat_: M1: TJIIO: 

IR r ILiSka 
Organl_: L., __ ....... ,._._._. 
Addtess: l!t~S.,?aJ<wocd ... __ . _____ " __ .. ,,. __ 

City: iii[~i:~=~::::.u..::c;;;;_ ;;;; __ ;;;;.;;;;";;;.,, ==;;..;;,;. ;';' __ ;;;; .. ;'; ... ;,0,,-_ , ...... ".;.;.-.-.. .;.;.. 

st.Ite Qr Province: iMO CounlJy: IUSA 
Work Phclne: Fax NlDIIber: 

Email Address;F.~g.g~ .. mo.com Home Phone: 

Notes: Hello DOE. 
Why must Tritium be produced for nudesr weapons? Is not there enough death and insanity 
in the world as is? Put your hme,mc:mey. and energy into bulldmg sate and clean 
nuclear power plants Put your time,er1ergy. and m::ne)' info Cleaning up tile nudear waste 
yau .. 8 now and have pmduced. How many pocple wiD this ptojod end up IdOIng'II 3114 04 
, tnougMl we wore getttng rid of our nuclear 5tod<pi. ·11 4102.01 . 

II 
11/101.01 

2123.13 

~~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 



1,j
to

Commentor No. 113: Richard .. Sturtridge Commentor No. 114: Ronald Allen

AddreaslID:

Firs Name; Mh: Last Name:

F"T -r - F- F -.

Date Updated: I [M25M 8:25:17 PM

Title:

lowner

organization: [Jaj a ....n......
Comments Received via "800" Number

Address: JBOu 12e122
City: NSde

state or Proinoe: [77 . POstal Code:

Work Phone: F )3S5-233 1 Fa. Number: |( j3T5-7 .

ErnailAddress: j o,@nsroe . .. Home Phone:

Country: FF17A

Note.: I am appalled and rlhtened to sear tat yOU aM planning flearings.lor tie producdion
of Tritum in a contr'nacial Igjht water reactor in "y hot" state Ot Tenn'essee. I ar-n I[1101.09appaled at the bohught of using a civilian faciity for the production of weepoos of 1/I .0

nudear destruction and frightened by the thought of the creation of yet ancther cancer I
producing facilify in a Slate alreadt suffering from a dangerously poor environmental 11 2/14.04
record. DO us all a favor aIl stop it now II

Date: Oct 26, 1998
Name: Ronald Allen
Organization:
Address: 10324 West Blue Springs Court'_

Homesassa, FL 34448
Phone 4: (352) 628-(J994 . ..... .

CFax #: I totu
Comment:

As a taxpayer, I am very concerned that the Government do this tritium in the Bellefonte
and the other TVA plants versus the Savannah River plant because of the cost -- 2alkig a 15
great deal of money more for Savannah River to do it versus TVA. I would very much
like some more information. If you would mail this to me on this issue and I would
appreciate it that you make my comments known. Thank you.

Nr---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 
I 

00 
<=:> 

Commentor No. 113: Richard J. Sturtridge 

AddretslD: 1m 47. Date Updated: 10/25198 8:2~:17 PM 

F"U'St Name: MI: Last Name: Title: 

lOwner 

Add .... a: IBoX 128~?,2. 
CIty: 

s .... or Prom"" (TN POllOI Code: "p;'!;7~21:'l2:------ CountJy: IUSA 
won. Phone: (.(. 1.38.5-23:11 Fa. Number: I( J 38.5:~88 .. H 

Email Add ..... : I.rtwo~<!e~i!!.n@~ •. ",,",. . _ .. _ ._" Homo Phone: 11"'_-. ----
Hm-: 

I am ilppa~ and frightened to hear tnat you are plannr.g hearings 10r tne produdlcn II 
of Tritium in 8 co. rronerciallight wat.r reactor in my home .tot. 01 T.nne ..... I am 1101.09 
appaled at the thought of using 8 cio.liiian facijity (or the production of weapons of 
nuclear ~on aO<l frightened by lh. thoUJIht of the cre.ll00n 01 yet another cancer II 
producing focility in a Stole a~eadt suffering from a dongerously poor _ronm ..... 1 2114.04 
record. 00 uS all a 'favor and stop it now 

Date: 
Name: 

Commentor No. 114: Ronald Allen 

Comments Received via "800" Number 

Oct 26.1998 
-'ROrial'"di-A7o;Ile-'n----

Organization: 
Address: -)0324 West BlucSprings Court· 

H omMassa. FL 34448 
r.PMb-o-ne-#":--+=(352)62H~994 
Fax#: 
Commenl#: 

Commenl: 

I 
I 

As a taxpayer. I am very concerned thaI the Government do this tritium in the Belletonte II 
and the other TV A plants versus the Savannah River plant because of the <;05t -- talki'lg a 1123.15 
great deal of money more for Savannah River to do it versus TV A. I would very much 
like some more information. If you would mail this to me on this issue and I would 
appre,;iate il that )'ou make my comments known. Thank you. 



Commentor No. 115: Patricia Pelot Sanders Commentor No. 116: Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama

WILDLAW
A Non-profit Environmental Law FirmThe tepiartmens of Enwrg is zatereate In your comments on the Drzill £Ee~~wmiazl Imnp=e

Sl .atJifr frAe Jaw duewnof Trittn In a Comm n ial Light iRitzr Reactor

me arsevtzal ways to praide comimeng on this dou-amemand thes include:

att-ding public in- gs and giving yoa"
oomments directly to DOE officials

* reaamnag thit comment ferm to the
reitgiaston desk at the macuagt
r eatning tds cmment form or other wrtnta
enmtiestem to fte -ddeeeaon the back

b faxiU your commenz to 1-84W-631-0612
Scommenting via the World Wie Web site:

httpJlwww).dPoe- vdP-62
Scalling tollfree and leaving your comnnsau

via wein• util. 1-00-332-0801

Exseculive Director
Ray Vaughan
300-B Water Street, Suite 2108
Montgomery, AL 36104
334/265-6529
334/265-6511 (fax)
e-mail: wildlav%,@aol.com
www.wildlaw.org

Board:

Dr. Harvard Ayers, 5C
Lamar Marshall, AL

Brent Martin, GA
Jct Richardsot, .t).. FL

Cielo Sand. TN
Advisr, v Board:

Dave Foreman

Dr. Reed Noss
James Rrdflieldcomments;

N2 TIT17- 11AIV7

meek you for Yen letest ?ee ean additioaml haat i vowuya end sttach tbm I tek de OMn

Nam: 2a~r.-t--e . P2t/oi'~ -54rso/es
organizatin-a 9t S.5.
A&dres:PC1-E 12S

11 1/23.13

112114.04
113/1.o04

4/02.02

October 26, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
Altn: Mr. Stephen Sohinki
P.O. Box 44539
Washington. DC 20026-4539

RE: Comments on Draft Environntcnal Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium
in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

Dear Director Sohinki:

On bhhal fuf Wild Alabama, a non-profit outdoor recreation and environmental organization,
I am filing the following comments on the Draft EIS for the proposed conversion of a commercial light
water reactor into a tritium producing facility.

Wild Alabama's initial and greatest concern is the Department of Energy and TVA's blithe
assertions that while tritium is radioactive, it must be produced. No options; no altcrnatives. The
purpose of an EIS is to present all possible, viable alternatives. Instead, the documents provided
interested parties contain nothing more than bureaucratic ffler tbr foregone conclusions. The fact 1/06.01
that you provide a chart with 18 reactor combinations does not give the vulnerable public the
"altemativeq" required by NEPA; nor does the consideration nf producing tritium in an accelerator
provide an alternative.

The EIS is woeftilly inadequate and incomplete. Assertions by the DOE that waste will be 1 2/05.11
produced and that storage of thai waste may be stored on-site or may be stored in a federal storage 13/16.02

a

a

a

a
a
a
a

city: M'm ,- - Stateý: 7- 7 . Zip Code: 733
Woak phone: S - na i- Home piaa</& t-

E-Mail Address:

t;-> 
00 

Commentor No. 115: Patricia Pelot Sanders 

Tho Depanmem of Enazy is iIIre<ested iD your CC!IIIIIOIIIs OIIW DrqfI ~ Impaa 
SliztDftemfor rJv 1'rot:lMctiqnqfTridum In • C"""""rciGl Lithl ~r Reactor. 

att=diIIg public lIIMt!Dgs and eMng yoor 
COIIlIIIOIlts cIimc!Iy to DOE offici&ls 

• faxlDi your CO!I!IIleIlIS to 1-800-631-0612 
• ....."".,ntlng via till: WorJd WI<lc Web site: 
bUpllwww.dp·~BOVf~ • retumiJlg Ibis CQIDIDClIt form 10 the 

ftlgi>UaliOD dool< .,tIII: a=1iDi 
rotuJDill& this comment form or other wril1lOD 
CO!IIZIIOIIIU 10 W -. OIl tbo back 

• callizJe; mll·moe aod IeaviDa your common!$ 
via voice wail. 1-800-332-0801 

~~ ----------------------------------~------~ .... I 
, 

_I~+t:...2.., _ __' ... "'__ .... \.u, ... "-S.<.Lt.s<:'--....JZ. ... ..zf:...' ---I:JO--Q...Iflll<c:l..£e.,.y<...... _______ 111123.J3 
~~~T:.../'~~a~&r~~~.~Q¥~~~"~S~~---------____ ~_112n~04 

_T<...Z+-=----'v<..:·C!· ou.I .. ;;: ... i)-'C';:.;5'--...Ji!"---'5L....l+r--'-' .. <.Jr<"'f,~T~-'Q~6l-'/"''J'1'~''-±'-'/u:.l!l/l..,~...:.:.------- 11 3101.04 
_ _ to...::r;;T...l%,--_d"-,,6,,,< ... u ... Y::..od,,---~f>,CQ...._;;:;<=''''+''k ... Ci.-.Lif-"--'-"h.c: .. :..<hi.u;y ..... __ rc-"--'Q ...... "'e"'J ...... u'=t~ 114102.02 )".' 

n-tl"'for,our-~ .-_~_iJ-.-,.n4_""'" ,"",",Iorm. 

Name: Pa:t:riCi 4. Pe/"f- StU">de ..... :s ("P"""'l) 
OrgmiuIion.: k.s. c; +;-z..1") 
AAldreu: j:> 0 . & x 12.1 S-

Ci!)': M' b,,~.. Stale: TV. Zip Code: c 7' 3 ,3 
WOIk phone: -=rtr.-) f~ lI<mI> pbw<:(~r.:;- <>.< n-
p",,('r.-) 'is'!" - ~t II K 
E·M.ij Addlfli: _______________________________________ __ 

, .... 

Commentor No. 116: Leigh Havnie for Wild Alabama 

WILDLAW 
A Non-profit Environmental Law Finn 

Executive Director 
Ray Vaughan 
300-3 Water Street. Suite 208 
Montgomery, AL 36104 
3341265-6529 
3341265·6511 (fax) 
e-mai1: wildla,,@aoLcom 
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L.S. Depaotment of Energy 
Conunercial Light Water Reactor Project Oftice 
Alln: :vir. Stephen Sohinki 
1'.0. Box 44539 
Washington. DC 20026-4539 

Or. Harvard Ayen:., KC 
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Brent Manin, GA 

len Ricllardwn, J.D., H .. 

Cielo Sand. TN 
Advisory Board: 

Dave Foreman 
Dr. Reed ]1;0>5 

lome. Rodlield 

RE: Comment. un Deaft Environmental Impact Stat~ment for tbe Production of Tritium 
in a Cummefdal Light Water Reactor 

Dear Director Sohinki: 

On b"hulr ,,{'Wild Alabama. a non-profit outdoor ~cr~atiotl and envirorunental organization, 
1 am filing the following comments on the Draft EIS for the proposed convcrsion of a commercial light 
water reactor into a tritium producing facility. 

Wild Alabama's initial and great~i concem i, the Department of EnerllY and TVA's hlithe 
ass('-nions that while tritium is radioactive, it must be produced. No options; 00 alternatives. The 
purpose of an EIS is to present all possibk, dable altematives. In'tcad, the docwnents provided 
interested parties contain nothing more than bureaucratic 1lI1ce lor foregone conclusion •. The fact 1106.01 
thaI you pru"ide a chart with I K reactor combinations does not give the vulnerable public the 
"alternatives" required by KEPA; nor does the consideration nfproducing tritium in an accelerator 
provide an alternative. 

The EIS is woefully inadequate and incomplete. Assenions by the DOE that waste will be 11112105.11 
produced and that storage of that waste rna) be stored on·site or may be stored iII 8 federal storage 3116.02 
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facility does not satisfy therequirementsofNEI'A. Commentscannot be made with such indecision I 3(cont'd)
and inconsistency. Complete information cannot be provided by DOE until alter March of 1999 li1405.10
when the post-irradiation tests will be studied from Watts Bar. A lack of mitigation measures and I I
a lack of concise and complete discussions of inspacts by the proposed production also inhibit 5 1524.14
adequate commtents. The DOE spends an admirable amount oftime with drawings and explanations I
ofwhat will happen during the process ufproduction, buttreDOE becomes vagueond ionecommitalI 6/05.12
when discussing the impacts this wil have on the environment Another inadequate section is found I
in §5.2.10 whcre the DOE states that accidents as a result of sabotage will not be addressed because
of their speculative nature. In the next Draft EIS, the DOE needs to further explain why this is a
speculative argument with the growth of extremist terrorist organizations. The United States is no 7/22.01
longer impervious to terrorist attacks as the World Trade Center bombing illustrates. The
environment and sal;:ty issues require just as in-depth and clear scientific explanation as tritium
production.

Thie alternatives in the EA did not consider a broad enough range. Each alternative I 6I 8/0602
(excluding the no action alternative) provides for the same amount of tritium production. The EIS II
fails to provide adeqasLejusli tication and discussion of how the DOE arrived at the due date of2005
to start production of tritium (other than the fact that the 1996 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan is 9/02.02
accompanied by a Presidential Decision Directive that mandates new tritium be available by
approximately 2005 IF a CLWR is the selected option for tritium production). The EIS also fails
to provide adequate support for the production of 3 kilograms of tritias per year. Finally the EIS I
Ibils to provide the data and figures as to why DOE needs forty years of tritium production at 31 10/03.03
kilograms a year. I

FIS fails to adequately analyzc all reasonable alternatives, including a less
environmentally damaging alternative that would exclude logging and road building
activity in existing roadles.s area.s within the Heaverhead National Forest. Plaintiffs
maintain the EIS should have addressed an alternative exempting the Beaver Lakes
roadless area from the timber sale in order to preserve that arca's value as secure
wildlife habitat In response, defendants assert the alternative would not have met
the management goals, standards, anid objectives of the Beaverhead National Forest
Plan. Defendants further maintain the development of such an alternative would not
have added any new infirmnation to the EIS.

"NEPA requires an EIS provide information in detail and consider every
rea.snnable alternative to a proposed action. Citizens.for a Relter hlender'on, supra,
768 F.2d at 1057; see 42 U.S.C. § 43322)(e)(iii). An agency's range of alternatives
is reviewed under a 'rule of reason' standard that 'requires an agency to set forth only
those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.' California t. Block, 690
F.2d 7531767 (sthCir. 1982) ('The touchstone for [a court's] inquiry is whether an
LIS' selection and discussion of alternatives fosters informed decisionmaking and
informed public participation.'). Additionally, NEPA does nut require a separate
analysis of alternatives wlhich are notsignificantly distinguishable from alternatives
actually considered or which have substantially similar consequences. Northern
Plains Resource Council i. Lujan, 874 F.2d 661, 666 (9th Cir. 1989). As a result
an agency's consideration of alternatives is sufficient if it examines an appropriate
range of alternatives, even if it does not consider every available alternative,
Headsvoters. Inc. v. Bureau of Land Management, 914 F.2d 1174, 1181 (9th Cir.
1990).

"In the case sub judice, the Forest Service examined seven alternate courses
of action with respect to the Trail Creek proicet: six 'action' alternatives
(Alternatives H, C. I). K. F, and G) and one 'no action' alternative (Alternative A).
The 'action' alternatives proposed timber harvesting in varying locations, amounts,
and methods in the Trail Creek area. Moreover, the action alternatives all called for
varying degrees of timber harvesting in the Beaver Lakes roadless area.

"Defendants maintain the plaintifth' preferred alternative 'would not have
met the management goals, standards. and objectives defined in the Beaverhead
National Forest by the Beaverhead Forest Plan.' Specifically. defendants maintain
that 'becausc site management decisions to harvest timber in those areas have already
been made at the Forest Plan level it did not need to be revisited.'

"The fact the Beaverhead Forest Plan designates certain land as suitable for
timber management does not, however, obligate the Forest Service to proceed with
the timber harvesting, nor does it preclude the Forest Service from exercising its

2(cont'd)

One reassnable alternative would be to moderate the amounts of tritium produced to fewer
number of years of production and/or smaller yearly levels. According to the chart on page 12 of
the summary, the DOE will not reach 1996 NWSM stockpile levels until 2010. which could bc a
delayed start-up date. (Thc DOE can borrow cxpcrtise from modeem accounting procedures where
inventory is not delivered until it is needed thereby increasing efficiency in relation to time, money,
and storage space.) This is another alternative, not considered by the DOE. All of the DOE's
alternatives result in the same amount of tritium in the same amount of time, and with the cursory
consideration of the no action alternative, all or'the alternatives will result in production dependent
on T'VA. This is legally insuflfcient.

8(cont'd)

A particularly instructive case is Friendts of rthe Bitterroot, Inc. s. US. Forest Serv.. No.
CV-90-76-BU, 25 E.L.R. 21186 (D. Mt. 1994). There, even though the Forest Service identified and
cAmsidered seven alternatives, the Court held thax the Forest Service failed to comply with NEPA
because the agency failed to consider just one additional reasonable alternative, namely an
alternative to protect roadiess arcas. The agency claimed that such an alternative would not further 2(cont'd)

the purposes of the proposed action, hut the Court disagreed. The Court held:

"In Count I ol'their complaint, asamended, plaintiffs contend theTrail Creek

2
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facility does not satisfy Lb"rc:quirementsofNEI'A. Comments cannot be made with such indecision 113(eont'd) 
and inconsistency. Cl,mplete infiumation cannot be provided by DOE wrtil after March of 1999 II 
when the post-irradiation tests will be studied from Wnlts Bnr. A lack of mitigation measures and II 4/05.10 

a lack of concise and complete discussions of impacts by the proposed production also inhibit 5/24.14 
adequate comments. The DOE spends an admirable amount of time with drav.ings and explanations II 
of what will happen during the process ufpruduclion, but the UOE becomes vagueaod noncommital 6/05.12 
when discussing the impacts this 'Wi II have on the environment Another inadequate section is found 
in §5.2.! 0 "here the DOE states that accidents as a rcmdt of sabotagc will not be addressed beeause 
of their speculative nature. In the next Draft EIS. the DOE needs to further explain "'hy this is a 
;peculative argument with the groYo1h of extremi~t terrorist organizations. The United States is no 7/22.01 
longer impervious to terrorist attacks as the World Trude Center bombing illustrates. TIle 
environment and salety is-~ues require just as in-depth and clear scientific explaoation as tritium 
production. 

TIle alternatives in the EA did not consider a broad enough range. Each alternative 118/06.02 
(excluding Ihe uo aclion alternative) provides for {he same amount of tritium production. The EIS 
fails to provide adeq uate jlL<;li tieation and discussion oihow the DOE arrived at the due date of2005 
to start production of tritium (other than the fact that the 1996l\uclear Weapons Stockpile Plan is 
accompanied by a Presidential Dcci~ion Directive that mandates new tritium be available by 
approximately 2005 IF a CL WR is the selected option for tritium production). The EIS also fails 

9/02.02 

10 provide adequate support for the production of 3 kilograms of tritium per year. Finally the EIS II 
lails to provide the data and figures as to why DOE needs forty yean of tritium production at 3 10/03.03 
kilogram~ a year. 

One rea"mahl. alternative would be to moderate the amounts of triti um produced to fewer 
number of yearn of production and/or smaller yearly levels. :\ccording to the ehart on page 12 of 
the summary, the OOE will not reach 1996 N\"-SM stockpile levcls until 2010. which could be a 
delayed start-up date, (The DOE can borrow experti"" from modem accHun!ing procedures when: 
inventory is not delivered until it is needed thereby incre"i ng. efticiency in relation to time. money. 
and storage space.) This is another alternative. not considered by the DOE. All of the DOE's 
alternatives result in the same amount of tritium in the same amount of time. and with the ctm;Ory 
consideration of the no at:tion alternative, allorthe allt!rna(ives "ill result in pnxluction dependenl 
on TVA. This is kguJly insullicienl. 

A panicularly instructive case is Friends of rhe BitTerroot, inc. \'. Us. Forest Serv .• No. 
CV-90-76-BU, 25 E.L.R. 2J 186 (D. Mt. 1994). There. even though the Forest Service identified and 
"Hnsidered """en alternatives, the Court held that the Forest Service failed to comply with ~EPA 
because the agency failed to consider just one additional reasonable altemati,'e, nnrnely an 
a1tcmati ve to protect road less arc"". The agency claimed that such an alternative would not further 
the purposes of the proposed actit)n. hut the Court disagreed. The Court held: 

"In Counlll oflheircomplainl. asarnende<:i, plaintiJIscontend th~ Trail Creek 
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F-IS fails to adequately analY7c all reasonable alternatives, including a less 
environmentally damaging a1ternruive that would exclude logging and road huilding 
8ethit}' in existing roadles.~ areas within the Heaverhcad National Forest. Plaintiffs 
mainlain the EIS hlIDuld have addressed an a11t:mative exempting the Beaver Lakes 
r()adless area from the timber sale in order to preserve that arca's value as secure 
wildlife huhi1aL In response, defendants assert the alternative would not have met 
the management goals. standards. and objectives of the Beaverhead National Forest 
Plan. ~fendants further mainlain the development of such an alternative would not 
have added any new intormation to the EIS. 

"N EPA requires an E!S provide information in detail and consider every 
rea'lflnable altemstive to a proposed action. Ciliz~ns.fi)r a Beller !fend~r.wn, .vupra, 
768 F.2d at 1057; sec 42 U.S.c. § 4332(2)(0)(iii). Au agency's [8I1ge of alternatives 
is reviewed under a 'rule of reason' standard that 'requires an agency to set forth only 
those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.' California I'. Block. 690 
F.2d 753, 767 (9th.Cir. 1982)('Th~ touc~tone for [acourt'sl inquiry is whether an 
ElS' sele(;tion and discussion of a1tern.~tives fasten informed deeisionmaking and 
informed public participuliun.'). Additionully, NEPA does nul require a separate 
analysis of alternatives which are not signific.U1tly distinguishable from alternatives 
actually considered or which have substantially similw- consequences. Northern 
Plains Resource CouncilI'. Lujml, 874 F.2d 661, 666 (9th Cir. 1989). As a result, 
atl agency's consideration ofaitematives is sufficient ifit exatnines an appropriate 
mnge of alternatives, even if it does not consider every available alternative. 
Headwaters. Inc. v. Burea1l of Land Management, 914 F.2d 1174, 1181 (9th Cir. 
1990). 

"In the case sub .iudic~. the fO=1 Service examined seven aiterIlllle courses 
of action with respect to the Trail CrC(;k project: six 'action' alternatives 
(Alternatives H. C, D. ~, F, and G) and one 'no action' alternative (Alternative A). 
The 'action' alternatives proposed timber harvesting in varying locations. amounts. 
and methods in the Trail Creek area. :\·10reover. the action a1!ernalives all wlleu lor 
varying d~grees of limber harvesting in the Deaver Lakes road less area. 

"Ddimd8I1ts maintain tIle plaintifts· preferred alternative 'would not have 
met the managemenl goals, standards, and objectives defined in the Beaverhead 
National Forest by the Beaverhead Forest Plan.' Specifically. defendants maintain 
that • hecalL~e the management decisions to harvest timber in those areas have already 
b~en made althe forest Plun kvd it did not need to be revisited.' 

"The fact the Beaverhead Forest Plan desigllates certain land a~ suitable for 
timber management does n(lt, ho"ever, ohligate the Forest Service to proceed with 
lhe timber harvesting, nor does it preclude the F()rcst Service from exercising it~ 

3 
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discretion to consider other courses of action. Accordingly, to the extent defendants
maintain an alternative aimed at preserving the Beaver Lakes roadless area would he
'pointless,' based upon the goals of the Beaverhead Forest Plan, the court concludes
defendants' summary judgment motion is not well taken. Defendants' position is
contrary to NEI'A's underlying tenet, i.e, that agencies consider all reasonable
alternatives so as to ensure an EIS fosters informed decision making. See Idaho
Conservatlin League v. Mamma. supra. 956 F.2d at 1519-20.

"'Ihe lorest Service cannot deny there is sonme benefit to be derived from
considering an alternative that preserves the Beaver Lakes roadless area. Plaintiffs.
as well as the Montana Department ofFish, Wildlife & Parks, whose considerable
expertise in she area of wildlife management is undisputed, expressed concerns that
preservation of the Beaver Lakes roadless area warranted full consideration in the
Trail Creek NEPA process given the arca's high security value for wildlife.
Moreover, plaintiffs have alleged the roadlWs areas provide wildlife corridors
essential for maintaining the biological diversity in the Northern Rocky Mountains.

"Given the contentious and long-slanding debate in the Stale of Montana
rcgrding the preservation of roadless lands and wilderness designation, the court
concurs with plaintiflk' assertion that the NIPA process would have been properly
serviced by development ol'an action alternative that preserved roadless lands in the
Trail Creek area. Such an alternative would have afforded the opportunity for
scientific and public participation and debate regarding the delicate balance between
preserving natural resources and timber management.

"Accordingly, the UOS' failure To address an alternative preserving existing
roadless lands in the Trail Creek area renders compels this court to REMAND this
matter for furthet' administrative proceedings."

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) administers and interprets NEPA. See Abenaki
Nation ofMai.sis.'quoiv Hughes, 805 F. Supp. 234, 241 (D. Vt. 1992), ufl'd, 990 P.2d 729 (2dCir.
1993). 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14 makes abundantly clear that the DOE has failed to adhere to the
regulations and therefore the EIS should be revised again to address each of the following
requirements. This section is the heart of the environmental impact statement. Based on the
information and analysis presented in the sections ott the Affected Environment (Section 1502.15)
and the Environmental Consequences (Section 1502.16), it should presentahe environmental impacts
of the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and
providing a clear basis forchoice among options by' the decisionmaker and the public. In this section
agencies shall:

(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which
were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated.

2(cont'd)

(b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including the proposed
action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.

(e) Include reasonable alternatives not within thejurisdiction of the lead agency.

(d) Include the alternative of no action.

(e) Identify the agettcy's preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft
statement and idetntify such alternative in the final statement unless another law prohibits the
expression of such a preference.

(f) Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or
alternatives.

Only a brief survey ofthe preceding requirements is needed tim demonstrate that the DOE has
failed to address all but one item, item D. While the DOE pruvidecs the public with a tome of
bureaucratic j argon, the DOE fails to identify alternatives that wcrc dropped froni consideration and
why they were dropped frmn consideration. This is a violation of NEPA. In the eyes of the DOE,
each alternative will result in approximately the same impact even though one set of the reactors,
Bellefonte, is not in production and sits idle. the fact tdat the DOE glosses over the cataclyssmic
change that will occur in northeast Alabama due to the start-up and production of radioactive
materials emphasizes the glaring weaknesses of this 11S. This is a violation of NEPA. What is the
DOE's preferred alternative? Where. if at all, is there a discussion ofethe mitigation measures that
will be in place once production is started? Mitigation metasures will be needed at all three CLWRs
with the construction of the ISFI and the impacts on endangered species. 40) C.F.R. § 1508.20
defines mitigation to include (a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or
parts of an action... (e) rectifying the impact by repairing., rehabilitating, or restoring the affected
environment (d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action, and (e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or
providing substitute resources or environments. The DOE must address the issue of mitigation
measures and adequately examine those in the Final IS.

Within this Comment letter, we point out two alternatives that the E1S did not, and it is
apparent that the DOE falls to adhere to the rules and regulations of NEPA. As we have outlined
at least two viable but unexamined alternatives that could be used to address the tritium problem,
the EIS is inadequate and must be reissued.

The E1S spends sufficient titne examnitnirg the technical aspects of'tritium production, but
fails to thoroughly examine issues outside of its expertise, such as ecosystemn and n'onumical
considerations. With all of the activity affecting the viability of the aquatic wildlife such as the
mussels and native fish and with all the unnatural diversions of water, at least four dams between
the three proposed Commercial Light Water Reactors, what is to he gained enviroanieitally, and
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discretion to consider other courses of action. Accordingly, to the extent defendants 
mainttJin an a1termrtive aimed at preserving the Heaver l.akes roadie ... area would be 
'pointless,' based upon the goals of the Beaverhead F()rest Plan, the court concludes 
defendants' summary judgment motion is not well taken. Defendants' position is 
contrary to :-.IEI'A's underlying tenet, i.ery that agencies cousider all reasonable 
alternatives so as to ensure an ElS fosters informed dec.ision making. See Idaho 
Conserrafion League I'. Mumma, supra. 95(, F .2d at 15 I 9·20. 

"The I'orest Service cannot deny there is some henet1! to be derived from 
considering an alternative that preserves the Beaver Lakes roadless area. Plaintiffs, 
as well as the 'vlontana Department ()f Fish. Wildlife & Parks, whose considerable 
expertise itlthe area of wildlife management is undispured, expressed concerns that 
preservation of the Beaver Lakes roadless area warranted full consideration in the 
Trail Creek )lEPA process giveo the area's high securily value lor wildliti:. 
Moreover, plaintiffs have alleged the roadlcss areas pruvide wildlire curridurs 
essential for maintaining the biological diversity in the Northern Rocky Mountains. 

"Given the contentious and long-standing debate in !hc Stale of ),fontana 
regarding the prcservation ufwllllleSs lands and wildemess designation, the court 
concurs wilh plaintiffs' u.<SeTlinn that th~ NEPA process would have been properly 
serviced hy develnpment Man action alternative that preserved roadless lands in the 2(cont'd) 
Trail Creek area. Such an altemative would have afforded the opportunity for 
scientific and puhlic participation alldd~hate regarding the delieate balance between 
preserving natural re..nurces and timber management. 

"Accordingly, the EIS' fsilnre to address an alternative preserving existing 
roadless lands ill the Trail Creek area renders compels this court to REMAND this 
matter for further administrative proceedings." 

'lbe <'-:Ollncil on Environmental Quality (CEQ) administers and interprets NEPA. See Abenaki 
,'1acinn o(Mi ... \·i •. \·qulJiv. Hughes. 805 1'. Supp. 234,241 (D. Vt 1992), un'd, 990 1'.2d 729 (2d Cir. 
1993). 40 C.F.R. § 1502.l4 makes abundantly clear that the OOE ha. failed to adhere 10 the 
l\!gulations and therefore the EIS shQuld he revised again to address each of the following 
requirements. This section is the heart of the environmental impact statement. Based on the 
information and analysis pre~ted in the section~ OIl the Affected Environment (Sei:tion 1502.15) 
and !he Environmental Conseque.nces (Section 1502.16), it should prcscnnbe environmental impacts 
of the proposal and ttl" ahematives in comparative form, thus sharply defining th~ issues and 
providing a clear ha.is for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the publk. In this section 
agencies shall: 

(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives. and foraltematives which 
were eliminated from detailed study. briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated. 
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(b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including the propcsed 
action so thal reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits. 

(c) Tnclude reasonable alternatives not "'ithin the jurisdiction of the 1e-dd agency. 

(d) Include the alternative of no action. 

(e) Identify the agency's p"eferred alteroative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft 
statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another law prohibits the 
expression of sLlch a preference. 

(I) Include appropriRle mitigation measures Imt already included in the proposed action or 
alternatives. 

Only a briefsun·e)· ofthe precooin~ rt:quiremenl5 is ncooed tv demonstrate lhal tne J)OE has 
failed to address all but one item, item D. While the DOE provjck:s the public with 1\ tome of 
hureaucratie jargon. the OOE fails to identify altcrnatives that were dropped frum considerdtion!llld 
why they were drnpped fmm considcmtion. This is a violation ofNEPA. Tn the eyes ofthc DOE. 
each a1temative will =It in appmxintately dle same impact even though one set of the reactors. 
nellefnnte, is nnt in (IT()duction and Sil~ idle. Tlte fact that the oor: glosses over the cataclysmic 
change that "ill occur in northeast Alabama due to the 'tart-Ill' and production of radioactive 
materials emphasizes the glarinG weaknesses oftni, ETS. This is a violation ofNEr'-\' "''hat is the 
DOE's preferred alternative' \\lb.re. if at all, is there a discuslo;on orthe mitigation mea.o;ures that 
",ill be in place once production is started? Mitigation measure. will be needed at all three CL WRs 
with the construction of the ISFI and th~ impacts on end=gered species. 41) CF.R. § l508.20 
defines mitigation to include (n) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certnio actic," or 
parI$ of an action ... (cl rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or r~'litoring the alIceted 
environment ,(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact (lvertin~ by prcscn;atlOn and maintenance 
opcratioJl!l during the lito! of the action, and ie) Compensating tOr the impact by replacing or 
providing substilllte resources or environments. The DOE must address rhe issue of mitigation 
measures and adequately e:<llmine tho"" in the fin,,1 Frs. 

Within this Comment Ie!!er, we poinl <Jut two alternatives that the [!IS did not, and it is 
apparent that the DOE fails to adhere to the rules and regulations ofNEPA. As we have outlined 
at least two viable but unexamined alternatives that could be used to address Ihe tritium problem. 
the EIS is inadeqlmte and mu..t be reissued. 

The EIS ~;pe",ls sufficient time examining, the technical aspe<.1s of tritium production, bur 
fails 10 thorouldllv examine issllt:s outside of its expertise, such as ecosystem Hnd a:unomical 
considerations~ With all or the activity affecting the viability of the aquatic ",ildlife such as the 
mussels and native fish and with all the unnatural diversions of water. at least four dams betwccn 
the three proposed Commcrcial Light W~ter Reactors, what i. to he gained environmentally, and 

2(cont'd) 
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in the long rut economically, by choosing a Comrniercial Light Water Reactor? Since TVA has becn 11(contid)
planning on converting Bellcfonte to a fossil fhed plant, how will the destruction of that plan affect I
the economics of the surrounding area? Where is the comparison of economic gain to be swvn with 12/13.02

tritium production over another fossil fiel plant? I
The presence oflndianaand gray bats along with the endangered mussels and the endangered

green pitcher plant prohibit the furthcrance ofany proposed actions at Bcllcfonte. No documentation
is given as to WI-O determined the green pitcher plant is not found in the vicinity oftise plant or that
it is nut supposed to be found in this area. As to the Indiana bat, the DOE should be aware of its
tenuous hold on existence and the fedcral court's measures to protect said species. As one federal
district court has determined.

The Indiana bat was listed as an endangered species on March 11, 1967.
Bctwccn 1960 and 1975, the bat's population decreased by 28%. In 1983,
subsequent in time to the passage of the ESA: the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
("Fish & Wildlife") issued a recovery plan for the Indiana bat. Fish & Wildlife
then designated seven (7) "Priority I hibemacula" where 85% of the Indiana bats
currently hibernate. Despite the recovery planes goal of halting the decline of
the Indiana bat, the hat's population has continued to fall. Between 1960 and
1987 there was a 55% population decline at Priority I hibemacula, and a
generally similardecline al Priority 2 hibernacula. [AR, Tab 38 GG O00].
According to the defendants' Indiana Bat Summer I labitat Management Strategy, "if
the present rate of decline continues, the Indiana tat Recovery Team projects
that the species will be extirpated Iromn Priority 1 caves, and perhaps become
ctinct, by the year 2040."

House v. United States Forest Service. 974 F.Supp. 1022, n.1, (8" Cir.. 1997). In that particular
case. the U.S- Forest Service was ordered to cease and desisl all activities in an area inhabited by the
Indiana bat. The DOE will have to provide much more inlbrmation before it can proceed at
,ellefome, which includes sitc-spccific information as to all species listed under endangered status

and mitigation and habitat managentent plans for each species

Agency decisions are subject to the -'arbitrary and capricious" standard which applies in APA
actions. State of North Carolina v. Federal Aviation AdbnIniistration, 957 F 2d 1125, 1128 (4th
Cir.1992). In order to apply this standard, a court must determine whether the decision was based
on a consideration of the relevant facturs and whether there has been a clear error ofjudgment, Id.
(quoting Citizens to Preserve Overrun Park Inc. v. tolpe,. 401 U.S. 402, 416, 91 S. Ce. 814,
823-824, 28 L. Ed.2d 136 (1971)). It is the DOE's responsibility to determine the suitability of
Bellefonte for tritium production. While the DOE has notified the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service of the existence of the Indiana Bat, the Endangered Species Act requires all federal agencies
to consult in such a situation:

FPach Federal agency shall, in consultation with and with the a.sistance of the
Secretary, insure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency
(hereinafter in this section referred to as an "agency action") is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which
is determined by the Secretary, after consultation as appropriate with affected States,
to be critical, unless such agency has been grantenl an exemption for such action by
the Committee pursuant to subsection (h) of this section. In fulfilling the
requirements of this paragraph each agency shall use the best scientific and
commercial data available.

16 U.S.C. §1536(b).

To state, as the DOE does in Appendix 13. that no additional impacts to biological
resources would be expected from tritium production" fails to take the "hard look" as required by
NEPA. In an EA the agency must take a "hard look" at the project and its impacts. ý'as opposed to
bald conclusion.s unaided by preliminary investigation," and must "identify the relevant areas of
environmental concerts." Maryland-,Vational Capizal Park andPlanning Commission V. U. S. Postal
Service, 487 F.2d 1029, 1040 (D.C. Cir. 1973). General, vague conmients, such as "For partially
completed CLWRs, the baseline and associated impacts would depend on the level of modification
necessary to complete construction and the effluents resulting from the reactors'operation activities
(EIS B-6), do not suffice as a "hard look." Furtienrnnre, more explanation needs to be provided the
public as to Table 5-24_ Footinote b ssures the reader that thc radioateive release will significantly
less than the limit of 20,000pCi/L for tritium. but what does that limit mean. Did the government
set the limit where only one in a 100 will die from cancer or sufli:r the elbacts? What does that limit
mean? The next EIS the DOE does must examine these limits in more detail and provide adequate
explanation for dte lay reader.

NEPA sets forth a "national policy which will encourage productive and enjoyable harmony
bextwccn man and his environment [and] promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to
the environment and biosphere and stimnulate the health and welfare of nan_" 42 [1.S.C. § 432 1.

The Eleventh Circuit has recently explained the genesis and overall approach of the Act:

'Prior to the passage of [N FPA], environmental considerations wcrc systematically
underrepresenied in the federal agency decision making process. Consistent with
traditional notions of natural resource allocation, the benefits of development were
overstressed and les environimentally damaging altcmatives for meeting program
objectives were often given limited consideration. NEPA declares a broad national
commitment to protecting and promoting environmental qmality. This comnmitmcnt
is implemented by fbcusing government and public attention on the environmental
effects of proposed agency action; Ilie Act ensures that important environmental

13/12.04
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in the Icmg runcconomically.by choosingaCommereinl Light Water Reactor? Since TV A has been Illll(cont'd 
planning on converting Bellefonte to ~ rossillud plant, how will the destruc~ion ~fthat plan aff:ct 
the economics of the surrounding area! Where IS the companson of econOffi1C gam to be won Wlth 12/13.02 
tritium production over another fossil fuel plant? 

The prcs<:nce oflndiwlaand gray bats along with the endangered mussels and the endangered 
green pitcher plant prohihit the furtherance of any proposed actions at Bellciontc. No documentation 
is given as to WHO determined the greeD pitcher plamis not found in the vicinity ofthe plant or that 
it is nul suppo:;ed to be found in this area. As to the Indiana bat, the DOE should be aware of its 
tenuous hold on existence and the [odentl court's measures to protect said species. As one federal 
district court has determined, 

The lndiWlB bat was listed as an eodangered species on March 11, 1967. 
Iktwccn 1960 and 1975, the bat's population dccn:ased by 28"/0. In 1983, 
subsequent in time tn the J"L'sage of the ESA, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
("Fish & Wildlife") issued a rceo\'cl)' plan lor tbe Indiana bat. Fish & Wildlife 
dlen designated seven (7) 'Priority I hihernacula" where 85% of the Indiana bats 
currently hibernate. Despite thc recovery plan's goal ofhal!ing the decline of 
the In,liana bal, the nat's population has ccntinued to fall. Between 196{) and 
1987 there was a 55% population decline at Priority I hiilemacula. and a 
generdlly similardccline "t Priority 2 hibernaeula. [AR, Tah ,8 GG ()()~). 
According l(I the defendants'lndiana Bat Summer I labitat Management Strategy, "if 
tbe present rate ofdecliue continues. the Indiana Ilat ReC<lvery Team pmjects 
tbat the sp<:Cies "ill be t:xtirpatlXi. Ii-om I'rimil)' 1 caves. and perhaps hecome 
eKtincl, by th.: year 2U40." 

House v. United Stares Forest Service. 974 F.Supp. 1022, n.I, (8" CiT.. 1997). In that particular 
case. the U.S. Forest Service was ordered to ceuseand de<ist all activitics in an area inhabited by the 
Indiana bat. The DOE will have to pro\'ide much more in\ormalion before it can proceed at 
Hellefonte, which includes site-specific infonnation as to all species listed under endangered ,tatus 
and mitigation and habitat management plans for each species 

Agency decisions are subject to the "arbitr'dr), and c.prkious~ standard which applies in APA 
actions. Slate ofNorih Carolina v. Federal Avial;ol1 Achninislralion, 957 F. 2d 1125, 112R (4th 
Cir.I992). In order to apply this standard, a court musl delt::rmine whether the deci~ion was based 
on a consideration of the relevant facturs and whclhcr there has been a clear error of judgment. Id. 
(quoting CiJizens ro P".<erve Overlon Park. Inc. v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402, 416, 91 S. Ct, 814, 
82..1,824,28 T.. F.d.2d 136 (1971)). It is the DOE's responsibility tu detmnine the suitability of 
Belldbutc for tritium pwduction. While the DOE ha~ notified the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Sen'ice of the existence of the Indiana Bat,lhc Endangered Species Act requites all federal agencies 
to consult in such a situation: 
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P.ach l'edeml agency shall, in consultation with and with the as .• istance of the 
Secretary, inrure that any acticn authorized, funded, ()r carried out by such agency 
(hereinafter in this section referred to as an "agency action") is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence ()fany endangered species orthreatened ~l'ecies 
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which 
is d"tenniru:J by th~ Secretary, aflecconsultalion as appropriate with a£Tected Stales, 
to be critical, unless such agene·y ru.s bet:n gnlllted au ""emption for such aclion by 
the Committee pursuant 10 subsection (h) of this section. In fuUilling the 
requirements of this paragraph eacll agency shall use the best scientific and 
commercial data available. 

16U.S.C. §1536<b). 

To state. as the DOE does in Appendix 13. that ..... no additional impacts to biological 
resources would be eXpel:ted from tritium production" fails to take the "hard look" as required by 

!l:EPA. In an EA the agency must take a "hard look" at the project and its impacts. "as opposed to 
hilld oonclu.,i,,",. unaided by preliminary in.estigation," and must "identify the relevanL areas of 
environmental concern. " Maryland-National Capiral Park andPlanl1il1g Commission v. U S. Postal 
Service, 487 F.2d 1029. 1040 (D.C. Cir. 1973). General, vague conmlents. such as ~For partially 
completed CL \\fRs, the baseline and associated impacts ,",,,uld depend on the level of modification· 
necessary to complete construction and the eftluents resulting from the reactors' operation activities 
(E1S 3-6), do not suffice a. a "hard look" Furthennore, more explanation need, to he provided the 
puhlic "" to Table 5,24. Footnote b n,'surcs the reader that thc radioactive release will significantly 
less than the limit of 20,OOOpCiIL for tritium. but whal does that limir mean. Did the government 
set the limit where onlv one in a 100 will di~ (forn cancer or surTer the • Ili:cL<? What does that limit 
mom? The oext E1S the DOE docs must examine these limits in more detail and provide adequate 
explanation for d,e lay reader. 

NEP 1\ set,~ forth a "national policy which will cncouragc productive and enjoyable hannony 
bctwccnman and his cnvirunmcnl [and] prumole efforts whieh "~11 prevent or eliminate Uamase to 
the ~nviroruncot ami biosphere and slimulate the health and welfare of ,nan_~ 42 U.S.C. § 4321. 

The Eleventh Circuit has recently explaioed the gcnc'Si. and o\'crdl1 approach urthc Act: 

"Prior to the pa~sage of [NEPAl, envimnmental considerations were systematically 
underreprescnlt::d ill the federal agcncy dcdsion making process. Consistent with 
traditional notions of natuml rc>OUrct: al1o<:aliun, the benelits of development were 
overslresSt:d and I~::;s c:n\'irollfllentalJy damaging altcnlativ~ f<lr meeting program 
ubjo.:.i"", were often given limited consideration. NEPA declares a broad national 
commitment to protecting and promoting environmental quality. This commitment 
is implemented by locus;n!! government and public attention Oil the envirorunental 
ell<:cts of proposed agency action; The Act ensure> that importal1l environmental 
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consequences will not be *overlooked or underestimated only to be discovered after
resources have been committed or the die otherwise cast.' In short, NEPA requires
that the evaluation of a project's environmenutal consequences take place early in the
project's planning process."

North Buclkhead, 903 F. 2d at 153940 (citation omitted).

NEPA does not set out substantive environmental standards, nor prescribe any regulatory
program. Rather, the congressional mandate of § 4321 is realized through a set of"actiun loruing"
procedures that require an agency to take a "hlard look" at enviromnental consequences. Robertson
v. Methow Valley Critiens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 109 S.Ct. 1835, 1846, 104 L.Ed.2d 351 (1989);
Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. Natural Resources Defente Council, 435 U.S. 519, 558,
98 S.Ct. 1197, 1219: 55 L.Ed.2d 460 (1978). The procedural requirements derive from 42 U.S.C.
§ 4332(2XCXI-iv), which directs all agencies of the federal government to prepare for 'ýmajor
Federal actions" a detailed statement on (i) the environmental impact of the proposed action; (ii) any
unavoidable adverse environmental effects if a project is implientcated; (iii) alternatives to the
proposed action; (iv) the relationship between short-reni uses of the environment and maintenance
of long-term productivity; and (v) any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources
involved in the project's implementation.

An EIS is [sutpposed to be] an exhaustive analysis of the impacts, proposed mitigation, and
altematives to the federal project, which has been circulated to other involved agencies, see §
1502.19, subject to puhlic comment and agency response, see § 1503, reviewed by the CEQ in case
of interagency disagreement, see k 1504, and uhiatiaely submitted to the President. The EIS.
therefore, is the primary vehicle for compliance with NEPA where a project will have a significant
impact on the environment. Tlhe FI S is the "action forcing" device envisioned by Congress to insure
that NEPA's policies and goals are infused into federal decision making. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1.

There is a failure to identify how tlellelbnte, an untested site, is a viable alternative when of
each proposed plant Bellelinite is the one that will receive the most significant impact. Whereas the
other CL WRs already operate, therefore already experience increased levelsofradiation, Bellefente
currently experiences no radiation. IF.IS p. 5-67). Producing tritium at Bcllcfonte will increase
radiation exposure exponentially. Your own EIS confirms this conclusion:

At Bellefonte, there would bc a potenital for secondary impacts arising from the
proposed action. This is because Bellefonte reactors are currently not operating.
While it is noted that any secondary impacts would be caused by the radionuclides
other than tritium. these impacts would represent a change from no action- (EIS p.5-
111).

15(cont 'd)

"cookbook" analysis at that. There is nothing site-specific at all about cumulative impacts, and there
is nrothing at all about other actions (public or private) in the area and how they will interact with this
proposal. Reliance upon 1974 or older data from IVA does not suffice NEPA's "hard look"
requirement. "Ctunulativc impacts are not the things that happen later or some distance from this
proposal, such as downstream sedimentation five years from now. Those are called "indirect
imptacts," which NEPA also rcqtircs the agency to consider. However, the DOE cannot forego its
legally mandated consideration of cumulative impacts by mislabeling indirect impacts as
"cumulative." Where is the cunmulative analysis on Bellefonte's impact in conjunction with the
Widows Creek Fossil Plant? Data from 1974 is too distant and not accurate enough to satisfy
NEPA's requirements. Further analysis and measurements need to be initiated before a complete
Dralt EIS can be submitted.

Isolated references to impacts this proposed construction and operation at Bellefonte will
have on the citizens and wildlile in this area are inetfiictive until the DOE analyzes thos-e impacts
cumulatively. For example. in Chapter 5 of th EIS, the DOE lists consequences that will occur
from tritium production such as increased operational noise levels. After identi'vinn the amount of
noise increase and finding that wildlife will experience "startled responses.' the DOE dismisses these
responses as "causing little or no disturbance ofwildlife on the site and thus should affect no changes
in local wildlife populutions." (EIS p. 5-501). This "little" disturbance combined with the
"insignificant reduction in the aquatic macrollora and plankton" in the river (EIS p. 5-51) and the
"small impact ofradiological releases on aquatic bpccics" (EIS 5-52) may combine to be a sigmificant
impact on the ecosystem as a whole. I lowever. neither the writer or the reader knows since that kind
of analysis is never produced by the DOE.

The EA is required to identify and consider cumulaltive effects:

"For each alternative, estinate the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental
effects, including the effectiveness ofthe mitigation measures, that would result from
implementing each of the alternatives, including the no action alternative. Also,
identify any additional mitigation mseaures that may he required, such as measures
common to all alternatives."

1909.15 FSH § 15.

The CEQ Regulations arc clear that cumulative effects involve impacts from other projects,
but this EIS neither mentions nor identifies the impacts from a number ofsimilar projects being
proposed in this area or from past projecLs in the area

na
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16(cont'd)

TIhere is absolutely no cumulative impacts analysis in this EA. The EA very briefly looked m.16051
at some thtings called "cumulative inmpacts" but these were actually indirect impacts and nothing but I I
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con~quences will not be 'overlooked or underestimated only to be discovered after 
resources have been committed or the die otherv"ise cast.' In short, NEPA requires 
that the evaluation of a projecrs environmental consequences take place early in the 
project's planning process." 

Norlh Buckhead. 903 F. 2d at I 53'J-411 (citation omitted). 

NEP A does not set out substantive environmental standards. nor prescribe any regulatory 
program. Rather. the congressional mandate of § 4321 is realized through a sel of"actiun Jurcing~ 
procedures that require an agency to take a "hard look" at envirorunental consequences. Robertson 
\'. Metllow Valley Citizens Council. 490 U.S. 332, 109 S.Ct. 1835.1846, 104 L.Ed.2d 351 (1989); 
Vermont Yankee Nuclear l'm~er Corp. v. Natllral Re.<ources Dejetue COllncil, 435 U.S. 519. 558. 
98 S.C! 1197. 1219,55 L.Ed.2d 460 (1978). The procedural requirements derive from 42 U.S.C. 
§ 4332(2)(CXI-ivJ. which directs all agencies of the federal government to prepare for '"major 
Federal actions" a detailed statement on (i) the environmental impact of the proposed action; (ii) any 
unavoidablc adverse environmental effects if a project is implemented; (iii) alternatives to the 
proposed action; (iv) the relationship between short-reml \lses of the envirorunent and maintenance 
of long.ternl productivity; and (v) My irreversihle and irretrievable commilment~ of Te!:ources 
involved in the project's implementation. 

An EIS is [supposed to bel an exhaustivc analysis of the impocts. proposed mitigation. and 
alternatives to the federal project. which has been ,irculaled ltI (1tht:T involved agencies. see § 
1502.19. subject to punlic comment and agency response, see § 1503, reviewed by the CEQ in ca~e 
of interagency disagreement. sec § 1504, and ultimately submitted to the President. TI1C E1S. 
therefore, is thc pri11lllry vchicle for compliance with l\'EP A where a proje<-1 will bave a significant 
impact on the environment. The US is the "action forcing" device envisioned by Congress ttl il1~ure 
thnt NEPA's policies and goals arc infuscd into lederal dccision making. 40 C.F.R. § 15()2.1. 

There is a tailure to idenlily how n~lIelimt., an untesled sit •• is a viahle alternative when of 
each proposed plant Tlelleli.mle is the one thai will Teceiv. tbe mnst signiticant impact. Whereas the 
other ClWRs already operate.. therefore already exp.rien~e increased levels of radiation. Bellefonte 
currently experiences no radiatinn. (EIS p. 5·67). Prodncing tritium at Bellefontc will increase 
rndintion exposure exponentially. Your m.m ElS confirms tlus conclusion: 

At Bellefonte, there would be a potcnital for sceondltf)' impacts arising from the 
proposed action. This is because Bellefonte reactors are currently not operating. 
V;bile it is noted that any secondary impacts would be caused by the radionuclides 
otht:r than trilium.these impacts would represent a cbange from no action. ([IS p.S
Ill). 

15(cont'd) 

Th~re is ahsolutely no ~u~ulative impactS analysis in this EA.. The. EA vcry briefly ~oo"cd 11/6105.14 
at some !lungs called "cumulallve Impacts" buttbese were actually mdlfect ImpactS and nothmg but 
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"cookhook" analysi~ at that. Therc is nothing site· specific at all about cumulative impacts, and there 
is 1l<Jiliing at all about OtlIL'I' aClions (public or private) in thc area and how they will interact with this 
proposal. Reliance up,,,, 1974 or older data from TVA doc~ not suffice NEP!\'s "hard look" 
requirement. "Cwnulative impacL'" are not the things that happen lal(."r or some distance from this 
proposal. sucb as uownstr""m sedirnenWion fhe years from now. Those are called "indirect 
impacts," which NEPA abo r~qllirc~ th~ agency 10 consider. However, the DOE cannot forego its 
legally mandated consideration of cumulative impacts by mislabeling indircct impacts as 

"cumulative." Where i, the cmnulativc analysis on Ilcllefontc's impact in conjunction with the 
Widows Creek Fo,,-,i I Plant? Data from t 974 is too distant and not accurate enough to satisi)' 
II'-EPA's requirements. Further analy~is and measurem.;:nts need to be initiated before a complete 
Droll EIS ,an be submitted. 

Isolated rcference.; to impact.< this proposed c(Jnstruclioll and operation at Bellefonte will 
have on the citizens 'and "ildlir. in Ims area arc ineffective unlillhe DOE analyz.,,; tho~ impacts 
cumulati,'ely. For example. in Chapter 5 of the EIS. tbe DOE li815 consequences that will occur 
from tritium production such a, inerca,cd operational noise levels. Aftcr identij)ing the amount of 
noise increase and finding that wildlife will uperien"", "startled responses." the DOE dismisses the~ 
responses as "causing little or no disturbanceofwildlili: on the site and thus should alfect no changes 
in local wildlife populations." (lOIS p. 5·S0). This "little" disturhance combined with the 
"insignificant reduction in tbe aquaric macroflor.t and plankton" in thc river (EIS p. 5·51) and the 
"small impact of radiological releases on aquatic species" (LIS 5·52) may combine to be a significant 
impact on the ecosystem as a whole. I lowever. neither the writer or the reader knows since that kind 
of analysis is never produced by d,e DOE. 

TIle EA is rC'luir~d tu idemi!y and consider cumulative effects: 

"For \,:lIch alt.malivc. estin1>lIC th. direct, indirect. and clllllulati,'c environmeJllaJ 
effects, including the effectiveness of the mitigation mea~'UTes. that would result from 
implementing each of the alternatives, including the tlO actiou a1lernative. Also, 
identify any additional mitigation mta<ure, that may he required. stlch a< measures 
common to all altemativ.,.." 

1909.15 I'SH § 15. 

The CEQ Regulations arc clear that cumulative cITc:cls involve impacts from other projectS. 
but this EIS neither mentions nor identifie, the impaeL< from a nllmber of. similar projects being 
pTopo~d in this area or from pa.,t pmject, in the area 
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The CEQ Regulations define "Cumulative impact" as:

"the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonahly foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non Federal) or person undertakes such other
actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively
significant actions taking place over a period of time."

40 C.F.R. § 1508.7 (Emphasis added.)

The CEQ Regulations also state:

"'Effects' include: ... (h) Indirect effects, which are caused by the action and are
later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.
Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and othcer i clcts related to
induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and
related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems."

40 C.F.R. § 15088.

The EA labels a few charts as curmulative effects. Thosecharts. however, disclose only direct
or indirect effects ofthe project. An example is that the FA discusses "cumulative" impacts on
ecological front this proposal and this proposal alone. The FA assumes that general impacts from
this proposal several years front now, such as the increase of water temperature, are "cumulative"
impacts. ( EIS at 5-115). That is a direct impact. 'While mentioning other ThVA activities in or
nearby the Tennessee River, nowhere does the EIS discuss the impacts of this proposal in addition
to other similar actions in the area, whether on TVA projects or private activities. All the R1S
discusses is the increase in radioactivity hrom tritium productions. While such discussion is
appropriate, to limit cumulative impacts analysis to that one item is grossly inadequate. Another
example of DOE's Failure to present the Licsts In a proper way is the chart on page 5-43. According
to the chart, only .001)4 percent of Use Tennessee River's water flow will be divertedto accommodate
the needs of a plant producing tritium, yet the EIS fails to present how this diversion of water in
conjunction with municipalities and industries and dams will affect the river.

there will be an impact when an idled plant is engaged, but apparently expects residents to appreciate
the fact the DOE will monitor the change in water quality. Like iormial hydrogen, tritium can bond
with oxygen to foms water. When this happens, the resulting water (called tritium oxide or tritiated I I
water) is also radioactive. Because tritiumo oxide is chemically identical to normal water, it cannot I7(contd)
be filtered out of the water. Once Bellefonte tritium hits the water supply there will be no way to
retrieve it. To spend over 400 pages explaining the benefits of tritium and the wo.den it will do for
the economy and socioeconomic levels of the area, it is remiss and violative of NEPA to minimize
and trivialize the negative effects that will occur. To dismiss concerns about the potentially
significant and harmful effects of tritiumt peoduction with some vague assurances the water will be
monitored does not suffice. NEPA requires the government to analyze both positive and negative
significant impacts. This EIS fails to follow those regulations.

16(cont'd)

NEPA procedures must insure that environmental inlfrmation is available to public
officials and citizens helton decisions are made and belfre actions are taken. The
information tsmust be of high quality. Accurate scientific analysis, expert agenc;y
comments, and public scrutiny arccsscntial to implementing NEPA. Most important,
NEPA documents must concentrate on the issues that are truly significant to the
action in question, rather than amassing needless detail. 40 C.F.R. §1500.1(b).

"An EIS serves two purposes: (l) to provide decision makers with enough information to aid
the substantive decision whether to proceed with the project in light of its environmental
consequence; and (2) to provide the public wisut inforomation and an opportunity to participate in
gathering information." Big Role Ranchers Associaoion, 686 F. Supp. at 260.

In relevant part, CEQ regulations define "significanity" as follows:

"Significantly as used inNEPA requires co nsiderations ofboth context and intensity:

'(a) Context. This means that the significaince of an action must be analyzed
in several contexts such as societ' as a whole (human, national), the affected region,
the affected interests, and the locality. Significance varies with the setting of the
proposed action ....

"(b) Intensity. This refers to the severity of impact ... The following should
be considered in evaluation os'intensity:

"(1) Impacts that may be both benelicial and adverse. A significant
effect may exist even if the Federal agency believes that on balance

II

18/05.]J

Another failure of the DOE when discussing the impact on surlisce water and groundwater
is the failure to convey in clear, accurate and simple terms what the effects to the human
environment will be if a leak of tritium occurs. In Appendix B the EItS attempts tip discuss the 17/11.10
methods by which water resources and water quality will he monitored. Again, dle EIS is replete I
with general surmises, especially concerning the partially completed facilities. The DOE concedes I
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The CEQ Regulalions define "Cumulative impact" as: 

"the impact on the environment which result< from the incremental impact of the 
action when added 10 olher pa.,t, pre~nl, and rea<nnahly fore.,eeable future aC1ion~ 
regardless of ,,'hat agency (Federal or non Federal) or person undertakes such other 
actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but colle.::tively 
significant actions taking place over a period of time." 

40 C.F.R. § 1508.7 (Emphasis added.) 

The CEQ Regulations also slale: 

"'EtfccIS' indud~: ... (b) Indirect effects, "-hieh arc caused by the action and are 
later in time or farlher removed in distance, bur arc still reasonably foreseeable. 
Indirect e!feeLS may include growlh inducing effccl, and olhL"T clTccLs relaled 10 
induced changes in lhe pallL7n of hmd lise. population dL"IlSily Or growlh ralc, and 

. related erfecls un air and waler and other natural system" including ecosystems." 

40 C.F.R. § 1508.8. 

The EA labels a few charts ascumulative efi"e<:ts. Those charts. however. disclose only dire"'t 
or indirect effects of the project An example is that the FA discusses "cumulative" impacts on 
ecological from this proposal and this proposal alone. The FA assumes that general impact' from 
this proposal several years from now, such as the increase of water temperature, are "cumulative" 
impacts. ( EIS at 5,115). That is a direct impact. \l.'hile mentionilll! other TVA activities in or 
nearby the Tennessee River, nowhere does the EIS discuss the impaL'IS of this proposal in addition 
to other similar actions in the area, whether on TV A projects or pri.ate activities. All the F.1S 
discusses is the incr~~asc in rddioactivily {rum lriliul11 productions. While such discussion i$ 
appropriale. to limil cumulali"e impacts HIllllysis to \hat one item is grossly inadequate. Another 
example ornop.'s I"ilure 10 pr~senlthe (iK;t;; in u proper way is ~ chart on page 5-43. According 
to the chart. only .O()04 percentofthe Tennessee River's water flow wiU be diverted to accommodate 
the needs of a plant producing tritium, yet the EIS fails to present bow Ihis diversion 0 I- water in 
conjunction \vith municipalities and industries and dams will affect the river. 

Another failure of the UOE when discussing the impacl on surface waler and groundwater I 
i. the failure to convey in clear, accurate and simple l<:rms what the e!1ecls to lI1e buman 
environment will be if a leak of tritium occurs. In ApP"ndi~ B Ih~ EIS all~mp\S I" discus.~ the 
mcthods b)' which waler resources and water quality will he monitored. Again, th" EIS is replete 
with gcncrul sunnises. especially concerning the partially completed facilities. TIle DOE concedes 

10 

16(cont'd) 

1711J.J0 

Commentor No. 116: Leigh Havnie (or WildAlahama (Cont'd) 

there will be an impact when an idled plant is engaged, but apparently expects residents to appreciate 
the fact the UOE will monitor the change in water quality. Like normal hydrogen, trilium can bond 
with oxygen to foml water, When this happens, the resulting water (caUed tritium oxide or tritiated 
water) is also radioactive. Because tritium oxide is chemically identical to nonnal water, it cannot 
be filtered out of the water. Once Bellefonte trilium hits tbe Wl!1er supply there will be no way to 
re!rieve it. To spend over 400 pages ""plaining tile benefils oftritium and lhe wonders it will do for 
the economy and socioeconomic levels of the area, il is remiss and violative ofNEPA to minimize 
and tri\'ialize the negati"" eff"cts that will occur. To dismiss concerns about the potentially 
significant and harmful effects oftritiuDl production \\-ith some vague assurances the water will be 
monitored does not suffice. KEPA requires the government to analyze both positive and negative 
significant impacts. This EIS fails to follow those regulations. 

NEP A procedures rnu~'1 insure that environmental information is available to public 
otlicials and citi?,,"; betore ,u,c.isi<)ns are made unu OOlore aclions aTe taken. The 
information must be or high quality. Accurate scien~lic analysis, exp.rt ag"""), 
comments, and public scrutiny arccsscntial to implementing NEPA. Most important, 
NEPA documents must coneentrale on the issues that are truly significant to the 
action in question, cadle!" than amassing Il""dless detail. 40 C.F.R. § I 500.1 (b). 

"An EiS serves two purposes: ( I) to provide decision makers y,;th enough information to aid 
the substantive decision whether to proceed with the project in light of its environmental 
consequence; and (2) to pro,;de the public wilh informati(lO and an opportunity 10 parti"ipale in 
gathering infonnation." /Jig Hole Ranchers Assodarion. 686 f, Supp. at 260. 

In relevant part, CEQ regulations defi~ "significantly" as follows: 

"Significandy 8S used inKEPA require,considerationsofbotb contelCtand intensity: 

"(a) Context. This lIIeart~ that the significance ofan action must be analyzed 
in several contexts sllch JS society as a whole (human, nUlionaIl.lhe afl"ecled region, 
the affected interests, and th" locality. Significance varies with the setting of the 
proposed action, . , . 

"(b) lntensity. 'Illi, refers to tile severity (If impacL ... Th" lull owing should 
be considered in ""alualion orinl"nsity: 

"( I) Impacts that may be both benelicial and adverse. A significant 
effect may exiS( even if the Federal agency believes that on balance 

II 
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Commentor No. 116: Leigh Haynie for WildAlabama (Cont'd) Commentor No. 116: Leigh Haynie for Wild Alabama (Cont'd)

the effect viil be beneficial

"(4) The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human
environment are likely to be highly controversial.

"(5) The degree to which the possible effects on the human
environment are highly uncertai n arinvolve unique or unknownrisks.

"(6) The degree to which Lhe action may establish a precedent for
future actions with significant effects or represents a decision in
principle about future conasiderations.

'-(9) 'The degree to which the action may adversely affccl an
endangered or threatened species or its habitat that has been
determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

'(10) Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, Slate, or
local law or rcquirCrrnenS imposed for protection of the
environment."

40 C.F.R. § 1508.27. the 1OE must take adhere to these regulations and provide the public with
an EIS that adequatcly identifies how thisproposed project will impact theirenvironmentas a whole.

cannot be cut and paste because it deals with the specifics of the project The Department must
address the impacts to the specific streans, plants, animals, etc. in the project area. All wildlife
discussion in she EIS is based entirely upon generic statements with absolutely no site-specific
supporting data or informationr None of the information has been field-checked or verified in any
way. There is no site-specific data on wildlife in this compartment, and there is no survey data
showing what numbers of sensitive species occur in these areas such that the agency can adequately
determine that the proposal will not adversely impact the viability of these species. Without actual
site-specific data showing the number of individuals of a species and how many will be killed or
displaced by this proposal, the agency cannot logically conclude that the viability of these species
is assured in this area. The bottom line is the DOE must provide numbers and populations statisics.
Even this tIS acknowledges that TVA activities on the Tennessee River have resulted in declining
numbers of mussels and other aquatic life. Only with site-specific data and hard numbers will the
DOF accurately convecy the true impacts of this proposed action.

19(cont'd)

18(cont'd) At no point in the 1215 dloet the DOE consider possible attack on the transport of T"PTARs
from the production site to either Savannath River Site or the Richland. Wishingion site.

A blanket statement such as "No environmental impacts arc expected as a result of 7(cont'd)

compliance with both NRC and DOE safeguard and security provisions based on the adequacy of
the existing TVA security provisions illustrates the cursory analysis given to such considerations as
security' (EtS p. 5-106).

From a document well over 4(00 pages, the DOE sees fit to devoteonly two paragraphs to the I
important discussion ofsoils. (ElSp.4-66). Soilscan hevwhat conduct the waste from this proposed 20/10.02
activity; soils can be what prolects the waste from entering the water table. Soil identification is
necessary to evaluate storage options snd stability for the future. Adverse impacts to water quality
have not been analyzed properly. There is a lack of data on impacts firom previous diversions.
Tables 5-22 and 5-23 are antiquated charts from 1967 withoutrany recent data to confirm what is it
the water now, nor any qualified data as to what will be in the wateronce the proposed actions begin. 21/11.07
The following statements do nothing to ease ome's mind: "Water required from the Guntersville
Rervoir would be a small fraction of the river flow, and most ofit would be returned to the reservoir
after use." (EIS p. 5-42).

The FA avoids any discussion of the economic impacts to recreation. This isablatant failure I
to comply with the agency's NEPA duties. The PA Ibils to consider boss the presence of an active 22/13.03
radioactive production plant will afiqct the economies of recreation at the Guntersville State Park I1

0
S
SCsa

0

SCs
a
5,

There is a very limited discussion of other projects in the area, including same private lands.
However, that section only gives cursory review to those actions, and nowhere does die f A evera
identify, and discuss the IMPACTS from those other actions. Cumulatice efTects analysis requires 16(cont'd)
more than ticking offa list of other things in the area; it requires identification and analysis of the I
impacts from those actions and the proposed action together. I

The lack of site-specific analysis is a clear violation ofNEPA. All ofthe analysis in the PIS 19/12.05
could be cat and passed into anolher project anywhere else in the country. Site-speciuic analysis I9I 2"
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the effect ~\ill be beneticial 

"(4) The degree to which the erfecL, on th~ quality of lhe human 
environment are likely to be highly controver~ial. 

"(5) The degree 10 which the pos5ible effects on the hwnan 
environment arc highly uncertai n odnvolve unique orunknownri!:iks. 

"(6) Th~ <.legr"" III which the action may establish a precedent for 
future actions with significant dIccls or rep"",,:)]I, a decision in 
principle aoout future considerations. 

"(9) 11,. degree 10 "hich the "ctiun ma~' aiht:rseiy "IT""I an 
mdangcred ur thn:atUlcu 'pecics l)r il!! habilal thaI bas been 
detennined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

"(10) Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, Stale, or 
local la\'\i 4.,.)f n:quin:,rnellt~ Impu~<.I for prul.t:l,;tiun uf the 
en"iroruncnt. U 

40 C.P.R. § 1508.27. rhc UOE must lake adllerc 10 these regulatjons and provide the public with 
an EIS thaI adequately identifies how this proposed projcct "ill impact thcirenvironmcntas a whole. 

18(cont'd) 

There is a very limited discussion of other prt~ects in the ar..a, including some PriVal.elands'l 
However, that section only gives cursory r~ .. ;cw to those actions, and nowhere does the EA ever 
identify and discuss the IMPACTS from !hose other acliuru>. Cumulati.e ell'ects analysis requires 16(cont'd) 
more dIan ticking off a list of other things in dIe area; it requires identification and analysis ofthc 
impacts from those aClions and the propos"d action together. 

The lack of site·specific analysis is a clcar violation ofNE-PA. AU of the analysis in the EIS 11
19112 

05 
could he cut and pasted into another project anywhere else in the country. Sil""pecific analysis • 
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cannot be cut and paste b~ it deals with the specifics of tbe project The Department must 
address the impacts to the specific streams, plants, animals, etc. in the project area. All wildlife 
discussion in the EIS is based entirely upon generic statements with absolutely no site·specific 
supporting data or information. None of the information has been field-checked or verified in any 
way. niere is no site· specific data on wildlife in this compartment., and there is no survey data 
showing what numbers ofsens;tive species occur in these areas such that the agency can adequately 
detennine that the proposal will not adversely impact the viability of these species. Without actual 
site·specific data showing the number of individuals of a species and how many will be killed or 
displaced by this proposal, the agency canllot logically conclude that the viability of these specics 
is assured in this area. The hottom line is the nOR must providcnwnbcrs and popUlations stati!1lic.~. 
Even this EIS acknowledges that TVA activities on the Tennessee River have resulted in declining 
numbers of mussels and other aquatic life. Only with sitc.specific data and hard numbel'll ,,~1l the 
DOE accuratcly con\'cy the true impacts of this proposed action. 

At no point in the E1S does the nOE consider possihle attack on !he tran''P',rt orTPTlARs 
from the production site to either Savannah River Siteo[ the Richland. Ww;hingtun sile. 

A blanket statement such as "~o cnvinmmcnlal impacts arc cxpccl,'C as Ii rcsult of 
compliance .... ith both NRC and DOE safeguard and security provisions based on the adequacy of 
tbe existing TV A security provisions illustrates the Clm;ory analysis given 10 such considcrdtions as 
security_ (ElS p. 5· 106). 

19(cont'd) 

7(cont'd) 

importanl discussion o1"soils. (1-:1 S p. 4-66). Soils can he ,,118t conduct the waste from this pmposed 20110,02 
aclivity; soils C'dR be what protects the waste from entering the water tahle. Soil identification is 

From a uocument well over 4(l(j page~, the DOE see< 1;110 devote only two paragraph< to the I 
necessary to evaluate storage option, and stahility tor the future. Adverse jmpnct.~ to water quality 
have not been Dnalyz~d. prtlperly. There is a lack or data on impacL' from previous diversions, 
Table5 5·22 and 5·23 are antiquated charlS [rom 1967 without any recenl data 10 mnlirm what is ill 
the waternow, nor any qualitied data as 10 what will be in lh~ water once the proposed actions begin. 21111.07 
The following statements do nothing to ease one's mind: "Waler required from the Guntersville 
Rervoir would be a small frac.lion of the river flow, and most ofil would be returned to the reservoir 
after use." (EIS p. 5·,12). 

The R/\ avoids any discussion of the economic impacls tu recreatiun. This isablalant llUlure II 
to comply with the agency 's "<lOP A uuties. The EA IlUls to consider how the presence of an active 22113.03 
radioactive pnx]uclion planl ,,-ill afi'ect the economics of recreation at the Guntersville State Park 
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Commentor No. 116: Leigh Haynie for WildAlabama (Cont'd)

and Reservoir. At no point in the EIS is there any discussion of the economics of fishing, hunting,
hiking, wildflowcr viewing, bird watching, horse back riding or other recreational uses of these
areas.

There are countless legal requirements to consider the economic impacts of this proposed
plant to other uses. Sonic of these include:

"(B) Identify and develop mcthodls and procedures, in consultation with tie Council
on Environmental Quality established by title HI of this Act, which will insure that
presenlly unquantitied environmental amenitesand values may be given appropriate
consideration in decision making along with economic and technical considerations

NF.PA Section 102, 42 U.S.C. § 4332.

The analysis pretends tuat creating an active tritium plant where there is no activity now has
noadverseefi•ecson recreation. Tse DOE has an obligation to disclose these effects. It is not legal
to pretend they do not exist orto ignore them merely because considering them would be ",difficult."

"Effects includes ecological (such as the effects on natural resources and on the
components. structures. and l'anctioning oaIlslcted ecosystemst, aesthetic, historic,
cultural, economic, social, or health, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative."

40 C.F.R. § 1508.8.

The ID Team must contain the expertise necessary to evaluate the economic impacts ofthc
projeCt. Even if the economic impacts of recreation were truly "intangible" and difficult to address,
the EA still cannot refuse tu address the issue. Thus, the EA has not provided a legally adequate
economic analysis.

22(cont'd)
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difficult issues raised by tritium production at Bellefonte. To ask the citizens ofJackson County and
north Alabama to trust the DOE that tritium is needed, but that the figures to support that are 24(cont'd
classified does not satisfy the open process of NEPA. It is also irresponsible to state that an
explosion ofthe Bellefonte facility is outside of the scope of this EIS. Chernobyl is a mere decade 251150.M
behind us; residents around such facilities need to be infomted of the results of such an explosion.
While moral and ethical considerations asay be beyond the scope ofthe DOE's analysis, issues such
as life and death, healthy and unhealthy lives, and safe and unsafe water are not beyond the scope.
The facts as DOE presents them are that there will be increase in the quantity ofradionuelides to be 26/14.04
released if and/or when ,an accident occurred; the tritium content in the liquid effluent will likely
increase; there will be a likely increase in the generation ol'tow-level radioactive waste, which must
be stored somewhere with plans to store on-site; and there is a significant change in potential risks 271 -6.01
from proposed tritium production. The El S completely fails to list and examine mitigation measures I k26(cont

tfr these increased risks to the surrounding citizenry. 5I (cont'd)

Besides learning how to make tritium and enjoying the excellent models and drawings, the
EIS glosses over the ceiniron•mntal issues and dismisses the significant ispacts this proposed project 18(cont'a
will have on the surrounding ecosystem, humans and all. At a minimum. DOE must be required to I I
do the EIS over again after tie testing is comnpleted in tle spring of 1999. This EIS is too early. I
Until the post-irradiation examination and studies are completed by DOE, no solid and specific 4(cont'd
inhirmation can be. provided. After March of 1997, the DOlT will be able tA) provide speccific
informnation, instead ofgencrasl sumi.ses. This proposed action will have a significant impact on the I I
environment around the Bellefonte facility. To posit there will be no significant adverse impact
when 3 kilugrasn ofirilium is run through a facility that is idled and zapping no radioactiviLy waves 18(cont d

in addition to the creation of low-level rdioacti ve waste os site is the height o'hludicrousness. Wildi 11|
Alabama requests the DOE to delay reissuing another Draft EIS until such time as complete tests 4(conti
have been run on the T"BARs currently at Watts Bar 1. I

Please make these commentes part of the record. s1 hank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, /

Attomeiy for VLid Alabama

In closing, my client, Wild Alabama, is opposed to the proposed tritium production at
Bellefonte, in particular. Wild Alabama is particularly concerned that DOE will focus too heavily
on the potential economic benefits from the Bellefonte site and will not weigh these benefits with 23/05.26
the significant decreases in land resources, air quality, water quality, ecosystem quality and quality
of life issues. In addition too much emphasis is placed (mn the List that"Iv"A ansounced in 1994 that
Bellefonte wosid not be completed asa nuclear plant withouta partner- However, ina general sense, 24/05.16
my client finds the EIS is woefully inadequate for all proposed sites. The DOE sloughs off the jý
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and Rcservoir. At no point in the EIS is there any discussion of the economics of fishing, hunting, 
hiking, wildflower viewing. bird watching, horse back riding or other recreational uses of these 
areas. 

There are countless legal requirements to consider the economic impacts of this proposed 
plant to nther u.<;es. Some ofthc"" include: 

"(B) IdentifY and develop method. and procedures, in consultation with the Council 
on Environmcrual Quality established by title II of this Act. which lIIil1 insure that 
presenlly unquunlilieden .. irunm~nlal amenili.,,;and valu.,,; may be givrn appropriate 
consideration in decision making along with economic and technical considemtions 

NF.PA Section 102,42 US.c § 4332. 

The analysis pretends that creating an active trilium planl where Ihere is no activilY flOW has 
no adverse cficctson recreation. The DOE has an obligation to disclose these effects. It is not legal 
to pretend they do not exist orto ignore them merely because c{1I1sidering them would be "diflicult." 

"Effects includes ecological (such as the effects on llatuml rewurces and on the 
cvmpunenls~ Slrud\1l'ts~ and rl1m:.tioning ufalle..:lt'u ~,()syslem!'i"! at:sthetic, hislnric~ 
cultural. economic, social, or health, whether direct, indire"t, or cumulative." 

40 C.P.R. § 150!Ut. 

The ID Team mu.<t contain the expertise necessary to evaluate the economic impacts of the 
projecL Even if the economic impacts of recreation were truly "inlangiblr" Hnd dilIicuil to address, 
the EA still camlOl rd",", lu address the issue. Thus, the LA has not provided a I~ally adequate 
economic analysis. 

In closing. my client, Wild A labama, is 0ppoRed to the proposed tritium production at 
Bellefuntc, in particular. Wild Alabama is particularly concerned that DOE will focus too heavily 

11(cont'd) 

on tbc potential economic benefits from the Helletonte site and will not weigh these benefits with 13/05.16 
the signiftcant decreases in land resources, air quality, waler qualilY, ecosystem quality and quality 
oflifc issucs. In addition too much emphasis is placed"n the lact thal TVA announced in 1994 that II 
Bellefonte would not be complclL'(1 asa nuclear plan! wiLbouta partner. However, ina general sense, 14/05.16 
my client linds Lbe EIS is wuc:fully inadequatdbr all proposed sites. The DOE sloughs off the 
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north Alabama to trust the DOE that tritium is needed. but that the figures to suppon that are 14(conl'd ~ 
difficult issues raised by tritium production at Bellefonte. To ask the citizens of Jackson County and II 

" classified does not satisfY the opcn process of NEPA. It is also irresponsible to state that an II ~. 
explosion of the Bellefonte facility is outside of the scope of this tiS. Chemobyl is a mere decade 15/15.0 '" 
behind Us; residents around such facilities need to be infomled of the results of such an explosion. § 
While moral and ethical consideratious may be beyond the scope oftbe DOE's analysis, issues such I §: 
as life and death, healthy and unh~althy lives, and safe and unsafe water are not beyond the scope. 
The facts as DOE presents them are that there will be increase in the quantity of radio nuclides to be 16/14.0 ~ 
released if and/or whcn an accident occurred; the tritium content in the liquid effluent will likely !i 
inLTt"'-o;e; there will he a likdy increase: in the genemli<Jn "now-level nidillaclive wa,te, which muslil 
be stored somewbcrl.' with plans to store on-site; and there is a significant change in potential risks 17/16.01 
from proposed tritium production. Thc EIScompletcly fails 10 list and examine mitigation measures 111126(COnl 
I"l these increased risks to (he surrounding citizenry. 5(cont'd) 

Besides learning how to make uitium and enjoying the excellent models and drawings. the II 
EIS glosscsovcrthc c.ll\'iroruncmal issucs and di,mi"es the significanl imp" .. <:Is Ihis proposed projecl 18( cont' 
will have on the surrounding ecosystem, humans and aiL Al a minimum. nOE musl be requin:d tIl 
do the E1S over again after the testing is completed in the sprillg of 19'19. This EIS is too early. 
Until the post-irradiation examination and studies are c{)mplered by DOE, no solid and specific 
inlimnalion can he. pmvidt:d. Aller March .,r 1997, the nOE will bt: ohle t.n provide .-pecific 
information, in'tead of general "'Jmli""". Thi. proposed action wi·1I h,,,'e a.ignificant impact on the I 
environment around the Belletonte facility. To posit there will be nO significant adverse impacl , 
when 3 kilograms oflritium is nil! through a {acilit} Ih"tis idloo "ml L.Hppil1,1l noradiuaclivily waves 18(cont 
in addition to the ereatit1n oflow-Iewl radioaclive wa~l" (>n sile is the heighl nfludicwusno:ss. Wild II 
Alabama requests the VOE to delay reissuing another Draft EIS until such time as complete test:; 4( coni' 
have been run on the TPBARs currently at Watts Bar L 

Please make these commenl~ part of the record. Thank you for your consideration. 
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sincereIY'~ 
&;~., ~ 
Leig~:~; ie 

Attorney for WI d Alabama 



Commentor No. 117: Joanne MacNultv Commentor No. 118: Monica Blanton

Comments Received via "800" Number Comments Received via "800" Number

I~itq; -- - -~______

Name; joutniw .N.

Addrt"- PO Rim M4,
________Pwt~r, (:0 8 142A

r hoadt V! 1470m ¶27-M'

LCommtnIt 0.

Cnmawni:

I amn rponalirN ta toe mlo~il of uteaativi Iritium for war ii a conrn~ercial reactor
oa 2 or J, I.atts 4r, SnqwatL anin Bellefco". 0~ It*~ t!uqJi. where I us.ed to1010
tree. I caral tell you ebarorgt enougli Ywhlar a crayy Us~e Manyi Of S ut h~ere, thi;ik 11L0
ftla is. ffA to oteeliwi iI--al ard counierprocuz!ire In, hrl on ean Yot hav my

written cornmemqn Ioron ai w,1 of niwirths back out I urnderstnd thal the
cornmenl period ir about i,,p ts I wsmixl to gjo on record of asking you, plaosc
doan't do 'his thing- Thar~ you,

Date: Oct. 27, 199g
Name: Monica Blanton
Organization:
Address: 1629 Berkley Circle

Chattanooga, TN 37405
Phone #: (423) 756-8237
Fax 4:

Comment N:

Comment:

I'm calling in opposition to the production of tritium at Bellefonlc Nuclear Plant. 11/07.03
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Comments Received via "SOO" Number 

Addlrru: I PO RII,,:-:!f.~~- -.---
... .-:-::-:-;;:-_--7i PlJ(Ol!l, co 814::~~- .. ~. ____ •. ______________ _i 

'''bOM U: i I~:m ~2:-M~n· -
FuN: I 
!-:n----:-:-+---------------~" .. -. 
L.C<_om_m_~_n_' _/II:_~ _________ . __ ,=<.~ .. _ .. _ 

I am rrn;ponning t~ t. ... e fIOli{ll\ of CI~lItil1!i1 tritium fCf war ...... com~rcillt rcOldl:)r I 
012 at' :i, W",1t!; 8.ar. SnqooYillb. ;lnl1i Bell9fQt~. L'III-.e sulA!h. where t u!:Oed 10 
Ir«'~.1 c:a;l' lellyou .str~r>9tf enrugh wh.r. i1 cra~~. i:!I;I(Il m(lJ'l~' {)r VSllU~ hef~ '!ihi.'.k 1101.09 
!/'Ial '8. 1';(J110 ¢\,eri1l0/1 II~al and counlef1lroou::tr.-c til< Irtil' on P..OIrt.'l, You !\aye m.,· 
wr11tQ:n r:/lmII1~l ff{)ffi a cc<.(.I1.9 01: <11on1115 ~_ out I urders.t;:md Ih.r. Ihe 
ccrnmcnt !=Cried iI;. OIhlXll I,p ~ I w8~ 00 110 UI> rt!C(lCd' or asking }'Ou, pie .. !:/!' 
don'! do thi~ thing. ThariO: ]IOu. 
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Comments Received via "SOO" Number 

Date: Oct. 27, 199& I 

Name: MoniC<! Blanton .~ OrgllnUation: 
Address: 1629 Berkley Circle 

I f-=----
Chattanooga, TN .>1405 

Phone#: ... (423f756-8237 

I Fax#: 
Comrnent#: I 
Comment: 

I'm calling in opposition to the production of tritium at Ilellefontc Nuclear Plan1.111107.03 

~~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 



Commentor No. 119: Marita M. Hardestv Commentor No. 120: Eskel Lind

Comments Received via "800" Number

Oct. 27, 1998
Name: Marita M. Hardestv
Organization: I
Address: 1235 Lonesome Pine Road

'Kingston Springs. TN 37082
.. .. ...----- . .------

Phone #:
Fax #:

(61')) 9 -? bi6

Comment #:

Comments Received via "800" Number

iu Cra' CA 1)"
Phone V:

I amt a1 abrig -M thdailf of mc.Rhi Siar i almi, $auI Cr,;-,n Idsvntz l Cn~ i

~~~~~~~~~~~" Weae -aaf1ki onnr~ hih is ,Or ftb.ws. rt of clear ri~sc'ras1 aad
LW ffIftEk afaipati ul-C6 tc sealvrcaarsna =u r~rIihr -at~oi nftv;raopln. 4yit like..' the'

of Il- t ou ll To ~t ~h cztes cancei ad it i; it 'esi that Ch acA~E Eb~a
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Comment:

I'm calling in regards to the proposal that morc tritiutm be produced in civilian reactors. I
am against the making of more tritium. I understand that the United States is in violation/ 1/01.04
of treatics that have already been signed about nuclear proliferation and that tritium also
has a shelf life and it decays at about 5% per year. Right now we have in our stockpile I I,2/02.
enough tritium until the early years of 2000, the 21' century. It is not nceded. I am
hoping that the majority of voices in our democracy will tell you that they don't want it 3123.13
and that the money spent on this unnecessary situation should be spent towards bctter
causes. Thank you for your time. I
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Commenlor No. 119: Madia M. Hardesty 

Comments Received via "SOO" Number 

~--- OCI.27,1998 
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i 
Address: 1235 Lonesome Pine Road 

'Kingston Springs. 1N 37082 

! 
Phone#: 
Fa:>:#; 

(fi15l952-5865 

L::C~u:::m:::m=c=n::t:.:.#:..: _1-___________________ ... 

Comment: 

~ again;! the making of more tritium. I understand that the Un!ted States is in. violation 1101.04 
of treaties that have already heen signed ahout nuclear prollferallon and that tntlum also 

I'm callin~ in regards to the proposal that more tritium be produced in civilian reactors. II 

hus a shelf life ami il decuy:; al aboul5% per year. Right now we have in our stockpile 11110101 
enough tritium until the earJyyears of 2000, the 21 st century. It is nOt needed. I am I . 
hoping that the majority of voices in our democracy will tell you that they don't want it 3113.13 
and thallhe muney spenl un this unnecessary situation should be spent towards better 
causes. Thank you for your time. 

Commenlor No. 120: Eskel Lind 

Comments Received via "SOO" Number 
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Commentor No. 121: Joyce Rolce Commentor No. 122: Beverly Charles

Comments Received via "800" Number
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Comments Received via "800" Number
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Commentor No. 121: Jovce Rolce Commentor No. 122: Beverlv Charles 

Comments Received via "800" Number Comments Received via "800" Number 
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Commentor No. 123: Maggie Colgan Commentor No. 124: Alex A. Pulsipher

AddresslD: F - 48

First Name: MI: Last Name:

jR8gg-g [ Ic=olga

Organization:

Date Updated: r 1o12-5 7: 323- PM

Title:

Addresal): I' 50

First Name: MI: Last Name:

Paex F- izebiio
o~Mn~ztion ,

Date Updated: 10-27.98 12:04:35 PM

Title:

Address:

City:

State or Province: Postal Code: [ Country: USh

Work Phone: Fax Number: [

Email Address: IMACOLGAN7Qaotcom Home Phone: J

Address: 1816 Mrpleaurst pan apt #1

City: IKNOXV[LUE

State or Province: [TN Postal Code: J37F -

Work Phone: J Fax N be•. I

Email Address: IAPULSIpH@ICX.NET Home Phone:

Country: lUSA

I 11/0 7.02 NOW' S1/01.09 2/01.01
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Commentor No. 123: Maggie Colgan Commentor No. 124: Alex A. Pulsipher 

~ 
!2.. 
~ 
" Date Updated: 10126198 UeJO PM AddresslD: 

First Name: LasiName: TIU.: 

~. 

" 
'" '" MI: 

Date UpdalOd! 10127/98 12:94:3B PM AddresalD: 50 

Firse Name: MI: Last Name: Title: 

" §:. I {Colgan IMaggie lalex 

~ 
'"ti 

Organization: Organization: 

t) 

Q 
f(l 
t) 

Oi 

'" '" " 

Addre •• : [ 
CilJ: i-I-----------

State or Province: f 
Wolt; Phone: ,------ Fax Number: 

Counlty: IUSA Postal Code: 

Addros&: 1816 mapll!lhurst p;u1l. apt #1 

CilJ! IKNOXVILLE 

State or Province! [TN Postal Code: 137902' 

Won. Phone: Fax Number. I 
c.,unlty: JUSA 

~ ... Em.tI Address: lMACOLGAN7@30tcom Home Phone: Email Add ... " jAPULSIPH@ICX.NET Home Phone: 

So 
'" 2101.01 ~ 
~ 
Q 
0-

Notes: Slop thi! insanity!! No CLWR in Tennessee IT 1107.02 
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Commentor No. 125: William W. Howell

Commentor No. 126: Justin 1. Wilson

Addnust am: 1 5t

First Name: MI: Lost Name:

Jifluaiam r Ii7 el

Date Updated! 10127198 104333 PM

Title:

I

Organization; I

Address: 11007 Sto•evall Orive

City: INastville

State or Province: PTW posCods: f 3722 ' Country: lu
Work Phone: J6t5-29722 Fax Number: I'J.-38-F2503

Email Address: ]wwhswell~athlrrk.ner Home Phone: [615-269--432

Notes: [Having read the summary of the Final Programmatic, Environrmental Impac Statement

-or Stockpile Stewardship and Management. I am amazed that the poposal was aof
abandoned a long time ago. With the Cold War over and nuclear StObpdeS eing 1/02.01
reduced. where iS the justification for maintaining a stockpile? Mhy donl we
just dismantle the weapons as the components age and deteriorate? Idonl wont
myn tax dollars Squandered on thisabondoggle. 12/23.13

MV STATE OF TENNESSEE
DoN SuogQuST

October 27, 1998

Mr. Stephen M. Sohinki. Director
CLWR Project Office
L.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 44539
Washington, DC 20026-4539

Dear Mr. Sohinki:
As the Governor's Lead Contact for State of Tennessec National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) reviews, I am providing comments in response to the U.S. Department of Energy -
Draft Environimeolal Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium iii Commercial Light
Water Reactor, DOEIEIS - 0298D dated August 199". The attached comments from state
agencies represent the complete and official response of the State ofTenn-ensc tlhese comments
arc limited to the scope of study appropriate for the aforementinsed document. Please give these
comments your full consideration as well as all comments presented by concerned citizens at your
public meetingts

The State firrly supports the maintenance of our national security. The proposed actions appear
to further that goal without compromising the health and safety of Tennesnee citizens or the
protection of State resources.

The State makes the following comments:
I ) The Department of Energy (DOE) should consider a specification that commercial reactors

producing tritium be operated at a level appropriate for efficient power production, not a level
that maxinmizes tritium production. Since risk of enposure is greatest during fuel rod
replacement or transportation of spent nuclear fuel, this would minimize risks of'accidental
exposure. Operating the reactor at an inefficient level for power production increases the rate
of fuel consumption, thereby increasing both the sate at which fuel rods arc changed and the
amount ofspent nuclear fuel that must be transported and disposed. In addition. the EIS did
not evaluated the operation of Bellcfonte for maximum power efficiency as it did for Watts
Bar and Sequoyah- The DOE should provide this analysis if it intends to produce tritium at
Bellefonte.

2) The document should explain whether operational limits for a plant would be changed to
produce tritium and whether those changes might affect National Pollution Discharge
Elitination System (NPDES) permits under which that plant nosw operates

State Capitol. Nashvifle, 
T
ennaessee 37243-0001

Telephone No..1615 741-2001

1/14.06

2/14.15

3/11.02
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Commentor No. 125: Wil iam W. Howe 

A(Id"",slO: 51 Date Updated: 10121198 1 0"3:~ PM 

First Nama: Mt: uatNama: Title: 

IWiIliam rvv- IHowell 

Oog.nlzation: 

Add_s: 1 I 007 St"".woll OrNe 

CIty: INaShVille 

Slate 01 Province: I"'TN".,...---- Po ..... Code:p "::::1"'22"'0-:---- Country: IUSA 
161 5-291.2259 Fax Number: 1615-385-2503 

Email Addrns:JWWi.IOWE;ll@eirthlink.net Home Phone: jiil5-269-4532 

Notes: Hiving read the summ;uy of the Final Progranl1lliltic Environmental Impact Stiltement 
for !;tcdtpi~ Siewardshic and Management. I am amazed that the proposal was nOl 
abandoned ill long time ago. With the CQId War over and nuclear stQk.piles being 
reduced. whe~ is the justification for maintaining a stockpile? Why don' we 
just disma,.tle the weapons as the components age and deteriorate? I don' want 
my t~ cJoIIars $(juaooered on this booncloggle. 

111/02.01 
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Commentor No. 126: Justin P. Wilson 

STATE OF TENNESSEE 
DON SllNDQUI8T 

GovERNOR 

October 27. 1998 

Mr. Stephen M. Sohinki. Director 
CLWR Project Office 
U.S. Department of En orgy 
P.O. Box 44539 
Washin!,'1on, DC 20026-4539 

Dear Mr. Sohinki: 
As the Go.ernor's Lead Contact for State ofTen.esset National En.ironment.1 Policy Act 
(NEPA) reviews. I am providing comments in response to the U.S. Department of Energy
Draft EnvironmtDtallmpact StatrmeDt for the Produttlon or Tritium ill Commercial Light 
Water Reactor. DOElElS - 02880 dated Augu .. 1998. The .ttached comments from state 
agencies represent the complete and official response of the State ofTennC$CC. These commenlS 
arc limited to the scope of study appr~priatc for Ihe aforementioned document. Please give these 
c.omments your futl consideration as well as ail comments presented by concented citizens at your 
public meetings 

The State finnly supports the maintenance of our national security. The proposed actions appear 
to furt~er that goal without compromising the health and safety ofTennes.ee citizens or the 
protection of State resources. 

lb. State makes the following commentS: 
I) The Department ofEnefgy (DOE) should consider a specification that commercial reactors 

producing tritium be operated at a level appropriate for efficient power production. not a level 
that maximiles tritium production. Since risk of exposLlre is greatest during fuel rod 
replacement or transponation of spent nuclear fuel, this. v.'ould minimize nsks of accidental 
exposure. Operating the reactor at an inefficient level for power production increases the rate 
of fuel consumption, thereby increasing both the rate at which fuel rods arc changed and the 
amount of spent nuclear fuel that must be transported and disposed. In addition. the EIS did 
not evaluated the operation of Bellefonte for maximum power efficiency as it dId for Walls 
Bar and Sequoyah. The DOE should provide this an.lysis if it intends to produce tritium at 
Bellefonte. 

2) The document should explain whether operationallimi" for a plant would be changed to 
produce tritium and whether those change. might affect National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination Syslem (NPDES) permits under which that plant now operates 

State Capltot. NuhvWe, TOIlD ...... 37243-0001 
Telephone No .. (6 151 741·2001 
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Commentor No. 126: Justin P. Wilson (Cont'd) Commentor No. 127: Earl C. Leming

Mr. Stephen M- Sohinki
Page 2
October 27, 1998

3) The DOE should consider background and downstream monitoring ofthcsc facilities 11 4/11.03

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and will respond to additional opportunities in the
future. If you have any questions, please contact our staffpolicy analyst at 615/532-4968 (fax
615/532-0740).

'Sincerely,

Justin P. Wilson
Deputy Governor for Policy

STAT= OP TE"1SJSEE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONM'ENT AND CONSERVATION

DOE OVERSIGHT DIVISION
761 EMIORY VALLEY ROAD

OAK RIDGE. TENNESSEE 31,.Mo7072

October 5, 1998

LIS Department oflinergy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
Attr: Mr. Stephen Sohinki
PO Rox 44539
Washington. DC 20026-4539

Dear Mr. Sohirk,

U.S. Department of Energy - Draft Ensqronmental Impac SlatementIijr the

Production of Tritium in a Commercial lIght Water Reactor, DOEJELS-0288D

dated August 1998

The Tennessee Department of Envirotiment and Contsevation. DOE Oversight Division
(TDEC DOE-O) has reviewed the above Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The

subject EIS was reviewed in accordance with the requirements of the National Esnvironmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and associated implmcntin*, regulations 40 CFR 1500. 1508, and tO CFR
1021 as implemented.

The production of tiritium at Sequoyah andcor Watts Bar and/or Bellefonte nuclear plants as
described in the subject EIS does not appear to create a significant risk to the environment or

human health, provided tritium production is at a level that allows efficient power production.
Less efficient power production would result in additional spent nuclear fiuel (SNF) with
associated environmental and transportation risks. After review citehe subject document, the

Division offers the following comments for yuir consideration:

" The option of simultaneously burning mixed oxide (MOX) fuel and producing tritium in the

same reactor was not discussed in the EIS. The EIS should explain why this option was not

included,
" The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) does rot 1specifically require cost analyses,

however, due to extremely important and complex socioeconomic factors associated with

the tritium production project, the EIS should include a complete cost analyses

" If tritium is produced at levels that increase reactor fuel consumption, the EIS should
clarify who owns the additional SNF and who will pay for its eventual treatment, storage,
and disposal.

JPW/emsw

cc: Mr. Milton H. Hamilton. Jr., Commtissioner
NEPA coordination file/Mr. Dodd Galbreath
State NEPA Contacts
Mr James Chardos, Tennessee Valley Authority

1114.15

2104.04

3/23.16

4/17.08
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~ 
Commentor No. 126: Justin P. Wilson (Cont'd) 

Mr. Stephen M. Sohinki 
Page 2 
October 27. 1998 

3) l1!e DOE should consider background and dOllmstrcam monitoring of these facilities 114111.03 

We appreciate the oppoT1unity to commcnl and will respond to additional OppO!1unitics in the 
future. If you have any questions. please contact our staff policy analyst at 615/532-4968 (fax 
6151532-0740) 

C' ' 
\ \Sincerely. "',.~, U'1 ' .. 4 
\ " "~I / ./ 
\~j~ {.-) v I /'V;' _ .__.--.-. 

J~stin"· Wilson 1/--
lXputy Govemor for Policy 

JPW/emw 

cc: Mr. Milt"n H. Hamilton. Jr., Commissioner 
NEP A coordination file/Mr. Dodd Galbreath 
State NEPA Contacts 
Mr James Chardos, Tennessee Valley Authority 

Octuber 5, 1998 

Commentor No. 127: Earl C. Leming 

STATE OF TEHNf!SSEE 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION 

DOl! OVERSIGHT DIVISION 
n1 DlOA'f VAUEV ROAD 

OAK RIDQ~. 1EMU!SSE!! 3?I3O-7Gn 

us Department of Energy . 
Commercial Light Water Reactor I';oject Office 
Attn: Mr. Stepb"" Sohinki 
PO Rex 44539 
Wasbington. IX 20026-4539 

Dear Mr. SohinJ..i 

U.S. Dep.artment of Energy - Draft Em'rollmenla/ Impact Statement JilT the 
Production of Tritium in a Commercial Ught Water Reacwr, DOElLlS-0288D 
dated August 1998 

The Tennessee Department ofUI\·;rollment and Conservation. DOE Oversight Division 
(TDEC DOl:'-O) has rcviev.'ed the above Drali Environmental Impact Statement (E1S). Tbe 
subject £IS was reviewed in accordance with the requirements of the t'ationaJ F.n"lronmental 
Policy Act (NEPAl.illd a$Social • ..! iml'lcmenting regulations 40 CFR I SOO. 1508, and 10 CPR 
1021 as implemented. 

The production of tritium al Sequeyah and/or Walts Rar andior Bellefome nuclear plants as 
described in the :lUbjcct EIS docs not appear to create a significant risk to tbe en,ironment or 
human health, pro>ided tritium production is at a level that allows efficient power production. 
Less efficient power production would result in additional spent nuclear fuel (SNF) wilh 
associated cnvirurunentaJ and transpoJtalton risk;. After review of the subject document, the 
Division offers the following comments fur yuur consideration: 

• The option of simultaneously burning mixed oxide (MOX) fuel and producing tritium in the 
same reactor was not discussed in the as. The EIS should explain why this option was not 
included. 

• The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) does 110t ~pecifically require cost analyses, 
bowe ... er. due to extremely important and complex socioeconomic factors associated with 
the tritium production project, the EI S should include a complete cost analyses 

• If tritium is produced at levels that increa;e reacror fuel consumption, the EIS should 
clarifY who own.. tbe additional SNF and wbo will pay fOI its eventual treatment, storage, 
and disposal. 

1114.15 

112104.04 

113123.16 

11 4/1 7.08 



Commentor No. 127: Earl C. Leming (Cont'd) Commentor No. 128: Joelle Key

The following request was made in the State's comments on the Notice of Intent (letter from
J.P. Wilson to S.M. Sohinki dated March 6, 1998, with attached letter from E.C. Leming to
S.M_ Sohinki dated March 6. 1998). We again request that following data be provided to this
office for review.

"Environmental Impacts and Safety
Provide to the State and interested stakeholders the TVA sampling data from the primary
coolant at the Watts Bar Pilot Project (both before) and during actual production oftritium.
Send the data as it becomes available- Measurements of H-3 in particular should be provided.
Since the tritium-producing burnable absorber rods (TPBARs) contain different materials than
standard .M.Rs, other relevant neutron activation products should be included in the data.
Supply enough reference data to facilitate evaluation. Supply detection limits and bounding
statistics."

5/19.13

Sincerely

Earl C. Ltming
Director

STATE OF TENNEStSI 5
DEPART ENT OF ENVIONMENT AND CONSERVATION

Divisioh of Radiological Health
3rd Floor, L & C Annex

401 Church Streat
Nashville, TN 37243-1532

815-532-0399
INTERNE T: j ,u i,,um .ta .i.,

October 2s. 1q98

US. DeaWlment of Energy
Commerceaa! Wit Watoe Reactor Project Office
,Atn; *r. 81tephen Schvtd
P.O. Box 44539
Washigtm D.C. 20026-4539

Dear Mr Sohrki: -

Thank yout for the opportunity to revte the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Production fur
Trtium In a Contmercial Light Water Reactor. We have the following comments about this dommcant

1) The TPBARs being tested at Wats Bar win not be removed utntil 199. and yet the decrAon of whicn
technologyni goirgto bes••ed soing tobeamade by theand of1291 lai r11onablerernakettis 1/05.10
decision before concluding te tealt at Watts Bar? If this decrlon con be made without this ilorat on, ther
there was rno reason for te test to be run.

2) The production of •rtum ina reactor wig cause a significant increase in the arnourt of ititum in Se
coclant. The presentation of material in tMis report Imp•les thsat ve Increase in the quantity of tritium is not
signiflcant. Section 5 compares tihe amount of trilum released annuitly under normal operationsand the
amoont predicted with trittum boeg producLed. Oin page 5-5 the comparison Is made aor gaseous emissions.
In this examptle. is stated that under normal conditions 6.B Ci of tntum is released annually. WIth 1.000
TPBARS in Ste reactor. a release of 1,655.6 Ci ofthitum l predicted Tihe footnote states thait 1,550 Cl of 2/14.16
Stmis c orn the unlikely condion that 2 of the TPBARa fail Even If none of the TPBAR, fai, 1.550 Cl
from.1,656. Qi leaves 100 mom Cl released when lifturn is being produc.ed. Thir is almost 20 times as
much tritiam then Is currently iaeased fromt he commerciai reactor. Thea earns cmomprisons can be made
for liaulo effluenits on page 5•. with the inrerase being threefold. The dose assessment for these releases
does allow that they sm wet within federal guidelines. but ite It•rease in the amount of tritium being
release is significant should not be treated as If it is Wisgnifcant.

Sincerely.

Joslle Key
Healsth Physicist

tNZ
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Commentor No. 127: Earl C. Leming (Cont'd) 

The following reque!ll was made in the State's comment. on the Notice of Intent (letter from 
J.P. Wilson to S.M. Sohinki dated March 6. 1998, with aU.ached letter from E.C. Leming to 
S.M. Sohinkj dated March 6. 1998). We again request that following data be provided (0 this 
office for review. 

"Enyi ron men tal Impacts Ilnd Safety 
Provide to the Stale and interested stakeholders the TVA sampling data from the primary 
coolant at the Watts Bar Pilot Project (both before) and duritlg actual production of tritium. 
Send the data as it becomes available. Measurements of H·3 in particular should be provided. 
Since the tritium-producing burnable absorber rods (TPBARs) contain different materials than 
standard BARs, other relevant neutron activation products should be included in the data. 
Supply enough reference data to facilitate evaluation. Supply detection limits and bounding 
statistics ... 

Sincerely 

5/19./3 

Commentor No. 128: Joelle Kev 

SlAT!: OF TENNESSEE 
D£PARTII2NT Of ENVlRONIlllIOO" AND CONSERVA nON 

Oivieioh of Radioloijical Health 

O~r2S.1g98 

US. OepatImeni 01 Energy 

. 3rd Roor. L & C Annex 
401 Church Slreet 

Naahville, iN 37243-1532 
815-632.()J99 

INTERNET: jlcoya_._ ....... 

Co"""""";';! Ught water RMClar I'ro)8Cl OffIce 
Attn: Mr. Stepnen Sehonki 
P.O. 60>.44539 
W&shington, D.C. 20026-4!>]g 

Dear Mr. So~inki: 

TIlan'< you for 11\8 opportunitY to re.l ...... the Drill! Environmemallmpael SlBt8ment for the ProductIon fOr 
Tntiolm In " Ccmmerciallight Water Reactor. We~.ave Ihe following <:emmanlll about !~is document 

technology ia going to be .used i. going to be made by theend 01 laSS Is ~ raaaonabie !O 'Tilke this 1/05.10 
') The TP8ARs being Ies1ed ut WaUll Bar win nol b8 removed untillS99. ana yet the d\!Clilon oIwh;oo II 
dec<5icn l)erc~ conclIKjing lIle 1II1t at Watl$ Bar? If this deeR;iQn ce" be made wilhOlJtthilllr1fQrmaticn, then 
lIIara WSB ".0 r_ .for tile rest to 1>11 run. 

2) The produc\Ion oIlriIium in a reaaor will C8t1$e a significant increase In \he amount ef IfIllU", in the 
coolant. The presentation Of' materi8J in tit'" repon Implies that lI1e increase in the quantity of!rlllum la not 
";~i"canl Section 5 comparoo tile amount of trIlum relea...,cj lII1<Iu~1Iy "nder normal operatIona lmd th.a 
'amount predicted wl1l1 tritium bein9 produc:a4. On page 5·5 lite compenson "made for gaseous emissions. 
In this example. Ii 16 slatea Ihat under normal oonditJoMa 6.8 Ci oItril:um is. re_ ",,"ually. WIIn 1.000 
TPBARs in the reaetor. a relellSll of 1.655.6 CI of trilium is pradiClGd The footnota states that 1.550 CI of 2/14.16 
!his comes from the unlikely condition lIIat2 Of'the TPBARa flIJl Even ~nQne oItlis TPBAR6 fail 1.550 C, 
frem.l,eSS.S Cf leaves tOO me,. Cl reJaased wflen tI1tium is belrlg prodUced. Thl$is almest 20 times as 
much tritium titsn is currenVy released from 1I1e cornmelCiai reactDr. The same compar1&ons can be made 
fOr liQulO eflluet1ts on pay .. 5~, with me in",eaa" being t!Veetold. The dose aSSMS/IIent fOr Ihe3e laleeaas 
does .~ow !hI,t they are well within federallluidelines. but 1/16 Incresse in tI1e amount of trilium being 
rel&a"'; is .igni~ should not be !Nlllted lIS If ~ is inalgnifoamt. 

Sincerely. 

~;2;-
JQQllel<sy 6 
Health PhyslciBI 

~~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
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Commentor No. 129: Robert L. Foster, Jr. Commentor No. 130: Christopher E Turner

STATE OF TENhN!,8EE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVMRONMENT AND CONSERVATION

WATER SIUPPLY

401 142 d9

.Ocit:her 26, 1998

7j. S. Department of Energy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
Attn" Mr. Stephen Sohinki
P. 0. Box 44929
Washlington., D. C. 20026-4539

Re: U. a. Departiant of Energy, - Draft Zuvirinmental Impact statement

for the Prodictio. of Tritium in a Comaeroil Light Water Reactor,
Doc/91s-02680 dated August 1998

Dear mr- Sobinkit

The Tennegsee. Departmer.t of EnvirorJaent and Conservation, DiirsiOn of
Water Supply has reviewed the draft eavitronmental impact statement
(EiS). The Dmvision of Water Supply cifers t•he followir.g comments for

your consideration;

The proposed. mrpact statement could be etre•gthened by requiring
TVA, DOE and DOD to fund background a"d downstream rritiunm

monitoO•iD at, public water system intakes that could potentially be

impacotu. by the production of tritium. Semple Containers should
also be prepositioned for use in case of an accidental release of
tritium by nuclear plants. The data generated by the mor.-toring
should routinely be made availoble to the state and to the water
systems for inclusion in consumer confidence reports along with a
simaple explanation anticipated health effects of the ingestion of
tritium at the c=ncentrationa found in water at the intake.

AddresslD; F - 53

First Name: M1: Last Name:

F• IFo.-

nate Updated: 10128/55:19-49PM

Tite!

Organization:

Address: 13056 8owi•ng Green Or.

City: ria Creer

State or Province: IAPostal Code;:ZFF

Work Phone: r - F"a Numnber -:
Country: jUSA

Email Address: jcapeae8aol.wm Homes Phone: F(925t937-6-a

Notes: just wished to express my thanks to all the members of the CLWR project for doing suct important work in
the development of titium production-many more feel the semne way I do. Thanks 1/0 7.02

1/11.03

Thank y;u for the oppor0unity to comment.

Sincerely.

Robert L, Fostex,J
Deputy Director

.RL/rlf

~r------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
I 
'0 
0.. 

Commentor No. 129: Robert L. Foster, Jr. 

,OctQber 26, 1998 

U. s. Depal;U ... nt of Iiner9Y 
'c~rci4l Light ;later Reacto%' Proje'ct Offie:. 
J\r;~n' ' Nr., StephenSohilll<i 
P. 0'. Box 44539 
Washington, o. C. d0026-45J9 

Re: U. II. l)epa ... tioant of .... rgy - Draft zo"l...-oJPM"t.el llllptlCl1: Itat.UI8ftt 
fOr tile p.:o&'etio», 01' rr1ti"'" in a co_roial L.l.ght Wat ... a •• c:to .. , 

Poc/~lB-028eD 44t&d AugQat. 1'~8 

Dear Mr. Sobinlti, 

TIle Tenn.""ee nepartfller.t of E:1v1ror.llle!1t and Conservation. Divi"ion of 
\fater Supply' !las, reviewed the draft .... 'vl.ronmenta; i!llp<lcr. state_nt 
iEIS} . The Dlviaioon qf water supply cffers ,tile followi::g commentS f6r ' 
your cansid~racion; 

Th<l proposed. ;;mpact scatement could be atreI1gthened by requiring 
TVA. DOg· snd DOD t.o fun4 l)8ockg::ou."14 and dc_stream triti"m 
llIoru.tor1ng at' pulOlic .... "tu ,.yeteTT\ intakes thac cculd potentially be 
:i.IIIpIlctaci l>y' the production of tritiU1ll. Salllple CODtainar" should 
abo be prepodtionQd for "ee in caee of en accidental r .. lease of 
'tri.tium by' nuclear plancs. The ,4Ata genera1:ed by the I!IOn~torj,,,.g 
5hould routinely be mad .. 8vail~le to ell .. etate ana to' the Water 
systems fo~ ~"cluoion in cOnsumer confidence report,. along with a 
a1mple e:>epJ.llIlation anticipllced' health effects of ell .. ing""tion of 
.ritium a:t che ccmc .... trlltiorul 1:0=4 in water at the intake. 

Thank you for th," oppo~uni.t:y to "ommen!:. 

sincerely. 

ltY-/ /. ~I'~' 
Robart L, FaSlex, J~ 
Pepu:y Pirector 

·liL1'/rlf 

1111.03 

Commentor No. 130: Christopher E Turner 

Addre1;.IO; I. 53 Data Updated; l0J2B19a ~:19:4lI PM 

First Name: MI: Last Name: Title: 

Ofganlzation; 

Address: poso Sowing Green Or. 

City; (Walnut C ... k 

SIlIte or I'roYInce: ICA Postol Code; 194598. Country: [USA 

Work Phone: .------ Fax Number. I 
Email Address: Jcaped8@301.00m Home Phone: 1(925)937-6586 

Notes: I just wished to erpre~~ my thinks,lo al11he members ottne ClWR project for dOing such important work In 

Ins development 01 tritium productlOn.many mOle feel the same way I do. Ttlanl(s 111107.02 



Commentor No. 131: Judi Kazanas Commentor No. 132: Madeline Duckles

Women's International League for Peace and Freedom
Urdned Slaes Section

1213 Race SltM Philadelphia, PA 19107-1691
P15)563-7110 , (215)S3-5527(FAX)

The Deparmnt of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environwental Impact
Sa=eentrfor the Prodwrect of Tniwn mn a Commercial i ght Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide commnts ono this document and these inclode:

Sncdingpubiicernecingsandgiving your f axingyourcotunmextto L-800-631-0612
comments dircctly to DOE officials ° conmenting via the World Wide Web site:

* rctrtmig this commment f=ro to the httpJ/www.dp~oe.gov/dp-62
ngisstraion desk at the meeting calling toll-frtee and leaving your comments
rtuning this comment form or otehr worin= via voice mail, 1-800-332-O8MI
comments to the address no the back

5AZ FTu *.u'k . y ~ -1p

-17

Berkeley-Eat "ay rnch
P.O. Box 5576, BEsrklety 94705

"e 510-845-3737

October 26, 1198

DRAFT ENVIRON4ENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
for the

PRODUCTION OF TRITIUM IK A COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR

Using commercial reactors to produce tritium has serious envlronmental and
public health impacts. Tritlum is extraordinarily difficult to contain. .
Elevated tritium levels have already been found In the air end water around
reactor sites. Far from harmless, tritium contamination has been associated
with a variety of publid health problems including birth defects and carCees.

In December 1991 coolant contaminated with tritium leaked into the Savannah
River from a D.O.E. reactor. As a result, industrial and residential water
plants in Georgia end South Carolina were closed for an undetermined period.

We do not bel.ieve,these concErnd have been adequately addressed in the
subject E.1.s.

Womnen's International League for Peace and Freedoml is very concerned that
plans to produce nuclear weapons materials such as tritium in commercial
reactors will do irreparable damage to non-proliferation goals. Until
now the U.S. has maintained a clear distinction between weapons work and
commercial programs, and it has tried to persuade other nations to do the
same. Violating this long-standing policy would set a dangerous precedent
worldwide.

Since no country poses a credible military threat to the U.S. and the
Start II Treaty has been ratified by the U.S. Senate, there is no urgent
requirement for more tritium than can be obtained from the scheduled
dismantling of our nuclear weapons arsenal.

India and Pakistan have burst Into the international scene with their recent
nuclear tests and have thus joined the acknowledged nuclear powers (U.S.,
Great Britain. France, Russia and China). Israel is known to possess
nuclear weapons, and Iran is approaching nuclear capability.

Other countries possess neclear power plants. It would be irresponsible,
to say the least, for the U.S. to lead the way to using comnurcial reactors
for weapons purposes.

WCOEN'S INTERNATIONAL LEAGUE FOR PEACE AND FREEDOM.
BerkelpiiEast Bay Branch

Me sineu , Chair

1/07.03

1/14.04

2/08.02

3/01.04

I4/02.02
3(cont'd)

5/01.09
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Thankypun yroe un npat Ptlum umn adduland sheaft tfýre and a.tled thone Sto tb. fan,

Nuame: S54 iaek (optimal)I
Ongaunzation:
Address: -51a n i(,l.S
City: -2 XO--nn cn: -N Zip Code: d
Work phone: NJ Homephone. 44-3 
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Commentor No. 131: Judi Kazanas 

The Deparunent of En<JEY is inte=ted io your COtnmetl!l; on the Draft Environm<1II"llmpact 
Stalement for th< Prodwction ofT ritiwn in a Commercial Light Water RelUtor. 

There are sevenU ways to provide comments on this document and tbe<e incInd~: 

attending pDblic zneetin8s and giving your 
comments directly to DOE officials 
mU!lling this COlII!IIeIIt form to the 
n:gistn>tion desk a1 the meeting 
n:lW'Ding this comment form or ether wtitlen 
CODllD<nlS to !be addt= on the bal:k 

faxing yourcommeclS 10 l-300-631-<J612 
commenting vi. the World WIde Web site: 
http://www.dp.doe.gov/dp-62 
calling toU-free and leaving your comments 
vi. voice mail, 1-800-332-«01 

Comments: I +J\'( -s"'l'f0<1 ~ ~,-oLJ:." o~ 'h.~! "" ti'= .,:t 

3t (?>gl\lLbt< " ..... \;OOC ~@ '," {\;\\'tIc6!.l, l\! ... k""",,· sL.t,;« 

~~. ~::\Z ~i:JMJ ~:!i"~;i:f'~or:i~ ;::; 
MI' cl.;,L< ±. ;~c.L." 'f.-.f.\!..",", to'li'c90Ift'O+J l""fsif ,Q,,, 

~.:2 ~.:;..t~~: !:~\'"i:t;:;:~,;:~·~ ;:,niJ 
c"",~,-\-.\;\;!(, .... ~ Cs,~~ .. t -\ow '1,..,.t;±( '= '0\-'" I" \,/,\ t. .. c. ,'~ ..J. 

iZ, ~cJoL£,\,'t .+ 'N>~ .... i":,. <t~cs <e £', ", .. .\,,-t.l ~ .... -f""1 
k !'I."'_, ..-J("I SSc. -t:;:::::t;,f. ±. ge, .. ·UNr 0.£..,. Sow' 

Name: Tw', ~.:z."""-s (cprlOQal) 
Organjooon:,----: __ :r;-:-;_".--________________ _ 
Addtess: 5"1 ;'.0 \ """'" R; J::r- \U 
City: C'k-1:"""-o"'\l' State: -=:ll:!.- Zip Code: ...:3,,-,7.::1't!,-,,~ __ 
Worl< pbone: v Home pbooc:: 4..3 3rt-11J1 

Fu:~~--~----,,-~-----------------
E-Mail Address: 2,\<.e.",...,." e "" \ ..... '" 

/107.03 

Commentor No. 132: Madeline Duckles 

Women's International League for Peace and Freedom 
. United SlBtes Sac!Ion 

1213 Race SIreet. Philadelphia, PA 19107-1691 
(215) 663-71 10 • (215) 563-5527 (FAX) 

Berkeley-East Bay Brancl'l 
P. O. Box 5576, Berkeley 947~ 

510-845-3737 

DRAFT [NVIRON~ENTAl IMPACT STATEI(ENT 
for t~. 

October 26. 1998 

PRODUCTION OF TRITIU!I IN A COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR 

Using commerc1al reactors to produce tritium has serious environmental and 
public health impacts. Tr1tiuFD;S extraordinarily difficult to contain. 
Elevated tdtfurn levels have already been found in the afr and water around 
reactor sites. Far frorq ~ar1Qless. trititnl"l contamination has. been associated 
with. variety of publ1~ health pl'1lblems ineludin9 birth defect> and cancers, 

In December 1991 coohnt contaminated with tritium leaked into the Se.vannllh 
River from a O.O.L reactor:. As a result J industrial and residential 'Water 
ptal"lts in Georgia and South Carol1l"1a wer!! closed fol" an undetermined period. 

We do not believe. these concerns have been adequately addressed in the 
subject L [,5. . 

Women's International League for Peace and Fr-eedOlIl ;s very concerned that 
pl ans to produce nuclear weapons materials such as tritium in commercial 
reactors will do irreparable damage to non-proliferation go.ls, Until 
now the U.S. has maintained a clear distinction bet~een weapons work and 
COJil:Tlerc;al prog.rams, and 1t has tried to p~rsllade other nations to do the 
some. Violating this long'shnding polfcy ""'old set a dangerous precedent 
worldwide. 

Si ne@ no country poses a credible m11ftary threat to the U.S. and the 
Start II Treaty has been ratffied by the U.S. Senate. there ;s no urgent 
requirement for more tritium than can be obtained frona the scheduled 
dismalltl ing of our nuclear weapons arsenal. 

India and Pak1stan have burst into the 1nterna:ional scene with ttieir recent 
nuclea.r tests and have thus joined the acknowledged nuclear powers {U.S., 
Great Britain. France, Russla and Chin·a}. Israel;s known to possess 
nuclear weapons. and Iran 1S appro~chin9 nLiclear c~p~bility. 

Other countries possess nuclf!ar power plants. [t would be irresponsible, 
to say the 1east, for the U.S. to l@ad the way to using camnerc:ial reactors 
for· weapons purposes. 

~ciMEN'S INTERNATIONAL LEAGUE FOR PEACE AND FREEDOM. 
. B.rk.I~\E"'t ~ay B~.nch 

~~d' .~. ' .. ,11 i/o 
.. -t, ,.U--<.:~ 

a e ine uc es, Chair 

/1/4.04 

I V~02 
3101.04 

11 4102,02 

113(Cont'd) 

11 5101.09 
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Commentor No. 133: Mayor Glenda H. Hodges Commentor No. 134: Randy Horton

Q
43'6 .. t

P0. Box 94 * 26 Vensoss Street
Woodville, Alabama 35776

(205) 776-2860
Fax: (205) 776-2796

Oclober2, 19951 Comments Received via "800" Number

U.S. Departnicul of Energy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
A'TTN: Mr. Stephen Sohinki
P.O. Biox 44539
Washington, D).C. 20026-4539

Dear Mr. Sohiaki:

Address~

Phone ~
I*at *~
Cemmirni t1~

0"!ti In !,;"
1ý

145 ls,,j hill fs

In kebruary 1998. the Woodville 'own Council adopted a resolution in
support of the production of tritium at the Belifonte Nuleaar Plant, and our position
has not changed.

We believe that the production of trutium at Bellefonte poses no danger to the
public and wc feel confident that the plant can be operated in a completely safe

mariner.

Since the production of tritium by the Commercial Liglht Water Reactor
method can be accomplished as a by-product of production j•f lctricity, utilization
of the Bellefonte Plant seems to be the most feasible and logical choice to produce
the tritium needed for our national defense. North Alabama is proud of the
cuntributions mad, aud cusiaue to be made to oux nation's military programs.

Also, utilizal ion of the Hlciefoote Plant would provide an economic boost to
an economic depressed area of our state. Tlesreforc. for the ahove reasons, we
continue to offer our support.

Sincerely,

Ir .H odge%. /

Commens:

ftm cling ii suMor1 of the DOE picipc~xal c3 oen Ihe Geftdcirmc Nudnaw PL~nt, 1/07.03
Than'k yý^u ltC yomr suopon. I

1/07.03

Nr---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ , 
'0 
00 

Commentor No. 133: Mavor Glenda H. Hodges 

'~'n11890 

C.S. Dtp"rtnltul of Enl-rgy 

.r70aHV(r/UJ~ 
P.O. 110. 94 • 26 Vtll$OIl Sm., 

Woodynlt, Alobom. 35776 . 
(205) 776·2860 

Fu: (205) 776-2796 

October 2, 1m 

Commercial Light W .. ter RU~lo" Pro.iecI Office 
... TIN: Mr. Stephen Sobinki 
P.O. Box 44539 
Wftsbington, 1).(:. 20026-4539 

nrar Mr. Sollinki: 

In t"ebruary 1'l?8. the Wood"ille ... 0 .... COUDC.i1 adopted a resolutio .. in 
stlppon of the production of tritium Itt the Bdlfunle Nudr ... r l'lant, and our position 
h9~ 0'" changed. ' 

We bclieve that the prodllction of tritium at Bellefonte pn~ ... no danger to the 
pnbli" " .. d "'c r~r.I ~9nfidc:nt that the "lant can ~ operated in 1I cumplel..Jy .lIft 
fWloner .. 

Si .. ce the productiun of tritium by the Commercial Light Waler Reactor 
method can be accompli.bed as a by-product of produrlion of rl<:<:tricity, utilization 
of the Uellefonte Plant seems to be the ffiO.$t feuible aJ1d logical ~,hoitt to produce 
the tritium needed for our national defense. North Alab~ma ill pruud .,f lhe 
cuJltribuW.us Illude allJ1 ~ouli.uue to be made. to our IlittWn's military prograllls. 

Also, utilizal ion of (he H~lkfont~ Plant would provide an economic b{l{lst tu 
an ecunomic depressed area of our .iale.. Thcrt/ore. for the aho,'e reasou., we 
continue to offer our s .. pport. 

Sincerely, 

I w.erl /~' 
daR.Hodg~~ 

Commentor No. 134: Randy Horton 

Comments Received via "SOO" Number 

(;omm.o:nl: 

I'm C$lliflO '" 81i~ of the DOl! P!~JI:I5a1~:I o;ICf1 tho Bca~rJ:C Nuo/l1;lf !?l.;Int. II 1107. 03 
Th9f\k yo\) tcr )'oor wppot'!. . 

1107.03 



Commentor No. 135: Colleen Lancaster Commentor No. 136: Judith Cumbee

COMMENT FORM

The Depwtmem of Eoew is eleaxmd In ýýoamat~unui ft lI Dm# £rniwcuqutI Ihi.1
&g,r P,.Afikd, afTnm. i.. r.,wrýim Lqki Uhrfo

Th~ef Wt swital was'. 1D pto~id Coft~bzU um diux &aiuzzil uwl dicE inrfude

* twrri~ng public, mecirtV azil giving yma -un ~~~anu oi~C&~ OL
commesis dirtctdy to DOE otfzicids - WrfNMaeg via i %2IE vrt WIC6~
s furiumg~ di:h cufmmr Eý i., ftE WW~ft-4P 4oj-Vp-62

Fti~ desk at the matual caInog WU1.r6 &a It*vins V= mz cnr
* eaunka diii co0tgrl~ tofý Ud~ "iUrn Vi i xz =ail.
(,om-ii ti the ad-mm Cmaa m

Co,i, eueR 'A A t .--

-"44"

.. '-.-~~A-14 iLA.l . 4,

hLtu we

-A Im e4AA. L'

LJ-44iMAd&*1w V.mz ~ b~~L.

'4 ~ ~ cV

.,1122.01

~4

IW*1 -eFýk 4t. -a"g v?
*A,

~*( ~ ~ . ~, 3/08.02

~4 ~ ~ %-.-'-~ ~ ~.~*~st 6/01.04

-14 -. w '-- .4

1/01.09

I 2/04.01

I 1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 135: Colleen Lancaster 

\ 
) COMMENT FORM 

.' I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ __ __ _ _ 

~ ~a: of~ iJ 1li1etH1H lD) __ Ii oalb: Draft En~ ~ 
~fw'- Pmtludion nfTriw- a. a C-n:iaJ Iiek:t ~ It#i>4'_ 
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Commentor No. 136: Judith Cumbee 
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Commentor No. 136: Judith Cumbee (Cont'd)
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Commentor No. 136: Judith Cumbee (Cont'd)

A Resolution Opposing Production of Tritium at the Alabama Bellefonte Plant
By the Peace-Justice Human Rights Committe of Alabama New South Coalition

October2,1998

Whereas, the Department of Energy has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement on the production of tritium in the TVA reactor at the Alabama Bellefonte
plant;

7/01.09

8/01.10

9/02.02

Whereas, tritium, produced from uranium fission, is used for the trigger of nuclear
weapons and the United States has more than enough tritium to last until 2015 if there
are no more arms control treaties (and if there are, less will be needed); I 9(cont'd)

Whereas, making bomb material in a commercial reactor violates the Atomic Energy
Act which has always kept commercial and nuclear power separate for reasons of
safety, security, and nonproliferation; 6(cont'd)

Whereas, the current course of developing additional radioactive materials for weapons
use is in violation of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty; 1
Whereas, serious safety flaws shut down reactors at the Savannah River Plant which
produced plutonium and tritium,

Whereas, the Savannah River Site is heavily contaminated; carbon steel tanks holding
34 million gallons of radioactive liquid wastes developed leaks; "arsenic, mercury,
tritium and other poisons contaminate site's ground and surface water (Atlanta
Journal/Constitution 4/18/91);

Whereas, leakage of radioactive tritium and other poisons would cause severe
environmental contamination in Alabama, endangering human and other life systems,
even beyond the immediate site (in 1983 carcinogenic solvents were discovered under

the Savannah River Site in the deep Tuscaloosa aquifer, which flows into Alabama);

3(cont'd)

10/14.04

Therefore be it resolved that the Peace-Justice-Human Rights Committee of the
Alabama New South Coalition, which was founded on a platform that included 11/01.01
support for a Nuclear Weapons Freeze, generally opposes further production of tritium
and specifically opposes using the Bellefonte plant for such production, and II 12/07.03

Be it further resolved that this notice of opposition will be forwarded to Stephen
Sohinki, Director, CLWR Project Office, US Dept. of Energy, PO Box 44539, Washington
DC 20026-4539 [or faxed to 800 631 0612 or sent to httpi//www.dp.doe.gov/dp-62, all
to be marked: "CLWR EIS Commentsl and to newspapers in the Scottsboro, Fort Payne,
Huntsville, Anniston, and Birmingham areas.
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A Resolution Opposing Production of Tritium at the Alabama Bellefonte Plant 
By the Peace-Justice Human Rights Committe of Alabama New South Coalition 

October 2, 1998 

Whereas, the Department of Energy has prepared a Draft EnvirolUnental Impact 
Statement on the production of tritium in the TV A reactor at the Alabama Bellefonte 
plant; 

Whereas, tritium, produced from uranium fission, is used for the trigger of nuclear II 
weapons and the United States has more than enough tritium to last wltil2015 if there 9(cont'd) 
are no more arms control treaties (and if there are, less wiU be needed); 

Whereas, making bomb material in a commercial reactor violates the Atomic Energy ~ 
Act which has always kept commercial and nuclear power separate for reasons of 
safety, security, and nonproliferation; 

Whereas, the current course of developing additional radioactive materials for weapo 
use is in violation of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty; 

Whereas, serious safety flaws shut down reactors at the Savannah River Plant which 
produced plutonium and tritium, 

Whereas, the Savannah River Site is heavily contaminated; carbon stccl tanks holding 
34 million gallons of radioactive liquid wastes developed leaks; "arsenic, mercury, 
tritium and other poisons contaminate site's ground and surface water (Atlanta 
Journal/Constitution 4/18/91); 

6(cont'd) 

3(cont'd) 

Whereas, leakage of radioactive tritiwn and other poisons would cause severe 
envirorunental contamination in Alabama, endangering human and other life systems, 
even beyond the immediate site (in 1983 carcinogenic solvents were discovered under 
the Savannah River Site in the deep Tuscaloosa aquifer, which flows into Alabama); 

1/0114.04 

Therefore be it resolved that the Peace-justice-Human Rights Committee of the II 
Alabama New South Coalition, which was founded on a platform that included 11101. 01 
support for a Nuclear Weapons Freeze, generally opposes further production of tritium 
and specifically opposes using the Bellefonte plant for such production, and 11/2107.03 

Be it further resolved that this notice of opposition will be forwarded to Stephen 
Sohinki, Director, CLWR Project Office, US Dept. of Energy, PO Box 44539, Washington 
DC 20026-4539 [or faxed to 800 631 0612 or sent to http,/ /www.dp.doe.gov/dp-62,all 
to be marked: "CLWR EIS Comments) and to newspapers in the Scottsboro, Fort Payne, 
Huntsville, Anniston, and Birmingham areas. 
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A national alliance oforganizations warking to addres issues
of nuclear weapons production and -ate clean-up

October 27, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
Attn: Mr. Stephen Sohinki
PO Box 44539
Washington. DC 20026-4539

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (Draft
CLWR EIS)

Dear Mr. Sohinki:

These comments arc submitted by the Alliance for Nuclear Accountability
(ANA)- ANA is a national network of more than 30 organizations
working to address issues of nuclear weapons production and waste
cleanup. ANA groups have been directly affected by contamination
problems caused by past tritium production as well as effects of nuclear
weapons production.

ANA has two major concerns about the DEIS. First, ANA opposes any
renewed tritium production for nuclear weapons Thus, we oppose all of
the alternatives included in the DEIS - both producing tritium in civilian
reactors, which are the five "reasonable alternatives" discussed, and the
"no action" alternative of producing tritium in an accelerator. Second,
ANA believes that the DEIS is substantially deficient as a NEPA
document in its analysis of the environmental impacts, in addition to not
discussing all reasonable alternatives.

the source and that tritium "must be available" by 2007 if a linear accelerator is the
source.

Any valid DEIS must discuss real alternatives -- such as not having a new tritium
production source and maintaining a smaller nuclear arsenal, and complying with the
treaty obligations under Article VI of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty to step up the
U.S. commitment to progress on nuclear arms reduction.

Regarding environmental impacts, the DEIS does not discuss the history of
environmental and health problems around DOE tritium production facilities.
Environmental problems, leaks, and accidents that have occurred at other tritium
production sites are reasons that there are currently no US. tritium production plants for
nuclear weapons. The DEIS does not discuss how spending billions of dollars on tritium
production will divert funding from much-needed cleanup of the nuclear weapons
complex.

5(cont'd)

I1 6/01.04

I 1(cont'd)

I1 7/23.13

1/08.02

2/01.01

1 305.16

The discussion of environmental impacts in the DEIS is also flawed. The DEIS does not
fully describe that tritium-producing burnable absorber rods (TPBARs) is a new
technology, so there are great uncertainties in their use, including the actual leakage rate 8/19.09
(which could be much larger than the I curie per year estimate used on page C- 19) and
the environmental effects of handling, storing, and transporting them. The DEIS does not I
discuss the fact that there is no disposal site for spent fuel, so that the environmental 9/1 7.09
effects of tritium production could include centuries of on-site spent fuel storage at
commercial reactor site(s). I

The DEIS also does not adequately discuss environtmental justice issues. For example,
the DEIS does not fully describe and discuss the impacts on low-income and minority
populations living in close proximity (less than 15 miles) from some of the commercial
reactor sites. Environmental impacts are diluted by the DEIS's usage of a 50-mile radius, 10/13.08
when water and air contamination problems could be concentrated in areas in proximity
to reactor sites.

Thank you for your careful consideration of these comments.

Youlrs truly,

Susan Gordon
Director

S
S
55n

NO

S
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n

ANA requests that the DEIS be withdrawn and that no decision be made I t'
to select a new tritium production source for nuclear weapons. II2(contd

Regarding the "need" for tritium production, the DEIS does not
demonstrate that any tritium production source is actually needed, and
there has not been a valid and public debate about the size and existence of
the U.S. nuclear arsenal. The DEIS's own chart (Figure S-3) shows that to
maintain the START-Il Stockpile trtium is not needed until 2016. Under
any START-1l1 treaty, the need for tritium would be further delayed. The
DEIS itselfis contradictory as to the 'need." Section 1.3.3 states that
tritium "must be available" by 2005 it's conomrcial light water reactor is

4/02.01

1 5/02.02
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October 27, 1998 

u.s. Department of Energy 
Commercial Light Water Reactor Projw Office 
Attn: Mr. Stephen Sohinki 
PO Box 44539 
Washington, DC 20026-4539 

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmernallmpact Statement for 
the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (Draft 
CLWREIS) 

Dear Mr. Sohinki: 

These comments arc submitted by the Alliance for Nuclear A<;<;ountability 
(ANA). ANA is a national network of more than 30 organizations 
working to address issues of nuclear weapons production and waste 
cleanup. ANA groups have been directly affected by contamination 
problems caused by past tritium production as well as effects of nuclear 
weapons production. 

ANA has two major concerns about the DEIS. First, ANA opposes any 
renewed tritium production for nuclear weapons. Thus, we oppose all of 
the alternatives included in the DEIS - both producing tritium in civilian 
reactors, which are the five "reasonable alternativcs· discussed, and the 
"no action" alternative of producing tritium in an accelerator. Second, 
ANA believes that the DEIS is substantially deficient as a NEPA 
document in its analysis of the environmental impacts, in addition to not 
discussing .11 reasonable alternatives. 

ANA requests that the DEIS be withdrawn and that no decision be made 
10 select a new tritium production source for nuclear weapons. 

Regarding the "need" for tritium production, the DEIS does not 
demonstrate that any tritium productiCln saurce is actually needed. and 
there has nat heen a valid and public debate about the size and existence of 
the U.S. nuclear arsenal. The DEIS's own chart (Figure S-3) shows that to 
maintain the START -ll Stockpile tritium is nat needed until 2016. Under 
any ST ART -III treaty, the need for tritium would be funher delayed. The 
DEIS itself is contrddictory as to the 'need." Section 1.3.3 states that 
tritium "must be available' by 2005 if a cornmcrciallight water reactor is 
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Commentor No. 137: Susan Gordon (Cont'd) 

the source and that tritium 'must be available" by 2007 if a linear accelerator is the 
source. 

Ally valid DEIS must discuss real aLternatives "" such as not having a new tritium 
produaion source and maintaining a smaller nuclear arsenal, and complying witll the 
treaty obligations under Article VI of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty to step up the 
U. S. commitment to progress on nuclear arms reduction. 

Regarding environmental impacts, the DEIS does not discuss the history of 
environmental and health problems Mound DOE tritium production facilities. 
Environmental problems, leaks, and accidents that have occurred at other tritium 
production sites are reasons that there are currently no U.S. tritium production plants for 
nuclear weapons. The DEIS does not discuss how spending billions of dollars on tritium 
produaion will divert funding from much-needed cleanup of the nuclear weapons 
complex. 

The discmsion of environmental impacts in the OEIS is also flawed, The OEIS does not 
fully describe that tritium-producing burnable absorber rods (TPBARs) is a new 
technology, so there are great uncertainties in their use, including the actual leakage rate 
(which could be much larger than the 1 curie per year estimate used on page C-19) and 
the em'ironment.al effects of handling, storing, and transporting them. The DEIS does not 
discuss the fact that there is no disposal site faT spent fuel, so that the environmental 
effects of tritium production could include centuries of on-site spent fuel storage at 
commercial reactor site(s). 

The OElS also does nol adequately discuss environmental justice issues. For example, 
tbe DEIS does not fuUy des;;ribe and discuss the impacts on low-income and minority 
populations living in close proximity (less than 15 miles) from some oftbe commercial 
reactor sites. Environmental impacts are diluted by the m'.IS's usage ofa 50-mile radius, 
when water and air contamination problems could be concentrated in areas in proximity 
to reactor sites. 

Thank you for your careful consideration of these comments. 

;'04[$ truly, n 
~ VJYov-.. \<., 
Susan Gordon 
Direaor 
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IRON WORKERS o--UNION NO. 704
INTEFNATIONALAS$OCIATION OF OWN &'TL • AND REINFORCING RON WORKERS

2716 BELLE ARBOR AVENUE CKATTANOOGA. TENNESSEE 37408

MELVIN L. BREWER 4231Il

October 28, 1998

Mr. Bill Richardson
U.S. Department of Energy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
PO Box 44539
Washington, DC 20026-4539

Dear Mr. Richardson:

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you on behalf of
our entire membership for your visit and reception at Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant regarding the Tritium Project under consideration
at the site.

Our membership believes that tritium production is essential for
the defense of this great nation we live in. But as I mentioned
in our brief conversation, that as builders by profession, this
plant still remains as "unfinished business" to a large
percentage of nur membership who has worked there at one time or
another. I myself started a career as an Iron Worker over 20
years ago at Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, as we all have grown and 1107.03
progressed over the years this plant continues to remain Idle.

Again on behalf of our membership, we urge you to select this
site so our blood, sweat and tears that we as builders put in
this project will not be for nothing.

Yours truly - I,-7

Robert E. A'ge sbach
Assistant Business Manager
Iron Workers Local Union 704

REE:cjc
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October 28. 199B 

Mr. Bill Richardson 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Commercial Light Water Reactor 
PO Box 44539 
Washington, DC 20026-4539 

Dear Mr. Richardson: 

Project Office 

NO. 704 
REINFORCING IRON WORIIERS 

CHATTANOOGA, TENNESSEE 31_ 

I would like to take this opportunity to tnank you on behalf of 
our entire membership for your visit and reception at Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant regarding th~ Tritium Project under consideration 
at the site. 

Our membership believes that tritium production is essential for 
the defense of this great nation we live in. But as I mentioned 
in Our brief conversation, that as builders by profession, this 
plant still remains as wunfinished business" to a large 
percentage of our memb@rship who bas worked there at one time or 
another. I myself started a career as an Iron Worker over 20 
years ago at Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, as we all have grown and 
prngressed over the yaars this plant continues to remain i~le. 

Again on behalf of our membership, we urge you to select this 
site so our blood, sweat and tears that we as builders put in 
this project will not be for nothing. 

:::::":"'~~~ 
Assistant Business Manager 
Iran Workers Local Union 704 
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United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL POUCY AND COMPLIANCE
Richald B. R1mil Fedwdl Budldill

is 8pW aftme. 8.W.

September 29, 1998

ER-98/546

U.S. Department of Energy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
Attentions Mr. Stephen Sohinki
P.O. Box 44539
Washinrton, D.C. 20026

Rag DEIS for the Production of Tritium in a commercial Light
Water Reactor

Dear Mr. Sohinki:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the referenced Draft
Envirormental Impact Statement (DEIS) and offers the following
comments.

The DEIS discusses the impacts associated with the production of
tritium in existing Commercial Light Water Rectors owned by the
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). The installations being
considered are the Watts Bar Unit 1, in Rhea County, TI; esquoyab
Units I and 2, Hamilton County, TM; and Bellefonte Units I and 2,
Jackson County, AL. The proposed tritium production will not
involve new construction or significant increases in tritium
discharges beyond those already permitted in the Tennessee River.
The Fish and Wildlife Service previously provided a current list of
federally threatened and endangered species which occur in the
area. The DEIS incorporated consideration of impacts to those
apaciea "trAd crnc:.udtd the op-rstion would not adversely 41._eiat
those species. The Fish and Wildlife Service does not anticipate
adverse effects to listed species from the proposal. TVA is
committed to an extensive environmental monitoring program which
would be conducted during operations. ShouLd the monitoring
indicate an adverse impact on listed species, WTA would immediately
initiate consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service regarding
those impacts.

Please contact me at 404-331-4524 if you should have any questions.

Sincerely,

1/14.06

/
/ James H. Lee

/ Regional Environmental Officert;-> .... 
c:;:, 
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i1 is :I. sa(e '.l5(! (lr the WI!l. I, .... auld he: " ~)"HI 1'111.1 Ii:r Ih", a:lIf1<tmy ;tml il mll.\';' 
,x'JRfJmiC' ~115\! IQ U~ cl:.al facility inSlr.ld of build III I:! i"l0 l;ulII >J.l:U'!<!h, 'nr hmr;lil" f,,, 
(lo; .Jvr.on;u,; Arn.;:ricm t.aX1'JYf't Ut eoonnous 111.1 .. nee IlGJiIl. l (ully ""1!lHlIl th" ,n" ,,4' 
t'.ttN ra.:ility" TIlank rm1j 

11/107.04 

12/J3I3 
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Commentor No. 142: James H. Lee 

United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY AND COMPLIANCE BIcbud B. _1'_ BulldIq 

78 Bpi'Iq 8-. BoW. 
Ad_G-.la_ 

September 29, 1998 

u.s. Dapart_nt of Energy 
CGmDeraial Light water Reactor Project Office 
Attention I Mr. Stephen Sohinlti 
P.O. Box 44539 
WashinQton, D.C. 20026 

UI OEIS for the Production of 'l'I'itium in a COlDlllercial Light 
Water Reactor 

Dear Itt. Sohinkll 

The Departaant of the Interior has reviewed the referenced Draft 
Environmental Impact Stat8l1l4lnt (DEIS) and offers the fol'lowll\9 
COJIIIIIenta. 

The OBIS discusses the impacte associated with the production of 
tritium in existing Commercial Light Water Rectors owned by the 
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). '!'be installations being 
considered are the watts Bar onit 1, in Rhea County, TN; Seq1loyah 
onits I and 2, Hamilton County, TIl: and Bellefonte unite I and 2, 
Jackson County,~. The proposed tritiWII production ,will not 
involve new construction or significant increases in tritium 
discharges beyond those already permitted in the Tennessee River. 
The Fish and Wildlife Service previously provided a current list of 
federally threataned and endangered epecies which occur in the 
area. The DEIS incorporated consideration of impacte. to those 
.. peel ... ·uo.d c.:lnclud~ the op=atioa would _I: adyer ... ll' 1."!"I~ 
those species. 'l'he Fish and Wildlife Service doee not anticipate 
adverse affecte to listed species from the proposal. 'l'VA is 
committed to an extensive environmental monitoring program whiCh 
would be conducted during operations. Should the _nitodl\9 
indicate an adverse impact on listed species, TVA vould illmed.iately 
initiate conaultation with the Fish and wildlife service reqarding 
those impacte. 

Please contact me at 404-331-4524 if you should have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

'1-',.,,-,. 
/
/' 

James B. Lee 
/ Regional Environmental Officer 

1114.06 

~L_ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ~ 



Commentor No. 143: Heinz J. Mueller Commentor No. 143: Heinz J. Mueller (Cont'd)

g" • " UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCYREGION 4
ATLAN~TA FEDERAL. CENTER

61 FORSYTH STREET
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303490

October 27. 1998

4EAD/dcrn

Mr. Stephen Sohinki
U.S. Department of Energy
Commerciai Light Water Reactor Project Office
P.O. Box 44539
Washington, D.C. 2006-4539

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DOEfEIS-0288D) for the
Production of Tritium in a Commnecial Light Water Reactor

Dear Mr. Sohinki:.

We reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) in accordance
with Section 102(2XC) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act. The proposed action is to obtain irradiation services from one ot more
Commercial Light Water Reactors (CLWRs) to provide tritim in sufficient quantities to support
the n3tion's nuclear weapons stockpile requirements.

The proposed action includes fabricating trhium-producing burnable absorber rods
(TPBARs) at a commescial facility; irradiation of the ITPBARs at one or more of five o.perating or
partially constrncted TVA nuclear reactors; the possible completion of TVA's nuclear tear.etrs;
transportation of non-irradiated TPBARs from the fabrication facility to the ractor sites,
irradiating TPBARs in the reactors and transporting irradiated materials from the reactors to a
tritium extraction facility that DOE would establish at the Savannah River Site in South Carolina;
and management of spent nuclear fuel and low-level radioactive waste. Overall, the DE1S is
compruchensive and detailed. The Sarnmary document provides a concise synopsis. Our
comments on the DEIS are attached.

EPA has environmental concerns about the project; in particular, the Final EIS should

provide romr detailed information about the comparative costs of tire tritiusm production
alternatives, processes, and potential cnvironmental impacts.

Thank you for the opportunity to review thit DEIS. Based os our renw, we rase the
DLIS "EC-2'. that is, we have environmental concerns about the project, and snore information is
needed to fully ases the •im•ctS. If you have queations. please conitact Ramona McConucy of
my Staff at (404) 562-9615.

Sincerely,

Heinz J. Mueller. Chief
Ofrice of Environmicntal Assessment

Attachment

I 1/23.16

lnlarnAda (URQ- IUOLS. P4;
P.yR wd0 -..nft V"lta, 02 8.c -~o,~,dwn~,,.n P - ),~h

4EADIrlan 

Commentor No. 143: Heinz J. Mueller 

UNllEO STAlES ENVIRONMENTAL PROlECllON AGENCY 
REGION. 

ATlANTA FEDERAl CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

AT!.ANT A, GEiORGlA 30303-8_ 

October 27. J998 

Mr. Stephen Sohinki 
U.S. DepaJtment of Energy 
Commercial Light W31er Reactor Project Office 
P.O. Box 44539 . 
Washington.D.C. 2006-4539 

S\jBJECT: Draft EnviroDmental Impac[ Statement (DOEIEIS"()288D) for the 
Production of Tritium in a CommftTcioi Ught !Vater R.eactor 

Dcar Mr. Sobinki: 

We reviewed Ibe subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS) in accorda.ace 
wilb Section 102(2)(C) oflbe National EnvironmeoralPoliey Ad (NEPAl and Section 309 orlbe 
Clean Air Act. The proposed action is to obtain inadiation services from ODC or mOrc 
Corronercial Light Water Rectors (CLWRs) to provide tritium in sufficient quantiti~s [0 support 
the oolioo's nuclear weapons stockpile requirements. 

The proposed action includes fabricating tritium-producing burnable. absorber rods 
(fPBARsJ at a commccial facility; irradiation of the TPBARs at ODe or IIJOte of-five "Petllting or 
partially coOSlTllCted TVA nude ... reactors; the possible comPletion ofTY A's 'Duclear reactors; 
trnnsportation of non-irradiated TPBARs from the fabrication facility to the n:actcf sites. 
in'adiaUng TPBARs io the reactors and lran.porting irradiated materials from the reactors to a 
bitium extraction facility that DOE would establish 31 the Savannah River Site in South Carolina; 
and maoagement of spent nuclear fuel and low-level radinactive waste. Overall, the DElS is 
compr::hcn.ive and detailed. The Summary document provides a concise synopsis. Our 
comments on tbe DElS are a"ached. 

EP A has environmental cooeerns aboulthe project; in panicular. the Final E!S should II 
provide more detailed information about the comparative costs of the tritium production 1123.16 
aJtc:mlltives, processes, and poteatia! environmental impacts. 

lrdolJWl14ck1nln (URU ~ ~:J/vNIW.spILVO'Y 
R-,.c4eG'A_yo:laJ»Mo.P.Ino"'IMIIIV.~Q;I~IrAOCl~Pflt'JCt(Mlnlm&lm~%r~_J 

Commentor No. 143: Heinz J. Mueller (Cont'd) 

Thao.k YOII fhrth. opport\lJ)ity.c fC"iow Ihie DtIS. HaJed OD 011.1 rev""". we rate tbe 
DlJS "EC-2 ", that is. we have environmental concem~ aboat tbe project. and more informatIon IS 
n.eded 10 1'ctly _es& the Impacts. If you have q~e"IOIls. pleuc COlI~.ct Ramooa McConney of 
my staff at (404) 562-961S .. 

lieinz J. Mueller. Cbief 
Office of Enviroruru:otal Assessmenl 

Aaa~hmeQt 



Commentor No. 143: Heinz J. Mueller (Cont'd) Commentor No. 143: Heinz J. Mueller (Cont'd)

Co n for
Dwaft Envirocuota. Impact Statemsmt (DEIS) for the

Productiu ufhTllfri In a Cor•remial Light Water Reactor

1 t1)1 hould be explcit concerning rtho ost, a-sociated with sritiu production at eah TVA plant
considered. Pleats provide a rsMrqariscr. oleoogieeriptsg rcquhrements and costs associated with using 1(contd)

xstiatng tcoalvi vs-. use ofra n"w reactor

2. The completion of Belle/onts Nuolear Plant(s) should be a separate EIS. Unless solely used for I
utitium production, this BIS should ort -uffice g A Aibal one for the completion and commocialI 2/05.06
operation of the Belletfonte plant(s).

J,. Data from the fiDal report fom the lest phase currently onge~ing at Wat Bar should be roviewed
and analyed before a MlElS tscosrspleted for tssctUNKprqect.Uncstaietie srelated obw-up, 3/05.10
reactor physics, and other factors should be mnre adequately assessed by DOE at that time I IP.&-12. Isi PsAtffaqbý The text does no, tto into wn dotad about the diffmeaces bt•'ween, using

4- Will the ernisions from (be tristieu produced be coverad under t. Clean Air Asm - TPBARs instead of burnable poison rds. Is this discussed elsewhere? If so. it should be referenced 9/19.11

NE SHAP-Rldicud~idcs 110 •C 61, subpart H]7 Although a minor contrinbutr to uhe air emissions 4/11.05 here If e•t, please provide more delail.
from a Nuclear Plant, accvstebs thri itiusi, is owned by DOE.

P1-12 Sff.tI Please provide the report that discusses the lfndings or lessons leamned frmn the 3(cont 'd)Ltad Test Assembly dzosustrntion. When will fl- poct-izmdiatson exam b condscurd?

r 1-2- Sec 1.1-2i States the 'Liuaj pruduced %ould be chemi•ally bound to the "getter" sod
extracted onry aser heating to a ighb •nport. Is therc =n release potential of any forn of tritium 5/19.10
such as elemental or tritium oxide, htat contributes to ths 02 inern/yr for 1O00 T for
example?Iethc only sritiuwadded to wsste and releases rclated tothb•encearprocese it.sWrs I

E S4t bullt States that she rtisusin prodac.ion "would not be ipwxtecd to aff;ct tbh radlologincatI
condition ofthe reactor,.." Wil the r=suts of the ta tlst at Watls Bar provide the adequate evidence 1 3(cont'd)
requird to bercr predict whin will happen In L

1
e core, die reactor life. etc.? What will be the e.lect I I

om the renctor phybies itself? How different fron using the rogulds " b ,moble absorber rods? 124.15
P.i-AP- ee.S.2.7; Whi is the cesereo 12-235 cnsiclhmenr. 4.0%? Why would DOE erippy the bight I /40
anriied uraniu.m and not she US, Etrichment Plants? is it becaase of lbst-ifit, surplu at DOE? 7 .

Also, the tl•n seaesthar the enrva enodnal aripcts 'would be mninimW' romr increasing the eaicthed *
aidum use inthe reactorHlow does this cornsare with th H-3, ir. liquid/irrreleases? DOE should 8/14.17

quantify thi statement.

NJ~ 

Commentor No. 143: HeinzJ. Mueller (Cont'd) 

Cotruntoots for 
Droft EDvircnmeotallmpacr StatelllCtlt (DEIS) fot the 

rroduc:lilJn ",Tit,;u," to Q eom"'€fr..io/ LAg"t WalD" Jl.eo.CWT 

GfSNE.B4L CQMMliNTS' 

I DOF .hould be exp~cit COIIeetaini! tho "o101 • ."."",ciorod with tritium prod.Clio" .t ~h TV A plant II 
coosidered. 1'1ea::e provide a comp1l1i5cr. of~ n:quiremem.1UII! costs a;socialed with uling l(cont'd) 
~iMiD,t; (CtM;tUl& "So WlC OrlllC'¥!"" reaetar_ 

2. The completion of Dellefonte Nucleu !,J""t(~) should be a .eparate ElS. G.alCS$ solely used for II 
tritiUlI1 proliuctloll. tl!i. EIS lbould not ",,!f,ee ••• n" • ."1 O"~ for the completion "011. ~c;ol 2/05.06 
opcratillll oftbe Bellefoote I'bint(l). 

iIld aIla\yzed belbrc ~ fli1IIj EIS ts t:er:lp!eted for this L"L WR. projecl UD~eTtalcti.5 related to bWllup. 3/05.10 
:;. Data tram tbe!ioall'!pOrt ttom the l!:lit pbase CIIITeQtly ol1g~ng at Watt; Bar should be rcviewai II 
reactor physics, and ether flclor& ~il.ellld be more a4equlltCly assessed by DOE at tbat tim. 

4. Will the emi~!(ItI9 fi"om Ih. tritium prodllccd be ~o'Jen>d unoer the CI..... Air A~· II 
NESHAP-~c1idcs (10 CFR 61> SIIbpart H]? AllhOllgb a mmOf" contributer to the: air emissions 4/11.05 
from a Nu.:lcar Pla<lt, gGn:1h~I", .. 11. IrititlW i> QW,",U by DOE. 

t.H2 Scp.j 5 12' Pleaseprovidl!tbcreportlb8tdiscLI.!SC6 thefincliDg)orlessoDsleamcdftc:nthe II 
t".d To" AIISSmbl:; demoD.mtioD·. Wb"" ",ill tI.., p"s.t-irmdi.tjQII ex_'" c:ocdlaaad? 3(cont'd) 

r 3-2 Sec}) 2' StAtes Ill .. lJ"iLium I'rudu.cc1 "ould be chmli<lllly bouml to lbQ "'gette(' md 
extracted only after heating te a high ~tute Is tben: llD relOB$" potential of any fonn of bitiwn, 
such as clcmcclral or ttili1lm oxide. thai contributes 10 the G~ rt=II)Ir for 1000 Tl'BAIls. fer 
eXlUllple? h the OIIty tritium 3dded to waste and n:lcascs rclatc:d 10 th~ nuclear proce .. ;Iwn 

PH! 4th !mUst- St."", Ihltlbe Itilluin prod,gtioll •• ... ould not be "xpCQtcdlo atr.c! the racliolo!ic;.l 
condition efthe reactor, .... Win the r.:sults ohhe trill ttSt at Watts Bar provi~ the ~t::qllAtc evido:nce 
''''luired tu w.cr predict wh~ will hIppeD In L~. core, rbcrcactor life. ele.? Wbat will be lbeetlc<1 
on :he I'I:loclor pky..tes illlelf7 Ho .... ditrerent from IlSinS the rcgul.!T burnable absorber rods? 

P.~.5J.7; Wh!t is tbe =1 U-235 .:nrichment. 4.0')0".1 ,"Vby wnuld OOE $Ioprty tho his}>a 
enriched ~Illn. and DOt tile US, Enril:bmont Plants? ts it ~.Im' Mill< \.-raoiurn SIItplus at DOE? 

115119.10 

113(cont'd) 

11 6124•15 

117/24.04 
Alia,!be tm statestbir the Im'Iirnnmcntal impI.clS 'would be minimil" Iiom in~euillil the eariched II 
unnrJltluse iIl1be n::aaor. How does Ibit campa'll witb tbe M-3. IIlliquidiair releases? DOE should 8/14.17 
quantifY this slatC/llftll 

Commentor No. 143: Heinz J. Mueller (Cont'd) 

P 4·12 1" hrura»h: The toxi doe ... .,1 go iato ""y detail .bOlll \he c!itTcrcncel bCtWeeD using II 
TPBAlts iDstead ofburDable pc>isol1 rods. Is this di"~cd elaewhere? If 50. i! should be referenced 9/19.11 
bellO If 0.01. pleue proviolc D'1Ort del.it 

.... 
<:::l 
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Commentor No. 144: Anonymous (5) Commentor No. 145: Herbert L. Harper

TIDNIESEE HISTMORICLCOM1IUSION
DEPARThMETOF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION

2941 LEBANON ROAD
PIASHVSU5. TN 37W2442et

(5115)532-1650
September 1. 1998

Comments Received via "800" Number

Date: Nov 13, 1998
Name: Uinknowni
Organization:
Address: North Alabama

Phone#:
Fax #:
Comment #:

Comment:

I am a citizen of North Alabama. I do not want thc publicity. I am not in favor of a 7
tritium plant in Jackson County. Thank you. 107.03

Mr. Stephen M. Sohinki
Office of Reconfiguratlion
Deroent of Energy
Washington. DC 20585

RE: DOE. TRMIUM/COMMERCIAL LIGHfT WATER. UNINCORPORATED. MULTI COUNTY

Dear Mr. Solbinki:

The Tusnessee State Historic Preservation Office has reviewed the above-referened undertaking received on
Tuesday. August 25. 1998 for cornpliance by the participating federal agency or applicant for federnd assistance
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
hastodified procedures for hIpkcgnt Section 106 of the Act a 36 CFR 800 (51 FR31115. September 2.
1996).

After considering the documentation submitted. it is our opinion that the undertaking will have no effect upon
National Register of Historic Places listed or eligiblc properties. This deternination is made either because of
the location, scope and/or natnue of the undertakisg. and/or because of the size of the area of potential effect or
because no listed or eligible properties exist in the area of potental effect: or because the undertaldng will not
alter any characteristics of an identified eligible or listed propetty that qualify the property for listing in the
National Register or alter such property's location. setting or use. Therefore, this office bas no objections to
your proceeding with the project.

If you are applying for fcedral funds. licens or penrit. you should submit this letter as evidence of
compliatce with Section 106 to the appropriatefedera agency, which. In rnn. should contact this office as
required by 36 CFR 800. If you represent a federal agency. you should submit a fonmal determination to this
office for Consieni. You may direct questions or coansents to Joe Garrison (615)532-1559. This office
appreciates y-u cooperatiteL

Sincerely.

Herbert L Harper
Executive Director and
Deput State Historic

P'reservation Officer

HLH/jyg

1/14.06

~r---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 
I ..... 
a 
00 Commentor No. 144: Anonvmous (5) 

Comments Received via "800" Number 

Date: Nov 13, 1998 
Name: Unknown '-

Organization: 
Address: "North Alabama" -
Phone#: I 

.. -

Fax#: 
Comment#: I 

.. .- .. - '-
-... .-

Comment: 

I am a citizen of North Alab. ama. [do not want the publl·Cl·tV • I am not I'n fia\'or of a II 
J /107.03 tritium plant in Jackson County. Thank you. 

Commentor No. 145: Herbert L. Harper 

September I. 1998 

Mr. SIephen M. Sohlnki 
Oflice ofReconfiiumion 
Depanmeat ofEaergy 
Wasbiugton. DC was 

TENNESSEE HI$1ORICAL COMMISSION 
DEPARTIIENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION 

2&1' I.EIIANON RQI\D 
NASHVlu.e. TN 372<3~ 

(815) 532-1550 

RE: DOE. TRmUMlCOMMERCIAL L1GIIT WATER. UNINCORPORATED. MULTI COUNTY 

Dear Mr. Sol1inki: 

Th. Tennessee SIDle Histori. Preservation Office has reviewed the abovc-<'CfemIoecI undertaking received on 
Tueoday. August 2S. 19911 for compliam:e by the participatina federal agency or applicant for federal assis1ance 
with Sedion 106 of the National HisIoric: Pn:se:vation Act. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
has codified procedures for Implementing Section 106 of the Act at 36 CFR 800 (5 I FR 3111 S. September 2-
1986). 

AfI<r col15idcring the documentation submilled. it is our opinion dun the undertaking will have no effect upon 
Naticnal RegiSler of Historic Places listed or eUgible properIi... This detarnination is made either because of 
the Jo<ation. sccpc andIor II1II= of the undOlWdag. andIor bccawe of the sfz< of the aR:a of po!ential effect: or 
because lID lisWI or olillibl. propcrtia exist in the area of potential effect: or because the undertaking will I10t 

al... any c:hanctcrislia of III identified elillibl. or listed propcl1)' dun qualify the property for listing in the 
National RegIsIer or alter sw:h proper1>". location. selling or usc. 1"h=fore. this offic:. has no obj.<tions to 
your pro=ding with the project. 

If you are _lying for federal funds. li<:cnso or penni!. you should submil this 1_ u evidence of 
c:ompliam:e with Section 106 to tile appropriate fcdenII ageney. which. In tum. should contac:t this oftl .. as 
Rqulml by 36 CFR 800. If you rep~ a fed=! agency. you should submil a formaJ doIlmnlnatioll to Ihis 
office for OOJI1ltleiIL You may dltccI queatioas or commtnIS to Joe Garrison (615)532·1559. This off ... 
appm:iate& )'<Nl' cooperaIion. 

Sincm:ly. 

.J.fo.M-t.ft;t'--
Horbcrt L. Hmper 
Executiw: Oim:tor and 
Deputy SI* Historic 

Preservation Off ..... 

HLWJY8 

/1/4.06 
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Commentor No. 146: Mary Lou Blazek Commentor No. 146: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont'd)

Ds~
Iir~cinnDepartment of Consumer and Business Services

Office o OEnergy
623 Marion St. NE, Suite 1

htrn*.,Jgte54J5.C~.,,~Saiem. Ott97013742
P'hor-es (50) 378-4040

Toll Free: 1-800-221-W135
FAX. (503) 373-7806

October 5.1998 VWeb site: wwchsslaters/extesral/ooe/

Mr. Jay Rose
Office of Defense Programs
IS D.ecpartment of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue. SW
Washington. DC 20585

Re: Oregon Office of nergv's comments on the Draft Environmemat Impact Statement for
the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

Dear Mr. Rose,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR EIS). Tritium production
is a susbject Oregonians have strong feelings about Our most urgent concerns arc:

Fhe CLWR EIS mentions numerous times that production of tritium in a commercial light water
reactor may result in more spent fuel. As also detailed in the CLWR EIS, this fuel will have
higher enrichments and lovwer burnup than fuel currently discharged to the spent fuel pools and
thus wt-ill have higher reactivity. The CLWR EIS discusses in detail the use of independent Spent
Fuel Storage Installations (ISFSI). but it is presumcd that some of this more reactive fuel will be 1/17.10
discharged to the facilily spent fuel pool. The CLWR CIS cottains no discussion of the effects

of this high reactivity fuel on spent fuel pool design parameters or spent fuel pool or fuel
handling accidents. We recommend that a detiled analysis of the eflfects of this high reactivity
fuel an the various plants' spent fuel pools, and on fuel pool and fuel handling accident analyses;
be done and a discussion of the rmsults included in the CLWR LIS.

Attached are additional specific comments. Should you have any questions, please contact Doug
Hluston of my slaff at (503)378-4456.

.Sincerely.

Mary Lo~ft lazek

Administrator
Nuclear Safety I)ivisinn
Oregon Office of Energy

cc: Ms. Donna Powaukee - Nez Perce Tribe
Mr. J. k Wilkerson- CTUIR
Mr- Michael Wilson - Washington Ecology
Mr. Douglas Sherwood - EPA
Mr. Russell Jim - Yakarna Nation

0

St

0

0

(3

rt
0

Ibe x is no discussion of the effect of this high reactivity fuel on the postulated geologic
repository. For example: Since there will be much more spent fuel generated by this process.
will this affect the capability of the geologic repository to accept fuel Itom other CLWR? Vill
its high reactivity make it ineligible for geologic storage or require special handling? Ihese
issues should be evaluated and discussed in the CIWR EIS. I 2/17.11

t;-> 
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Commentor No. 146: Mary Lou Blazek 

regan 

Ocwber 5. 1<)<)8 

Department of Consumer and Business Services 
Oift" of En'r:lY 

625 Marion St. I\."E. Suite 1 
Solem, OR 97301·3742 
Phone: (5<11) ~7R-4040 

Toll fr<o' 1·800-221-1«135 
rAX, (503) 37J.7B06 

\'V!'b ~iL~: \Yww.l.i>s.slate.or.us/cxit'mal/ooe/ 

Mr. Jay Rose 
Oftic~ of Defense Programs 
US Ikparlmcnt of En<rgy 
1000 Independence ,A, wnue, SW 
Washington. IX' 20585 

R~: Oregon Offic~ of Energy's l:omments on the l)rdft Environmcnl:.tf Impact Stalcmcnl for 
the Production ofTrilium in a Commcn::.ial Light \Vatcr Reactor. 

Dear Mr. Rose.' 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Rcactor (CLWR EIS). Tritium pmduction 
i~ a subject Oregonians have strong fccHngs about. Our must urg«:nt cuncerns arc: 

fht: CL \VR EIS mentiure) numerous tiJ'I'Jes that production of tritium in a commercial light Water 
reactor may result in more spent fud. k; also detailed in the CL WR [IS. this fuel will have 
higher L-nrichmenls and lower humup than fuel currently dischargcd 10 the spent fuel pools and 
thUli will havc higher reactivity. The CLWR EIS discus.,", in dClaiithe use ofind.pendcnt Spent 
rucl Storage Installations (ISFSl). but it i~ presumed mat some oflhis more reactive fuel ""ill be 
discharged to (he facility spent fuel pool. The CLWR [IS cOJUains no discussion t)flhe effects 
or this high reactivity fud on spent fuel pool design paramch .. ,,·s or spent fuel pool or fuel 
handling accidents. We recommend that a deuliled analysis of the ctTt'Ct'5 of this high reactivity 
fuel un thc ,ari~us plant>' >pcnl fuel pools. and on fuel pool and fuel handling .""idcnl analyses 
be done and. discussion of the ,,-'Suits included inlhc CL WR ElS. 

1117.10 

reposiwl)'. For example: Sim;e there \\'ill be much more spent fuel generated by this process, 
Will this affect the capahility of the geologic repository to acccpt fuclli-om other CL WR? Will 1117.11 

Ibcrc i~ no discussion of t.lN ~fTccl ofthi!o high reactivity fud on the poslulated geologic I 
i(s high reactivity make i1 ineligible for geologic storage or require speeial handling? These 
issues should be e,,,lIualed and discussed in the CI.WR EIS. 

Commentor No. 146: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont'd) 

Attached are additional specific comments. Should you have any questions. please contact f)oug 
lluston of my staff at (503 )378-4456. 

ru"~"ly . ~ 

~!fu 
Administrator 
Nuclear Safety Divisi"n 
Oregon Olli<<: ufEncrgy 

cc: Ms. Donna Powaukee· Nez Perce Tribe 
lvlr. 1. R Wilkerson· CTUIk 
Mr. "'lichael Wil"on - Washington Ecology' 
Mr. Douglas Sherwood· EPA 
lI.1t. RllSsell Jim - Yakama Nalinn 

~~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 



Commentor No. 146: Mart Lou Blazek (Cont'd)

Oregon Office of Energy s comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor Page 1 of4.

Section 4.2.1.9 discusses "conservative assumptions" used for both individual and population
exposure times. We recommend that these conservative assumptions be expressly discussed in
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light
Water Reactor (CI.WR EIS).

Commentor No. 146: Marv Lou Blazek (Cont'd)

Oregon Office of Energy's comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor Page 2 of 4.

I 3/14.18

Table 4-10 refers to a footnote "c .Footnote "c" does not exist, It appears that footnote "d" is 4/24.12
correct. This table needs to he corrected. I I
Table 4-11 does not contain any reference to the source of the data in the table. We recommend I
that a citation as to the source of the data, for example, exposure records, be included with TableI 5/24.16
4-Il.I

Ihe Low Level Radioactive Waste section on page 4-28 implies a difference between the
primary coolant system and the reactor coolant system. In reality these are one and the same
system. We recommend that consistent tenninology be used in this section.

Section 4.2.2.1 refers to Chickamauga l.ake. Figure 4-7 reticrs to Chickamauga Reservoir. These
references need to be consistent. 4(con 'd)

Section 5.2.1.9.1 makes the statement no new facilities would he constructed to support tritium
production at Watt's Bar. Construction of a dry cask spent nuclear fuel storage facility
constitutes new facilitics. We recommend that this possibility be acknowledged in any
discussion ofconstruction impacts in the CI.WR FIS.

Section 5.2.1.9.2 under Radiological Impacts states assessment of dose and associated cancer
risk to the non-involved worker is not applicable for bcyond-design-basis accidents. The
rationales given following this statement are of dubious validity. The assumption ofa slow
moving accident is not a general case; many scenarios offast moving beyond basis accidents
exist. Further, the statement is made that the public within 10 miles would have been evacuated.
This evacuation would not occur immediately and would most likely take hours to accomplish,
We recommend that dose and associated cancer risk he evaluated for the non-involved worker.

Table 5-6 presents risk increments associated with various accidents, and the paragraph
following this table describes these numbers as the actual risk. Terminology should be
consistent between narratives and tables.

The statement on page 5-39 that studies of natural draft cooling towers in England approximate
the perfoirmance of natural draft cooling towers in the southern 1.S needs amplification. There
arc significant climate differences between these two arems.

Footnote "e" to Table 5-22 appears redundant.

The footnotes associated with Table 5-29 are out ol'synch with the table.

Table 5-30 does not include health risks to workers. The assumption that administrative
controls will completely protect workers is unrealistic. The Oregon Office of Energy
recommends that as a minimum. historical exposures for workers in similar processes, with
administrative controls in place, be reviewed and the risks then extralolated.

4(cont'd)

10/15.09

11/15.10

12/11.06

4(cont'd)

13/14.01

The Aquatic Resources Section on page 4-42 discusses a decline in the native mussel population I
but does not discuss a suspected cause. We recommend that this suspected cause be included in 6/12.06
this section.

The discussions of socioeconomic impact are very inconsistent between sites. These discussions I 7/13.04
need to be to the same level of detail for each site. I
The first assumption listed in Section 5.1.2 is not an assumption; it's a statement concerning the
conservatism of the model used. Move this statement from the list ofassumptions up into the
paragraph, which precedes the list of assumptions.

The statement in the fourth assumption of Section 5.1.2 that experience with boron burnable
absorber rods bounds what would be expected from Tritium Production Burnable Absorber Rods
(IPBAR) needs more amplification. There are several types of boron burnable absorber rods
with different materials of construction. [he number of boron burnable poison rods installed in a
core is much less than the possible number of TPRARs that would be installed for tritium
production.

Section 5.2.1 .1 under Land Use states no additional land would be disturbed at Wait's Bar to
prepare for tritium production but then goes on to discuss construction of a dry cask spent
nuclear fuel storage facility at the site. We reconmmcnd that the first scrtcnce be modified to
acknowledge the possible construction ofa dry, cask spent nuclear fuel storage facility.

8/24.17

9/19.01

4(cont'd)

Table 5-32 assumes mean (50%) meteorological conditions to the maximally exposed offsite I
individual. We recommend that worst case credible meteorological conditions be used to boundI 14/15.11
the risks.

Table 5-32 does not give units for the data presented. We recommend these units be provided in I 15/24.20
the table. I
'fable 5-38. Uranium Fuel Cycle and Waste Management entry discusses only transportation. 6
Issues associated with additional on-site storage capacity for spent fuel should also be discussed. 16117.12

N~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 
I ....... 

....... 
<::> Commentor No. 146: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont'd) 

Oregon Office of Energ)"s comments on the Draft Environmentallmllaet Statement for the 
Production of Tritium in a Commcrci .. 1 Light Water Reactor Page I of 4. 

Section 4.2.1.9 discusses "conservative assumptions" used for both individual and population 
exposure times. We recommend that these conservative assumptions be expressly discussed in 
the Draft EnvirolUnentallmpact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light 
Water Reactor (CI. WR EIS). 

Table 4·1 a refers to a footnote "c.- Footnote "c" does not exist. It appears that footnote "d" is 
correct. This table needs to be corrected. 

Table 4·11 does not contain any reference to the source of the data in the table. We recommend 
that a citation as to the source of the data, ror example, exposure records, be included with Table 
4-11. 

'1 he I.ow Level Radioactive Wa,te section on page 4·28 implies a difference between the 
primary cllolant system and the reactor coolant system. In reality these are one and the same 
system. V./c l"L~omnlcnd that consistent tcnninology he lIsed in this section. 

Section 4.2.2.1 refers to Chickamauga l.ake. hgure 4-7 reters to Chickruruluga Reservoir. These 
references need to be consistent. 

The Aquatic Resources Section 011 page 4·42 discusses a decline in the native mussel population 
but does not discuss a suspected cause. We re<:Qmmcnd lhat this suspected cause he included in 
this section. 

The discussions of socioeconomic impact arc very inconsistent between sites. These discussions 
need to be to the same level of detail for each site. 

The first assumption listed in Section 5.1.2 is not an assumption; iI's a statement concerning the 
conservatism of the model used. Move this statement from the list of assumptions up into the 
paragraph. which precedes the list of assumptions. 

The statement in the fourth assumption ofScction 5.1.2 that experience "ith boron burnable 
absorber rods bounds what would be expected from Tritium Production Burnable Absorber Rods 
(TPBAR) needs more amplification. There arc several types of boron burnable absorber rods 
with difterel\t materials of construction. The I\(lffibcr ofborcn burnable poison rods installed in a 
C(lrc is much less than the possible number of TPRARs that would he installed for tritium 
production. 

Section 5.2.1.1 under Land Usc statc; 110 additiollalland would be disturbed at Watt's Bar to 
prepare for tritium production but thell goes on to discuss construction of a dry cask spent 
nuclear fuel storage faCility at the site. We recommend that the first sentence be modified to 
acknowledge the possible construction of a dry cask spent nuclear fuel storage facility. 

114114.11 

115114.16 

4(cont'd) 

116111.06 

11 7113.04 

118114.17 

9119.01 

1 ",on,'d) 

Commentor No. 146: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont'd) 

Oregon Offi\:e of Energy's comments on the Draft Environmental Impad Statement for the 
Production of Tritium in a Commercial Ught Water Reactor Page 2 of 4, 

Section 5.2.1.9.1 makes the statement no new facilities would be constructed to support tritium 
production at Watt's Bar. Construction of a dry cask spent nuclear fuel storage facility 
constitutes new lacilities. Wc recommend that this possibility be acknowledged in any 
discussion of construction impacts in the CI. WR ElS. 

Section 5.2.1.9.2 under Radiologicallmp.1cts states assessment of dose and associated cancer 
risk 10 the non-involved worker is not applicable for bcyond-<lcsign-basis accidents. The 
rationales given following this statemcnt are of dubious validity. The assumption of a slow 
moving accident is not a general case; many scenarios of fast moving beyond basis accidents 
exist. Further. the statement is made that the public within 10 miles would have been evacuated. 
111is cvacuation would not occur immediately and would most likely take hours to accomplish. 
We recommend U1at' dose and associated cancer risk he evaluated for the non-invol\'ed worker. 

Table 5-6 presents risk increments associated with various accidents, and the paragraph 
following tbis table describes these numbers as the actual risk. Terminology should be 
consistent between narratives and tables. 

The statement on page 5-39 that studies of natural dratl cooling towers in England approximate 
the performance of natural draft cooling towers in the southern US needs amplification. There 
arc significant climate differences between these two areas. 

Footnote "e" to Table 5-22 app=s redundant. 

The footnotes associated with Tabk 5-29 are out or synch with the table. 

Table 5-30 does not include health risks to workers. The assumptillll thm administrative 
controls will completely protect workers is unrealistic, The Oregon Office of Encrgy 
recommends that as a minimum, historical exposures for workers in similar processes. with 
administrative controls in place, be reviewed and tlte risks then extrapolated. 

Table 5-32 assumes mean (50%) meteorological conditions to the maximally exposed offsitc 
individual. We recommend that worst case credible meu.'orological conditions he used to bound 
thc risks. 

Table 5·32 does not give units for the data presented. We recommend these units be provided in 
the table. 

Table 5-38, Uranium Fuel Cycle and Waste Management entry discusses only transportation. 
Issues a,sociated with additional on-site storage capacity for spent fuel should also be discussed. 

114(Cont'd) 

10115.09 

11 11115,10 

11 11/11.06 

114(Cont'd) 

l13n~OI 

11 14/15,11 

1115114.10 

11 16/17.11 



Commentor No. 146: Ma' Lou Blazek (Cont'd)

Oregon Office of Energy's comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor Page 3 of 4.

Commentor No. 146: Mar Lou Blazek (Cont'd)

Section 5.2.6, page 5-92 discusses the exposure to a "real" individual. Information should be
included on what is meant by placing the word real in quotes.

Include the assumptions behind the conservatively estimated dose to a worker from the
Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI). (page 5-94, top of the page.l

Page 5-94. second paragraph states no chemical, biocidc or sanitary wastes would be generated
in the operation of the ISFSI. This disagrees with Tablc 5-41, which implies that small amounts
of these would be generated. "these two references should be consistent.

Table 5-421 page 5-96. the bottom of the table is cut off.

Tlhc table on the top of page 5-97 has no title, is not referred to anywhere in the text, and
generally contains no useful information. We recommend this table be deleted.

I 17/24.23

I 18/17.13

19/17.14

4(cont'd)

Oregon Office of Energy's comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Production ofTritium in a Commercial l.ight Water Reactor Page 4 of 4.

Typographical and grammatical errors (cont.)

Page 4-12, 4-13. the last two ftll sentences on page 4-12 are repeated on the top of page 4-13.
Page 5-1. Section 5.1. first sentence. Add the word "to" ftbllowing the abbreviation CEQ.
Page 5-31, Section 5.2.3.2, second paragraph, first sentence. Add the word "by" following the
phrase "'compensated for..."
Page 5-98, last sentence on the page. Insert the word "'no" prior to the word "additional."
Page 5-105, TBAR should be TPBAR
Page 5-105, Section 5.2.10, second sentence. The word "characterizes" should be "comprises."
Page 5-120, first full paragraph at the top of the page, second sentence. This sentence should be
re-written. A suggestion is "Due to the limited amount of land disturbance, there would be small
ittpacts....."
Page C-8. the paragraph following Table C-2. The radiation unit Grey is improperly abbreviated
Cy.

4(conl'd)

The transportation segments discussed in section 5.2.8 (page 5-100) do not include transportation I
of raw materials to the TPBAR fabrication facility. This phase of transportation should also be I 20/18.12
discussed. 1

The Table 5-46 assumption of a one month refueling outage is optimistic. We recommend that I 21/14.19
the TVA average refueling outage duration be used in this column, II

Section 5.2.9 refers to a "baseline tritium production CLWR configuration" which it says is
described in Sections 5.2.1 to 5.2.3. These sections consider two conditions: 1000 TPBARS and
3400 TPBARS. Table 5-46 identifies the baseline as 3400 TPBARS, but it is not apparent that
this is the baseline assumed in Table 5-47 since some of the "change front baseline" columns for
this case are non-zero. The baseline assumed in this section needs to he stated explicitly, and all
the tables in this section should he checked lor consistency with this baseline.

Tables 5-51 and 5-53 do not consider two reactors operating in the tritiumn production mode even
though these options arc possible as discussed in Table 3-2. I he two reactors in tritium
production configuration should he added to these tables.

22/24.18

23/24.13

The following typographical or grammatical errors werc discovered:

Summary. page 6 top of page, second sentence contains a split infinitive - 'to not be.." should be
"not to be..." 4(contd)
Page 3-10, second bullet. fourth sentence, replace "of" with -'at" just prior to "a national
rcpository."
Page 3-29, Low Level Radioactive Waste Generation. first sentence. Add the word "at" prior to
Bellefonte I.t-..., 

I ...... 
...... 

Commentor No. 146: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont'd) 

Oregon Office of Energy's comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor Page 3 of 4. 

Section 5.2.6, page 5-92 discusses the exposure to a "real" individual. Information should be 
included on what is meant by placing the word real in quotes. 

Include the a,-~umptions behind the conservatively estimated dose to a worker from the 
Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI). (page 5-Q4. top of the page.) 

1117124.23 

1118/17.13 

Page 5-94. second paragraph states no chemical. biocide or sanitary wastes would be generated II 
in the operation of the ISFSI. This disagrees with Table 5-41, which implies that small amounts 19/17.14 
of these would be generated. 'Ihese two references should be consistent. . 

Table 5-42. page 5-'l6. the !>ottom or tile table is cut off. 

'Ine table on the top of page 5-97 has no title. is not referred to anywhere in the text. and 
generally contains no useful information. We recommend this table be deleted. 

14(<o.,'d) 

The transportation segments discussed in section 5.2.8 (page 5-100) do not include transportation II 
of raw materials to the TPBAR fabrication facility. This phase of lrdllsportation should also be 20/18.12 
discussed. 

The Table 5-46 assumption of a one month refueling outage is optimistic. Wc recommend that 
the TV A average refueling outage duration be used in this column. 

Section 5.2.9 refers to a "baseline tritium production CLWR configuration" which it says is 
described in Sections 5.2.1 to 5.2.3. These SL'Ctions eonsidertwo conditions: 1000 TPBARS and 
3400 TPBARS. Table 5-46 identifies the baseline a, 3400 TPBARS, hut it is not apparent that 
this is the baseline assumed in Table 5-47 since some of the "change from baseline" columns for 
this case are non-zero. The baseline assumed in this secti,," needs to be stated explicitly. and all 
the tables in this section should be checked lor consistency "ith this baseline. 

Tables 5-51 and 5-53 do not consider two reactors operating in the tritium production mode even 
though thc'SC options arc possible as discussed in Table 3-2. 1 he tW0 reactors in tritium 
production configuration should he added to thesc tables. 

The following typographical or grammatical errors wcrc discovered: 

Summary. page 6 top of page, second sentence contains a split infinitive - "to not be .... shoold be 
"not to be ..... 
Page 3-10. second bullet. tilUrth sentence, replace "of' with "at" just prior to "a national 
repository ... 
Pagc 3-29, Low Level Radioactive Waste Generation. first sentence. Add the word "at" prior to 
Bellefonte 1. 

1121/14.19 

22124.18 

1123124.13 

4(cont'd) 

Commentor No. 146: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont'd) 

Oregon Office of Energy's comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Produetion "fTritium in a Commerciall.ight Water Reactor Page 4 of 4. 

Typographical and grammatical errors (conl.) 

Page 4-12, 4-13. the last two full sentences on page 4-12 are repeated on the top of page 4-13. 
Page 5-1. Section 5.1. fir.;t sentcnce. Add thc word ··to" f(>!lowing the abbreviation CEQ. 
Page 5-31. Section 5.2.3.2. second paragraph. first sentence. Add the word "by" followi~g the 
phrase "compensated for..:· . 
Page 5-98, last sentence on the page. Insert the word "no" prior to the word "additionaL" 
Page 5- I OS, TSAR should be TPBAR 
Page 5-105, Section 5.2.10. second sentence. The word "characterizes" should be "comprises." 
Page 5-120, tirst full paragraph at the top of the page, second sentence. This sentence should be 
re-written. A suggestion is "Due to the limited amount of land disturbance. there would be small 
impacts ..... " 
Page C-8. the paragraph following Table C-2. The radiation unit Grey is improperly abbreviated 
Cy. 

4(cont'd) 
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The following commentors (200 through 255) submitted
comments concerning the December 14, 1998, public
meeting and TVA's latestproposals to DOE for use of

Watts Bar, Sequoyah, and Bellefonte.

~~----------------------------------------------------~ , 
....... 
....... 
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The following commentors (200 through 255) submitted 
comments concerning the December 14, 1998, public 
meeting and TVA's latest proposals to DOEfor use of 

Watts Bar, Sequoyah, and Bellefonte. 



Commentor No. 200: Mrs. Ed Mouser Commentor No. 201: W D. Scarbrough

Comments Received via "800" Number Comments Received via "800" Number
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Commentor No. 200: Mrs. Ed Houser 

Comments Received via "SOO" Number 
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Commentor No. 201: W. D. Scarbrough 

Comments Received via "SOO" Number 
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Commentor No. 202: Robert Van Wvck Commentor No. 203: Angela Heckler

Comments Received via "800" Number Comments Received via "800" Number

Date: Dec. 15, 1998
Name: Robert Van Wyck
Organization:

Address: 709 Helmsdale Place North
Brentwood, TN 37027

Phone #: (615) 373-9176
Fax #:
Comment #:

Comment:

IJate: Dec. 1/, IbI~,F~
Date:

Phone Dec 
17, 134 99-28Name: Angela Heckler

Organization:
Address: 983 County Road 213

__________Hollywood, AL 35752
Phone #- (334) 499-2380
Fax n#:

Comment:

I don't want any of the options. My problem is you notified me on Friday of a meeting
that's being held at the Rhea County High School in Evansville today. There's no way I
can make that on such a short schedule, I tried to fax a letter in to Sohinki asking in the
future at least 2 weeks notice but your fax machine is not working. I don't know why. I
tried for the last 24 hours so please check your fax machine and try to schedule these
meetings so people have time to get there to make discussion.

(Mr. Van Wyck's comments were received, see Commentor No. 247)

111/07.02

2/05.31

I am calling in reference to the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant producing tritium--we are
against it. We feel like this is being pushed upon us. The polls that have been taken have
not been taken fairly. It will affect us and we do not want it here. I don't know where the
people are getting their information that says that Jackson County does want this because
everyone I talk to say they do not want it and we would like to make that clear. Just
wanted to make the comment and let someone know that we are not for this. We are
against it and we do not want it in our community.

1/07.03

Commentor No. 202: Robert Van Wvck 

Comments Received via "800" Number 

Date: Dec. 15, 1998 
Name: Robert Van Wyck 
Organization: 
Address: 709 Helmsdale Place North-

Brentwood, TN 37(JZ7 
Phone#: (615) 373-9176 
Fax II: 
Comment II: 

Comment: 

I don't want any of the options. My problem is you notified me on Friday of a meeting 11 1107.02 
that's being held at the Rhea County High School in Evansville today. There's no way [ 
can make that on such a short schedule. I tried to fax a letter in 10 Sohinki asking in the 
future at leasl2 weeks notice but your fax machine is not working. I don't know why. I 2/05.31 
tried for the last 24 hours so please check your fax machine and try to schedule these 
meetings so people havc time to get there to make discussion. 

(M r. Van Wyck's comments were received, see Commentor No. 247) 

Commentor No. 203: Angela Heckler 

Comments Received via "800" Number 

Date: Dec. 17,1998 
Name: Angela Heckler 
Organization: 
Address: 983 County Road 213 

Hollywood, AL 35752 
Phone#: (334) 499-2380 
FaxN: 
Comment II: 

Comment: 

I am calling in reference to the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant producing tritiwn--we are 
against it. We feel like this is being pushed upon us. The polls that have been taken have 
nOl been taken fairly, It will affect us and we do not want it here, I don't know where the 
people are getting their infonnation that says Ihat Jackson County does want this because 
everyone I talk to say they do not want it and we would like to make that clear, Just 
wanted to make the comment and let someone know that we are not for this, We are 
against it and we do not want it in our community. 
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Commentor No. 204: Carol L. Womacks Commentor No. 205: William L. Stiles

AddrseelD: ~Date Updated: [ ~ T 2 3

FuIst Nome: MI: Last Name: This:

Organizotion; tti~2lleb ni

Address: i£OC.,rt .. d 4112

City: Postlcods: . . Coltly: iJa .....

State of Proninos; Pota 3oe Cunr: Z7ý

Wark Phone: . J Fax Number: r - ,

Email Address: 1worcksotNVAAY.et __ Home Phone: 12"?557- .-.

Notes: I woutd Ire to $ay that th mjortty of ctlosnos of Jaduson County do not want the Bellefonte plant put onto
Opeeraton. That of course not what the eleoted officials, buavesuo owners, aend Lnion people from Tennessee
wanttyou tothink. People in Janckson county are conc•nend if they will tose jobs. business owners •tiloole 3
buness. I know thotthe mnli who ran against ourlMayorlot Ihis job work•t foi the city of Scottsboro and

AddrseeD: Daoe Update: o 12 '18198 2:34:08 P

FIstn N nas: UI: Last Namnr. T :

F - JFý_t cL Mot. Foreman

Organizat•on: JUV SE °UO .YAH _.......................-

Addroess .._sic -
C i y : i s o . _ _oB o . .

state or Province: Postal Code: Country: l . ..

Work Phone,: Fi__3--741 Fax Number

Emarl Address:. •I •, .......vg Ho" Phone. pg ..

OFTHIS TIME HAS BEEN AT BELLEFONTE FOR 10 YR'S AND THE LAST 10 YRS AT SEOUOYAz
NULCLEAR PLANT.
WA HAS GOOD NUCLEAR PLANTS BUT BELLEFONTE IS THE BEST BUILTOESIGNED AND WILL HAV 1E07.03
AN OPERATING LIFE OF 40 YR'S.
ECONOMICALLY BELLEFONTE IS THE BEST DEAL AND THE PEOPLE OF JACKSON COUNTY WANT
DOEIII

this wae after nany good job revews piior to his running for Mayor. And you wonderadtart tallo you i 1/07.03
true? I only with you w0ud take tim. to remember that al who carm to the rnretigns were people who would
profin from mne Bellefonte optin and not one sveraeo cmzen was for the Belletonte oplion. Please take this
into consideralton and do the ritot thing for m people of Jackson Cournty by not selecting our Bell-fone plant
as the piece to produeoirt b Thlrank you
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Commentor No. 204: Carol L. Womacks 

AddR •• ID: [. .--~ D .... Up_: 121161981:22'03AM: 

FbslName: MI: LaatNam.: TItle: 

L_. ~ __ . L 

State 01 Pro';n .. : IAl._ ..... __ ---' Poslal Cod.: L3.5!~ __ .. _ .... ' eo ... try: (r:Jaci<s:: .. ::: .. ::.o==_n----

Wort< Phone: 1.._ ___ __ . un .J Fax Number: I 
EmoIIAddIea: ~~"!!.. .n._ ..... Hom. Phone: 12S6!5.!~ __ -1 

I would Ike to say lhat!he majortty 0/ citizens of Jac:k1Oon County do "'" want 1I10_fonIe plant puI onto 
¢peJatlon. That of ccurse no1 what the elacted offICial&, business~, and union people from Tennessee 
want you totlUnk. People in .10_ county are concerned iltney wiD loose jobs. busin ... owners will loose 
busines •• I koow that the man who ran against our Mayor lost his job wortilg ""lint city of Sccttsbon:> and 
thia W88 after many good job reviews priortotlis running for Mayor. And you woi1derWhat I am tsllng you is 
true'? I onlywtsh you wtIU'd taketi'ne to remember that I_ who came 10 the meetings WBI'e people woo would 
profit from Iha BellefOnte option "nd not one average citizen was for the Bellefonte option. Please take this 
into COMlderalion and do the r;gtot tloi"ll ""!he people of Jackaon County by not ... Iooting "''' Bellefone plant 
•• the plaoe 10 ~ trtitJm. Thank you 

1107.03 

Commentor No. 205: William L. Stiles 

I 12118198 2:34:08 PM 

First M .. ".: MI: LntNamo: TItle: 

j"!!.~ _ .. __ .i IC §iO$---
Organization: (T\iA SE~UOYAH .•. _. ____ _ 

Ad_: §~~~. ____ h _____ ... __ ••• _ 

City: jSC()~~~ .. _________ ._ . 
Statlt or Province: ~.L Poebll Cod.: J35?69- CDuntry: ju.s. 
WorI< Phone: F~~3~74. I Fa. Number. 

EmaIl AddnoA: ~~. _: 
IVE B~EN IN TVA POWER PLANT MAINTENANCE FOI\ THE LAST 24 YR'S. 20 YR'S OF ntis T1ME I 
OFTHIST1ME HAS BEEN AT BELlEFONTE FOR 10YR'S AND THE lAST 10 YR'SAT SEQUOYAIi 
NUClEAR PLANT. 
TVA HAS GOOO NUClEAR PU\NTS BlIT BEllEFONTE IS THE BEST BUILT,DESIGNED AND WIll HAVE 
~ OPERA T1NG LIFe OF ~O YR'S. 
ECONOMICAU Y BELLEFONTE IS THE BEST 0EAl AND 1llE PEOPLE OF .JACKSON COUNTY WANT 
OOEm 

1107.03 
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Commentor No. 206: Silas M. Booker Commentor No. 207: Judith Cumbee

F nt Nare: Mh: Last Name:

OC a n•titllon: I -.. ..... -. . .. .

Date Updated: M W- t219M5 7:512

Address: 12Toe Rd

CIty: ISr g City

Stakoeat Province: Poatal Code: ICoun.try:..

Wokd Phone: Fa_ Nh:nb. . .

Emnag Addresa:Iudooe@OCM - Horne Phone: r

Comments Received via "800" Number

Tritium produchon should be conrled to DOE owned reactom. TY do othewise would confuse the di6tmction I
of Comrimacal uses and weapon uses of nuclear power t woul weaken tle US staod that countries shoul 1/01.09
not ule thsir utility reactors for weapons production.

Date: Dec. 14, 1998
Name. Judith Cumbee
Organization:
Address: 11076 County Road

Lanett, AL 36963
Phone 0: (334) 499-2380
Fax N:
Comment #:

Comment:

I am the Chair of the Peace-Justicc Human Rights Committee of Alabama New South
Coalition. I have been out of town. I got a message Tlhursday afternoon about this
"Public Hearing" Monday night, the 14i. I am leaving for Atlanta tomorrow. I have a
sick daughter. There's no way I can be in Tennessee, but number one, I am chagrined
that we would get information at such a last minute about a matter that has to do with
producing tritium in either Tennessee or in Alabama-that is outrageous. We need to
have a good long advance notice. How would one of the Secretaries of Energy or
anybody else be able to plan something at the last minute? I have sent in my comments
before about my opposition to tritium production. We need to be doing away with our
nuclear weapons. We are accusing Iraq of weapons of mass destruction and here we are
proceeding with tritium. Absolutely outrageous. I totally oppose it and I won't go on, as
I said, you have my written comments but I think having this meeting at the last minute is
totally wrong and if you want to try to get a full accurate kind of response from the
public, you need to set another meeting in January. So, in spite of our differences over
this, whoever might hear this message, or maybe you even agree with me, I wish you,
.. what, Season's Greetings which means that I hope the people of the world can come

together and create a world where we can live together and set a plan to try not to
annihilate us all and we can find ways of peace and it's not through building up these
kinds of weapons.

1/05.31

2101.01

1(cont'd)

2(cont'd)

Commentor No. 206: Silas M. Booker 

Add .... alD: 
.-.. -~ 

FinltName: 110!1: lAst Name: TItle: 

(Sila.! __ ; E (~~,_ L 
Otg.nlzatlon: ( .... _____ . ____ ._. __ . 

Addres,: I~~.!~ Roe~ ._~ 
City: I~~g CiI)' 

Slata or Province: I!.n. .. : POIIIaI Code: 137:la~~ ______ n_' CountJy: JUSA 

wort< Phooe: L ___ .. ,Fox Number: 1.----_. 
EmallAddrH", ISu"d~.!~~ ____ ... ____ c Home Phone: I. 

Noles: Trilium production should be conr"",d to DOE owned readDnl. To do oIIIerwisewould confuse the distinclionl II 
of Comrnericol ...... and weapon use. of nuclosr power It would ..... ken the US stand that <0,,,11 ••• should 1101.09 
not u .. their utility reoctors for .... """" ptOduc1<>n, 

Commentor No. 207: Judith Cumbee 

Comments Received via "800" Number 

nD~a~t~e-:------TrD·~-.'1~4',"19N9~8'---------------------------------·----

Name: Judith Cumbee 
Organization: 
Address: 

Phone#: 
Fax#: 
Comment#: 

Commeal: 

11076 County Road 
Lanett, AL 36963 
(334) 499-2380 

I am the Chair of the Peace-Justice Human Rights Committee of Alabama New South 
Coalition. I have been out of town. I got a message 1bursday afternoon about this 
·Public Hearing" Monday night, the 14111

• I am leaving for Atlanta tomorrow. I have a 
sick daughter. There's no way [ can be in Tennessee, but number one, I am chagrined 
that we would get information at such a last minute about a matter that has to do with 

1105.31 

producing tritium in either Tennessee or in Alabama-that is outrageous. We need to :;' 
have a good long advance notice. How would om: of the Secretaries of Energy or '" 
anybody else be able to plan something at the last minute? 1 have sent in my comments g 
before about my opposition to tritium production. We need to be doing away with our II'~ 0 § 
nuclear weapons. We are accusing Iraq of weapons of mass destruction and here we are 2/01. 1 '" 

,~. proceeding with .tritium. Absolutelyoutrageous. I totally oppose it and I won't go on, as !?. 
I said, you have my written comments but 1 think having this meeting at the last minute is II t-
totally wrong and if you want to try to get a full accurate kind of response from the 1 (cont 'd) ~ 
public, you need to set another meeting in January. So, in spite of our differences over 
this, whoever might hear this message, or maybe you even agree with me, I wish you, 
... what, Season's Greetings which means thaI I hope the people of the world can come 
together and create a world where we can live together and set a plan to try not to 
annihilate us all and we can fmd ways of peace and it's not through building up these 
kinds of weapons. 

2(cont'd) 



Commentor No. 208: Jim Snell Commentor No. 209: Mike Crane

mlediSSarfil Daauptsupte' IT7  -77 - -a- .
Flinst Namer: 1: Last Name: rle- S

VTTT F-7 if' - ---------

Address: [Air Se Ave. ..

SPlease Turn in Your Written Comments
Stalle or Province: r7 - Postal Code; _ _ Countiry

WorkPhon Ie Fax Number. ,,1 Leav PRIOR
I" A-- etF---.-•-v t ..... 7 Home phom. FTu.,-:• to Leaving the Meeting

mdoacion in commercial fight Water reacors (CLWR) would be a Comments 07
Nts AsacnendoieatMdlTense.Ibleeta rbrtremendous mistake on several fronts. First of all, I hae" safety I 110474.03'

cancema for the workerM and commnnnity members around the proposed

1tea. I understand that DOE believes that this technology IS Safe,
but i still a relatively untried prmodure. Second, I believe
that resmiinm titium Woduction sae a conoficting goal to those of _
stratic arms reduction. The need assernrnts set forth by the DOE 2/02.0)
seem to ignore current reducaons adrtibles as wel aslthose required
by Strategic arms reductien trathe the the United States has signed
into Law. Third, and most impontary, I believe that the use or a I
commecial reactor for military purposes sets ax ertremely bad example
into Precedent The United States can only expect 01her nations to

follow our example and use their cilian facilities for mlitary purposes. 3/01.09
The hypocrisy is clear, and we can not reasonably exdect other countries
to keep civilian and mlitary separate while we hapldy chum out bomb
material in a CLWR.

ft: soeasms that the DOE and TVA hane already struck a deal to produce 114/05.33
tritium regardless ofthe concerns ofcommunity members such as mryself 5I
I hrope, however, that the is not the case and that the DOE wit reconsider I
its desire to resurrnz the Cotd War era bomb machine. t simply is not 2(cont'd)
needed and will waste untold billions oftexpayer money. Please do not 11
proceed with the Commercal Light Water Reacter project 115123.13

Yours Truly,
Jim Snael

Thankyon for yoor iypuL li si uIdFiiodr-l Shtis if ae•'•ary sad anit tdhd to this for-t,

Organi z a li oi'

City: - .,. , , State: 7-"/ Zip Code: -IAt-_...
WorIk phone: 4r-t " ,- i •- I-;t Home phone:
Fax:

E-Mail Address: ,. .-. , /•' .- l/,,. e

~ ...... 
...... 

Commentor No. 208: Jim Snell 

Tille: 

L 
Ora_Uon: L-_ .. ___ ._ 
... -.: [30.1.~ ~va' __ _ 
Cit)': [~~i1vi~._. __________ . .. _--' 
SloteorP""";nce: I~ _____ ._. _,; P""toICod.; §f.--- COunlJy: iiJSA 

Wollo. Pho",,; @.1~:"~~ _____ ; Fax Number. 1615:-~~. 

Email Addrea: ~:e.::~~~~!!d.!~~~~ ______ J Home Phone: 

N_; 
As a concerned cJtizen at Middle Tenne ...... I beieve that tritium 
pl'Dductian ill commeroiallight water readon (CL'M=t) would be a 
IIemen<louo miot ... on several Ironto. Frsl at all, I h .... safely 
concerns fOr tf'Ie workers. and comnunity members IIrDUlld the I=',opo;ed 
·te.. I understand that DOE _ ... 11101 1hi.IecI\~y Is safe, 

but it i. &till • relatiY81r untried procadura. Seeond, I believe 
that resuming ~ilium produ<:liOn sets • conflicting goal to th""" of 
strategic anns recluctDn. The need ...... menl. set forth br lhe DOE 
seem to ignore current reductiOns ac:tivitiea as weU as those requited 
by strategic ..... recl<lctioo traotie$ tile lha Uni1Bd State. has signed 

I In~1J4 
112102.01 

into law. Ttlird, and most impOltatltiy, I believe tt'lat the use of a 
commercial reador for military purposes !iets an extremely bad example 

11<1 precedent The United stat •• can oniyexpect other nalion. 10 
IoUow our example and use their cMllaJ1 facil~1es for mllta:y purposes_ 
Tl1e hypocrisy is clear, and we can not reasonabfy expect ather countries 
to keep civilian and military seperJ1e ~lte we happily chum out bomb 
material ill a CLWR. 1

31010

" 

:i=';'~~~:: =,;:~:~~.=e:~: =~ 114105.33 
I !lope'. however, mal this is not lha case and that the DOE will reeonaider 112/ 'drl ilSd""""torO$\l~theCoIdWarerabombmllChine. ft simply is not Icont / 
neeced and wiU waste untold billions oflal<payer money. Please do not II ~ "'3 13 
proceed with the Commercial Light wal", Reacter project. oJ/,&, • 

Yours Truly, 
Jim SneU 

Commentor No. 209: Mike Crane 

Please Turn in Your Written Comments 
PRIOR 

to Leaving the Meeting 
Comments: --z-Ad /'.J 

iYb{PMt .11/107.03 

------------------------_.,,-

----------------------

------ ._-_._---

Thank you for your inpuL ~;ue use addifion~1 s~ts if Dt'Cb'Sar')' alld aruch them to thb rorm. 

N.aule:4opt'Ot'la[) ~K·~ 6.4oJ? 
On!.miz3Iion" _____ ----:-____________________ _ 

A(Wres.,_ '\t £ IeVA~' (6$ ---------
City:_ ~2~':.u: C,., Sti.lrc:~ ZipCode:ll'¥. __ _ 
Work phon!.!: ~t?"1 r .. S- .J '" J \ Home phone: _______ _ 

F<.IlI.: 
E-MiAil Addres~: _~-?~"N'__'«'"I'-'di''''___'"'J-;_=o/..;:''''''t>..!._''(_'',,= ____________ =''' 

~~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 



Commentor No. 210: Robert L. Davis Commentor No. 211: Chervl A. Dyer

GKT A$T

Please Turn in Your Written Comments Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR PRIOR •

to Leaving the Meeting to Leaving the Meeting

COMuMELS; -. .# e r/*--f cTh ai'f ,5 6ct f., kw 4- -I4 , 4L1 r ...... no. byv iyz, - 1110.04
* [• .' - •d t•.-2 / ÷ - ,,;2o - .•.. 4I*I•;, IrA',$t? J ~ ,,, t.7,,; r1A,>-J'X'• •m,2 a'. i 4 , ,),-I- _ 1/1 0.04

. ... -3 1/07.03 , I
-r ar - o 1 . 31/08.02

. •- e Z

_ _ _ _ _ _ _-_. l(cont'd) C

Ta yoo -i~puL IThank Wo inpo L Ple- k adoid - seets if = Id am thm w th t1 ý d i,

m~ N-nr)nI S

Organization:- 71A/ .
Addrew ... .e1- , , CAy-ed^ 4-,,d, 4To -C,-

NZ
Cily: - M - , . Siawo / 7/ ZipCodc.
Work phooc: 0.~L <7~~! Humephoc: r-2ýi Cg-l ~ '
Fax:.• "/ j~~______________ -

Work phone: Home phone I24110 zL1.3L-l-

L-MaiJ Addrcss: ('fle,11 )y:: r,*) u/C I,,,: ('oe _____

E-M.il Addrcs,: Rýrý s

Nr-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------. 
o ..... ..... 

00 Commentor No. 210: Robert L. Davis 

Please Turn in Your Written Comments 
PRIOR 

to Leaving the Meeting 
--- 1f' 

-----

------------------

Thank you ror "OUT i.put. PItaS. usc: addilion:lll shrels if n«agl')' arid .albth tMmIO this rOml, 

~iJme:~~\) at 1; -} ... 
Organiz:uion: V/,f-
Address:. II!!.', r-:~. "Sf n.<"" [; .. 1 - ,.;J I ~I . ______ ~ 
Ci'y: _ !-I. «vII SI"I":~ ZopCodc: .LJ_ 
WorkplooJlc: (';.!J,.L_£!!Lt~!fLQ_ Hum,pMnc: r.)~t I (-3'{-.I7'-_':I...-__ . 
Fox:~~_,2.n_I_____ _ ______ _ 
E-M:ail Addres'): P..i.C4 , Os ;:;) lit-. ,""I.l;/ ,llcJJr tAeO {;) lJ al. 1':'" .""" 

j !!.'HINM 
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Commentor No. 211: Cheryl/A. Dver 

Please Turn in Your Written Comments 
PRIOR 

to Leaving the Meeting 
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1(cont'd) 



Commentor No. 212: Linda Ewald

V4, *lý
JIM~'

Please Turn in Your Writlen Comments
PRIOR

to Leaving the Meeting

Commentor No. 213: Patti Fagan

e Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR

to Leaving the Meeting
"A, hy te ýy 1 P-T; Ti/.• ff-, • _lloo

" •A- _ , t 11 n,. 11/08.03

2114.04

*1 t- .~~ -". I1105.31

'~ - ~- -' ~ - ~ I3/01.01

T 7%
F~T'~. ~ ~ I4101.04

14krAIA, 1501.13

c-~. 8123.13

La L -.a mir 3(conl 'd)

~ ~ ~j~~- ~ _________ ____3(cont'd)-

rbink you foý you iput. P nnn .djltkonl shnoU ir nnnnHa~d ~t~h bm toth~ .

N1 Work pho t .k I-t 2L•. S7R t;- Home phone:
Fax: . ý-
E-Mail Addres: -_

fl,. I-__ __ _ __ _ _ _- -

~ .... .... 

Commentor No. 212: Linda Ewald 

Please Tum in Your \VriUcn Comments 
PRIOR 

to Leaving the- J\..1eeting 

111/05.31 

11210I.l2 

3(cont'd) 

Commentor No. 213: Patty Fagan 

Please Tum in Your Written Comments 
PRIOR 

to Leaving the Meeting 

'..r-'>.l.L.=.-'~..LJ.O.-?--+-'-'l':'-..L...L,o:!::{yrr:.!.L....,~~~'---111108.03 

21/4.04 

w 

Thank "cu for your input. Please use addilionai sh«ts ir necessal')" and attach them to tJi:,; torm. 
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Commentor No. 214: Ronald L. Forster Commentor No. 215: Erich R. Gonce

,,. 4T
4~ 1 N

-- COMMENT FORW

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR

to Leaving the Meeting

••~A ',.. . . . II 1/07.03
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~.tk ~4 ,
~ ____________________________

4± _______ ________________________________________________________

Addre, UL./h4i<
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Commentor No. 214: Ronald L. Forster 

Please Turn in Your Written Comments 
J Z)4)trf PRIOR 

to Leaving the Meeting 
Comment" . . !:",q"" 0ff:",J -Ie -JAR 'So Ii /J.-"""f""/,o,, df' 

-<td,", 'le (t>, ~ ".;;/ s" . .J A" if" L 14",,1.'( 

© /"'0""« &"'c;/, h~ IN Nt;;:S/, N.v.l(~n 
________ ~ OQ.!'r6t"" ... ·"''''J th, 3,JI,k n !· ')lr.aJ. 

~ ztit!JZ1.:<6 [00""& dA9;(~(r'~;J, 
Th .. k """ 1..- ,our ilIpaC PI< . at. 3dditio<: , ..... ;t ~A"'.-y and "Ia'. tb= t. tb;' form. 

N;ame:(()puonal) 

Orgalliza[ion'_-'-'-=""'-<C'-."""-<._~"="-K<:nL"-~+-

=---=-L..:L.J.lLl. __ Home phone: __ ).!.Oc"'-h-'-='-'--J"'-L-I--__ 
.,.,-'--"-"'-'UL~~ -"Jl.LU'-"=-_________ ...• __ _ 
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Commentor No. 215: Erich R. Gonce 

- -- - COMMENT FORM~-- - - -

Please Tum in Your \Vritten Conunents 
PRIOR 

to Leaving the Ivteeting 
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Commentor No. 216: Dick Hoesly Commentor No. 217: John Johnson
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Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR

to Leaving the Meeting
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Commentor No. 233: Larr Hancock

December 14, 1998

Hello,

My name is Larry Hancock. I am the Recording Secretary for the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 721, Chattanooga, Tennessee. Our local
represents approximately 700 members which consists of Operators, Electricians and
Instrument Mechanics at Sequoyah Nuclear Plant, Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, and other
TVA facilities in the immediate area

I am here tonight to stand in opposition to the proposal of using Watts Bar and Sequoyah
as the producers of Tritium for the Department of Energy. There is much to be lost by
TVA and the valley if Tritium is produced at Watts Bar and Sequoyah, and much to be
gained by producing it at Bellefonte!

Watts Bar and Sequoyah are both base load units for TVA, and as such are needed on line
as much as possible. If they are used as Tritium producers for D.O.E. they could be shut
down if needed by D.O.E. to support our National Defense. TVA and the valley can't
afford to be without the power that these two plants generatet Since both of these plants
are up and running, successfully, I might add, there is absolutely nothing to be gained for
this area if those units produce Tritium, even if TVA management says that either
selection is a win for TVA and the valley. That is a bald-faced lie! There will not be any
construction jobs or permanent jobs produced by selecting Watts Bar and Sequoyah! The
only win for TVA and the valley is for Tritium to be produced at Bellefonte.

If Tritium is produced at Bellefonte there are many economic benefits for TVA and the
valley. First and foremost is all the employment possibilities that exist for the entire area.
During construction, many of this areas construction workers will have the opportunity for
gainful employment at Bellefonte. There will not be any construction jobs produced by
selecting Watts Bar and Sequoyah! Additionally, the local that I represent anticipates
gaining much more than a hundred new members as Bellefonte is staffed with permanent
workers.

Another issue that I would like to raise is: WHY ARE WE EVEN HERE TONIGHT?
There are many reasons why the CLWR option is still open to D.O.E. All of them are
because of the efforts put forth by the many organizations that helped fight the fight
to keep the CLWR open! Organized labor, Business leaders, Education leaders,
Bipartisan political and a strong community support have kept this option open. All of
their efforts were for one selection and one selection only. That was the completion of
Bellefonte.There was a lot of time and money invested by all of these organizations to see
this happen. Now that all those efforts were successful, it appears that Secretary
Richardson wants to let Watts Bar and Sequoyah slip in under the door. We must not let
that happen! Swapping projects at this time is very disappointing and would appear to be a
deceptive move by the Department of Energy.

Commentor No. 233: Larry Hancock (Cont'd)

The facts show that the CLWR option is the best one of the of the dual path options for I
D.O.E., and the selection of Bellefonte as the CLWR facility is the only selection that must 3/07.01
be made.

In conclusion, I urge Secretary Richardson the do the right thing and make his selection
for the CLWR option with Bellefonte as the primary CLWR producer.

Thank you.

1/07.07
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In 1986, Ned Ray McWhorter was elected Governor

of Tennessee and after serving two terms in the

Governors mansion, Governor McWhorter left public

office in 1994 as one of the. most popular and

beloved elected. officials in the 200 year history of

Tennessee. In fact, Time Magazine wrote that the

only reason that Governor McWhorter was not

elected to the. United States Senate in 1994 was

because he did. not run. In the first cabinet meeting

held. by Gov. McWhorter, with the heads of all the

departments present, Gov. McWhorter ended the

cabinet meeting with kiis simple and straightforward

directive: "Remember, It's never too late to do the

right thing". He didn't say to do what was easy or to

do what was cheap. He told his cabinet to do the

right thing.

For years, the citizens of this country have been

subjected to people of power and influence who

were only interested in what was easy or what was

cheap. One only has to look a few miles from this

very spot to see such an example. The large coal

companies of the 20's and 30's who would come to

an area and strip mine, the coal and rape the land

and when they left, the land was devastated and

lives destroyed. They had done what was easy and

what was cheap. So the citizens of the area looked

to their government to see that the right thing was

done. And legislation was passed that forced the
I'-
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elected to the United States Senate in 1994 was 

because he did not run. In the first cabinet meeting 

held by Gov. McWhorter, with the heads of all the 

departments present, Gov. McWhorter ended the 
-(-his 

cabinet meeting with as simple and straightforward 

directive: "Remember, It's never too late to do the 

right thing". He didn't say to do what was easy or to 

Commentor No. 234: Dwight Wilhoit (Cont'd) 

do what was cheap. He told his cabinet to do the 

right thing. 

For years, the citizens of this country have been 

subjected to people of power and influence who 

. were only interested in what was easy or what was 

cheap. One only has to look a few miles from this 

very spot to see such an example. The large coal 

companies of the 20's and 30's who would come to 

an area and strip mine. the coal and rape the land 

and when they left, the land was devastated and· 

lives destroyed. They had done what was easy and 

what was cheap. So the citizens of the area looked 

to their government to see thatthe right thing was 

done. And legislation was passed that forced the 
I 
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coal companies to reclaim the land and return it to

the way it was found. Itwas the right thing to do. Or

one can look at the chemical companies of the 50's

and 60's, captains of industries and corporate CEO's

who dirtied our air and fouled our water. In the early

60's, the Cayahoga River that flows through

Cleveland, Ohio, became so polluted that the river

caught on fire, or the most infamous example of all -

Love Canal where chemicals were dumped and

scores of innocent children died years before their

time. The chemical companies had done what was

cheap and what was easy. So the people turned to

their govemment-to do the right thing. And the Clean

Air Act and the Clean Water Act were passed. It

wasn't what. was cheap; it wasn't what was. easy; it

was the right thing to do.

Now the secretary of Energy is faced with making a

choice of where this countrys new supply of Tritium

will be made. His choices are simple.. He can place

it at Watts Bar where the people have expressed

their opposition towards it and by placing it there will

do nothing to help the economic well. being of the

citizens of the Tennessee Valley. This is the cheap

way, this is. the easy way. Or he can place it at

Bellefonte Nuclear Plant in North Alabama where the

citizens of that area have shown time and time

again, their over whelming support to have the

production of Tritium in their area and by placing it at

1/07.08
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Commentor No. 234: Dwight Wilhoit (Cont'd) Commentor No. 235: Maly Dennis Lentsch

Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, help a depressed area by

bringing thousands of construction jobs and

hundreds of permanent jobs to an area where

unemployment is running 9 to 10 percent. Mr.

Secretary, this is the right thing to do. Please, Mr.

Secretary, do not take the cheap or easy way,

thereby saying that you don't give a damn about the

people of the Tennessee Valley. Mr. Secretary, in

the words of Gov. McWhorter, remember, it's never

too late to do the right thing.

Mary Dennis Lentsch
1236 N Concord Road
Chattanooga TN 37421

I am pleased to hav the opportunity to speak at this meeting. I have prepared a chart
that spells TRITIUM down the side.

Next to each letter [ have placed a quality or characteristic that I believe can be
-ined with our tritiurn topic this evening.

TRUTH
The truth is that we do not need more tritium! It is my

understanding that the U.S. has a reserve of tritium now and the DOE
estimates this is enough tritium to last until 2016. Considering the half-life 1/02.01
of tritium it does not seem wise or needed to produce and stockpile
more tritium at this time. The truth is that we do not need more tritium]

l(cont'd)

RESPECT
Respect among nations seems to be the key to moving nations of

the world away from reliance on nuclear weapons. The U.S. has
prevailed upon other nations to maintain a complete ban on the use of
commercial facilities for military nuclear purposes. The proposed tritium
production at Watts Bar and Sequoyah is an apparent contradiction in
our nuclear weapons policies. How can the U.S. break the ban and
maintain respect among nations?

2/01.09

INTEGRITY
The U.S. cannot maintain its integrity when it produces tritium which

is a violation of the nuclear nonproliferation treaty which the U.S. agreed
to in 1970. I believe when we are talking about nuclear nonproliferation 3/01.04
that U.S. integrity is critical. We must NOT move ahead with a new
tritium program that has the potential to undercut a long-standing
nonproliferation policy.

TRUST
We trust that the decision made by Secretary Bill Richardson and

the Department of Energy will say "NO" to tritium production. In saying
"NO" to tritium production the U.S. would be showing the world we are
committed to reducing the nuclear danger which hangs over all of us. I 1(conl'd)
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Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, help a depressed area by 

bringing thousands of construction jobs and 

hundreds of permanent jobs to an area where 

unemployment is running 9 to 10 percent. Mr. 
/(conl'd) 

Secretary, this is the right thing to do. Please, Mr. 

Secretary, do not take the cheap or easy way, 

thereby saying that you don't give a damn about the 

people of the Tennessee Valley. Mr. Secretary, in 

the words of Gov. McWhorter, remember, irs never 

too late to do the right thing. 
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Mary Dennis Lentsch 
1236 N Concord Road 
Chattanooga TN 37421 

I am pleased to have the opportunity to speak at this meeting. I have prepared a ehatt 
that spells TRITIUM down the side. 

Next to each letter I have placed a quality or characteristic that I believe can be 
-4iftefI with our tritiwn topic this evening. 
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TRliTH 

The truth is that we do not need more tritium! It is my 
understanding that the U.S. has a reserve of tritium now and the DOE 
estimates this is enough tritium to last until 2016. Considering the half-life 
of tritium it does not seem wise or needed to produce and stockpile 
more tritium at this time. The truth is that we do not need more tritium! 

RESPECT 
Respect among nations seems to be the key to moving nations of 

the world away from reliance on nuclear weapons. The U.S. has 
prevailed upon other nations to maintain a complete ban on the use of 
commercial facilities for military nuclear purposes. The proposed tritium 
production at watts Bar and Sequoyah is an apparent contradiction in 
our nuclear weapons policies. How can the U.S. break the ban and 
maintain respect among nations? 

INTEGRITY 
The U.S. cannot maintain its integrity when it produces tritium which 

is a violation of the nuclear nonproliferation treaty which the U.s. agreed 
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to in 1970. I believe when we are talking about nuclear nonproliferation 3101.04 
that U.S. integrity is critical. We must NOT move ahead with a new 
tritium program that has the potentici to undercut a long-standing 
nonproliferation policy. 

TRUST 
We trust that the decision made by Secretary Bill Richardson and I 

the Department of Energy will say "NO" to tritium production. In saying /(conl'd) 
"NO" to tritium production the U.S. would be showing the world we are 
committed to reducing the nuclear danger which hangs over all of us . 
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Commentor No. 235: Mary Dennis Lentsch (Cont'd) Commentor No. 236: Joseph A. Imhot

INTERDEPENDENCE
Interdependence among nations in eml...ie:!• i..- living up to the

agreements of the nuclear nonproliferation treaty is vital for all nations. I
believe the U.S. plans to use commercial nuclear power plants to produce 3(cont'd)
tritium for nuclear weapons blurs the lines between civilian and nuclear
applications of nuclear power and sends a dangerous nonproliferation
message to other nations.

UNDERSTANDING
It is beyond understanding why there is such urgency tor tritium

production at Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants when there seems to be an
emerging consensus for significantly reduing the U.S. nuclear arsenal. I 4/01.12

Junm e-mai paited Thu, 10 Dec 19N8 202127. page I

From: deb~ot
To: debhofQjtm.com
SL4e8& PUBLIC HEARING ON DEC. 14. 1998.

PUBUC HEARING FOR CONSIDERATION

OF USE OF WATTS BAR & SEQUOYAH

UNITS FOR LONG TERM PRODUCTION

OF TRITIUM

EVENSVILLE, TENNESSEE

DECEMBER 14,1998.

'A PLAN WE CAN LIVE WITH -

A COMMON SENSE SOLUTION."

MERCY
If the decision is made to produce tritium at the Watts Bar and

Sequoyah plants, all I can say is MERCY MEl OH, LORD, HAVE MERCYI
The impact and consequences of tritium production at the local level, the 5/07.07
national level, and the international level cause me to say- MERCY ME!
OH, LORD HAVE MERCY!

~.---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, , 
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applications of nuclear power and sends a dangerous nonproliferation 
message to other nations. 
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emerging consensus for significantly reduing the U.S. nuclear arsenal. 

MERCY 
If the decision is made to produce tritium at the Watts Bar and 

Sequoyah plants. 0111 can say is MERCY MEl OH, LORD, HAVE MERCYl 
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From: debhof
To: debhofajuno.xom
Subject PUBLIC HEARING - DEC. 14,1998

PREAMBLE

In s mea perfect world , human concerns

(and not vested interest) would be a BASIS

for polcy decisions, not Just a CONSIDERATION.

Human Concerns, hee, meaning taking Into

account to factual onown impacts of actual,

real operating nuclear faclties upon the health

and welfare of Indydual human beings and

other biological entities.

Commentor No. 236: Joseph A. Imhof (Cont'dJ
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Fromn dabWof
To: debhofiune.com
Subject: PUBLIC HEARING, DEC 14.199M.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on consistency with the best poicy,

a recommendatien in made to use Walt Bar

as the main utai for production of titlten.

whiile moeltarr Sequoyah as a back -up

facillty. Setleforne woutd hase palme

conidertion as a natural gas electric

power preducon faclity, cos b~ibes

tea then a nudear plant and providing

plentiful power to the Tennessee Valley.

INAx TilV WAS mian withe• t relyirn

n co•porate welfe . Bellefonte ehonid

NOT be considared as a coal - frad plWt.

as tis would be a source of add rain,

partculate mater. and •n aggravation to

those with respiratory elnese.

CONCLUSION

In a perlft woirld, there would be no need for

nurder arms .snti-mess missiles , or

Strtegle Defrems Indithavas . However:

it we must accomodate the nuclear defense

indstuise need to proliferate the use of

nuclear weaponry let us do ft in a manner

wid& does te least amount of harm to

biological enties ( esp. ; us )ndtfe

least postble damage to otw precious

lfe support syotem, to ea*ronmien.

In oondmlon. let's strive for minimum

hnpact byuoft eloteing ffstis for

cv

0

cv
cv
0-_ THESIS

The best p&7 would be one which entais

the least amount of h•rm to Ithe fewest In&dwdual

human beings and the smallest number

of biological enaies. This means tat the

Inpact of Istuhm production should be

mitrnasl, period.

ACTION PLAN

Use edtetng facites to produce blilum

whenever humanly posairle without

impacfg new areas of population

and generating additional expense to

American taxpayer. Avoid creating new

health ris end environmental concerns

by using estling facilities.

l(cont'd)
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The best policy would be one which ~ 
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human beings and ilia sma1lesI number 

of biological enIIIIes . This means that the 

Impact of Irttium pro4Jdlon should be 

minimal, period. 

______ ACTION PLAN __ 

Use exis1Ing fadItIes to produce trIaum 
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impacting new areas of population 

8J1!l generslilg addldanat elqlelllle to 

American 1aJpayenI. Avoid creating new 

hoallll risks and environmenlzll concerns 

by uai'1g edng facilities . 
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__ \lie least amount of harm to 

bIoIogiQel entiUes ( esp.; us) end the 

least possible damage to our preeioua 

lie support system , 1ho enYIronmont , 

In conc:IusIon, let ... strive for rninIrrMn 
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tbllm pr*ocbon end hfif the amfoti

we project for fuftre needs t whet is

reelb for aen era in whidh the demand vwi

srety decrease. I 1(cont'd)
SUBMITTED BY

JOSEPH A. IMHOF
HUNTSVILLE, AL
256- 880 -1019

Commentor No. 23 7: Steve Tanner

Cýas. W&- T-u DOM Pubf. bdg . TVA', Wau B•53qwy.b 5-i-0&r -D-,&- 14.1 "k Ewi, TN

Good Evening, my name is Steve Tanner. I come here today representing
myself and my family as residents of Hamilton County, as ratepayers, and as
U.S. Taxpayers.

You have asked for our input regarding TVA's Watts Bar/Sequoyah Services
Offer. Let me begin by stating that we support your efforts in obtaining as
much input as you can regarding public opinion. In fact, this past summer I
received a response from Vice President Gore regarding tritium production
legislation that was pending at the time. In that response, the Vice President
assured me his intention was to act in the best interest of all citizens. Holding
this meeting this evening, we believe, supports that intent.

You have stated the selection criteria being considered. You also stated the
overall consideration is "What's in the best national interest". One criteria
you did not list though, which is stated in Public Law, involves the "liabilities
and benefits of the technologies including benefits like revenues".

In comparing the WBN/SQN Services Offer and the Bellefonte Offers against
the criteria, all of the TVA Offers whether Bellefonte or Watts Bar/Sequoyah,
meet the criteria, and all can be implemented in a manner that supports
reduced tritium needs as well as any perceived proliferation concerns. We
believe, though, that the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Offer is not the best selection.
WHY? Here's three major reasons:

I. There are liabilities and risk. The offer commits two baseload nuclear
power generation plants to a mission that would no longer be solely to
produce power. This places a liability of tritium production on TVA with
increased risks to TVA's ability to provide reliable low cost power to their
customers and ultimately to us as ratepayers.

2. There are no benefits, There is no direct benefit to Hamilton or Rhea
counties or the State of Tennessee. No new jobs and no increase in the
tax base. This offer does not salvage use of an existing government asset,
there is no revenue sharing to DOE, and the positive environmental benefit
of new power generation without greenhouse gas emissions does not
occur.

3. The overall cost is higher than using Bellefonte. The total cost with this
offer to me as a taxpayer, even though it has low annual payments, is
higher than the TVA Bellefonte Offers and is for a shorter period of time.

1/07.08
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Commentor No. 237: Steve Tanner 
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Good Evening, my name is Steve Tanner. I come here today representing 
myself and my family as residents of Hamilton COImty, as ratepayers, and as 
U.S. Taxpayers. 

You have asked for our input regarding TVA's Watts Bar/Sequoyah Services 
Offer. Let me begin by stating that we support your efforts in obtaining as 
much input as you can regarding public opinion. In fact, this past summer I 
received a response from Vice President Gore regarding tritium production 
legislation that was pending at the time. In that response, the Vice President 
assured me ~ intention was to act in the best interest of all citizens. Holding 
this meeting this evening, we believe, supports that intent. 

You have stated the selection criteria being considered. You also stated the 
overall consideration is "What's in the best national interest". One criteria 
you did not list though, which is stated in Public Law, involves the "liabilities 
and benefits of the technologies including benefits like revenues". 

In comparing the WBN/SQN Services Offer and the Bellefonte Offers against 
the criteria, all of the TVA Offers whether Bellefonte or Watts Bar/Sequoyah, 
meet the criteria, and all can be implemented in a manner that supports 
reduced tritium needs as well as any perceived proliferation concerns. We 
believe, though, that the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Offer is not the best selection. 
WHY? Here's three major reasons: 

I. There are liabilities and risk. lhe offer commits two baseload nuclear 
power generation plants to a mission that would no longer be solely to 
produce power. This places a liability of tritium production on TV A with 
increased risks to TVA's ability to provide reliable low cost power to their 
customers and ultimately to us as ratepayers. 

2. There are no benefits, There is no direct benefit to Hamilton or Rhea 
counties or the State of Tennessee. No new jobs and no increase in the 
tax base. This offer does not salvage use of an existing government asset, 
there is no revenue sharing to DOE, and the positive environmental benefit 
of new po~er generation without greenhouse gas emissions does not 
occur. 

3. The overall cost is higher than using Bellefonte, The total cost with this 
offer to me as a taxpayer, even though it has low annual payments, is 
higher than the TVA Bellefonte Offers and is for a shorter period of time. 
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Commentor No. 23 7: Steve Tanner (Cont'd) Commentor No. 23 7.- Steve Tanner (Contd)

We believe that Bellefonte is the best selection because it meets the selection
criteria, has the lowest cost to us as taxpayers, does not have the liabilities
and risk of a baseload plant, and provides distinct benefits. Benefits that are
shared not only locally and regionally, but also on a national level. National
benefits such as lowest cost to the taxpayer, an environmental benefit of new
power generation without greenhouse gases, and revenues allowing for cost
recovery.

In addition, DOE must not forget that the Department has other missions in
addition to national security. DOE's core mission statement starts off with
these words: "To foster a secure and reliable energy system that is
environmentally sustainable,..". As part of DOE's FY99 budget process,
DOE stated they had established five key goals that drive all strategic
planning and budgeting decisions. Three of those goals are directly supported
by a selection of Bellefonte but are not supported by a selection of Watts
Bar/Sequoyah.

Selection of Bellefonte:

1. Has DOE promoting clean efficient energy and enhancing energy security
through new nuclear power generation capacity,

2. Shows DOE stabilizing and protecting the environment by preventing a
new fossil fueled power generation with greenhouse gas emissions, and

3. Has DOE stimulating U.S. economic productivity through creation of new
jobs and multi-regional economic development.

Selection of Watts Bar/Sequoyah does not promote, enhance, stabilize,
protect or stimulate anything associate i with these goals.

Investment in new power generation is not outside of DOE's mission.
Bellefonte meets the criteria, can be available to produce tritium when and if
DOE has the need, can fully support key DOE goals, and provides benefits
not available with the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Offer.

My family and I contend that the Secretary's decision should not just select
an acceptable option, but should select the option that - using the Vice
President's words - is in the "Best Interest of all citizens".

Last week the Vice President also said that one of the last things his father
said to him was "always do right". We sincerely hope that after hearing the
public opinions from tonight's meeting, the Secretary will in fact, "do right".

In conclusion, DOE - Do not select the TVA Watts Bar/Sequoyah Services
Offer, instead select an offer that partner's DOE with TVA in the completion
of Bellefonte, providing local, regional and national benefits versus regional
liabilities and risks, and which can do all of this while providing an assured
supply of tritium.

l(cont'd)

l(cont'd)
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We believe that Bellefonte is the best selection because it meets the selection 
criteria, has the lowest cost to us as taxpayers, does not have the liabilities 
and risk of a baseload plant, and provides distinct benefits. Benefits that are 
shared not only locally and regionally, but also on a national level. National 
benefits such as lowest cost to the taxpayer, an environmental benefit of new 
power generation without greenhouse gases, and revenues allowing for cost 
recovery. 

In addition, DOE must not forget that the Department bas other missions in 
addition to national security. DOE's core mission statement starts offwith 
these words: "To foster a secure and reliable energy system that is 
environmentally sustainable, .. ". As p,u1 of DOE's FY99 budget process, 
DOE stated they had established five key goals that drive all strategic 
planning and budgeting decisions. Three of those goals are directly supported 
by a selection of Bellefonte but are not supported by a selection of Watts 
Bar/Sequoyah. 

Selection of Bellefonte: 

1. Has DOE promoting clean efficient energy and enhancing energy security 
through new nuclear power generation capacity, 

2. Shows DOE stabilizing and protecting the enworunent by preventing a 
new fossil fueled power generation with greenhouse gas emissions, and 

3. Has DOE stimulating U.S. economic productivity through creation of new 
jobs and multi-regional economic development. 

Selection of Watts Bar/Sequoyah does not promote, enhance, stabilize, 
protect or stimulate anything associate i with these goals. 

Investment in new power generation is not outside of DOE's mission. 
Bellefonte meets the criteria, can be available to produce tritium when and if 
DOE has the need, can fully support key DOE goals, and provides benefits 
not available with the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Offer. 

My family and I contend that the Secretary's decision should not just select 
an acceptable option, but should select the option that - using the Vice 
President's words - is in the "Best Interest of all citizens". 

l(cont'd) 

Commentor No. 237: Steve Tanner (Cont'd) 

Last week the Vice President also said that one of the last things his father 
said to him was "always do right". We sincerely hope that after hearing the 
public opinions from tonight's meeting, the Secretary will in fact, "do right". 

In conclusion, DOE - Do DQ1 select the TV A Watts Bar/Sequoyah Services l(cont'd) 
Offer, instead select an offer that partner's DOE with TVA in the completion 
of Bellefonte, providing local, regional and national benefits versus regional 
liabilities and risks, and which can do all of this while providing an assured 
supply of tritium. 

~~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 



Commentor No. 238: Steven Howell Commentor No. 239: Groups Opposed to CLWR Tritium

AKZO NOBEL
aw.1sbAl1 Fib.

December 14, 1998

Ret Comments by Steven Howell
Yarn Plant Manager
AKZO Nobel Industrial Fibers, Inc.
Scottsboro, AL.

TO: Secretary Bill Richardson, DOE

I represent a 750,000 square foot facility located in Scotteboro,
Alabama. We employ approximately 715 people at our facility and have
annual sales of close to 150 million dollars.

I am totally against the use of Watts Bar/Sequoyah as the site for
propcsed Tritium product ion. This is based on the adverse impact
to the regime power Supply that this would have. As I an sure
you are aware that by completing Bellefonte it would add approximately
1200 MW of new power generation to the IVA power system. This is in
contrast to the use of Watts Bar/Sequoyah which would compromise the
power generation of these units. This past suommer the shortage of
power generation in the TVA system caused millions of dollars of
extraordinary high power bills for Tennessee Valley Industries.

This past summer TVA generation could not meet the power demand and
had to purchase power from outside systems. This cost our plant in
an excess of one (1) million dollars this past summer. The economic
benefit to the whole Tennessee Valley would behbest served by com-
pleting Bellefonte. In addition to the economics of using Bellefonte
an added benefit would be that by using Bellefonte for power gener-
ation fossil fire generation would not be needed to meet peak demands.
This would reduce the greenhouse gases that are released to the
atmosphere.

Therefore, based on environmental and economic benefits from the
completion of Bellefonte to make Tritium I strongly request that
Secretary Richardson after reviewing all aspects will select Bellefonte.
By doing so the best interest of our country as well as the Tennessee
Valley will be served.

Thank you for allowing me to speak on this most important matter to
the Tennessee Valley.

Sincerely,

Steven Howell
Yarn Plant Manager

I

Production
GROUPS ACROSS THE NATION OPPOSE COMMERCIAL REACTOR

PRODUCTION OFTRITIUM

December 14, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue
Washington, IDC 20585

Dear Secretary Richarnlsoný

The undersigned organizations, representing thousands of concerned citizens throughout
the country, strongly oppose U.S plans to utilize aiy commercial nuclear power plants to
produce tritium for nuclear weapons. In our view, such a plan would blur the line
between civilian and military applications of nuclear power and thus sets a dangerous
precedent from a non-proliferation standpoint In addition, further reductions in nuclear
arsenals, supported by your administration and increasingly likely, would make a new
source oftritium unnecessary.

As you are aware, it has been the long-standing policy of the United States to separate
military and civilian uses of nuclear ted0ology. We sand behind that policy and
continue to believe that in this area, the United States must make non-proliferation
concerns paramount. Recent revelations that the Indian government procured tritium for
its nuclear weapons program from Western-built 'civilian' reactors reinforces our view.

Section 56a of the Atomic Energy Act forbids special nuclear material produced in a
commercial reactor from being used 'for nuclear explosive purpose&" While'defnitions
of 'special nuclear material" do not include tritium, this technicality does not mask the
fact that the Department of Energy plans to use a source of civilian electricity as a source
of material to boost the destructive power of the nuclear weapons in the U.S. arsenal. As
a former Ambassador to the United Nations you must be able to appreciate how apparent
contradictions in our nuclear weapons policies undercut our ability to champion the cause
of uuclear non-proliferation abroad.

The U.S. timellne for securing a new source of tritium is based on out-dated thinking in
terms of the size of the U.S. nuclear arsenal. The United States still bases its planning on
maintaining a START (Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty) I arsenal. Implementation of
START H, now pending ratification in the Russian Duma, will delay the "need" for new
tritium until at least 2011 since the tritium from nuclear weapons being retired under the
provisions of the START treaties can be recycled into the nuclear weapons slated to
remain in the arsenal. The lower force levels envisioned under the broad outlines of
START IM agreed to by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin las ycar would delay the "need"
for new tritium even further into the 21st Century.

1/07.08
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Commentor No. 238: Steven Howell 

~ 
AKZONOBEL 

December 14, 1998 

Re: Comments by Steven Howell 
Yarn Plant Manager 
AKZO Nobel Industrial Fibers, lllc. 
Scottsboro, AL. 

TO, Secretary Bill llicbardson, DOl! 

I represent a 750.000 square foot facility located in Scottsboro, 
Alabama. We employ approximately i.l5 people at our facility 'and have 
annual sales of close to 150 million dollars. 

I am totally against the use of Watts Bar/Sequoyab 8S the site for 
proposed 'I'ritium production. This is based on the adverse impact 
to the regions power supply that ehta would have. As I am sure 
you are awara that by completing Bellefonte it. would add approximately 
1200 MN of new power generation to the TVA power syat8l1l. This is: in 
contrast to the use of Watts Bar/Sequoyah which would COlapromisa the 
power generation of these wUts. This past summer the shortage of 
power generation in the TVA system caused millions ot dollars of 
extraordinary high power bills for Tennessee Valley rndustri.es. 

This past SU1lDller TVA generation could not meet the power demand And 
had eo purchase power frOID outside system 4 This cost our plant in 
an excess of one (l) million dollars this past summer. The economic 
benefit to the whole Tennessee Valley would be,beat-eerved by com
pleting Bellefonte. In addition to the economics of using Bellefonte 
an added benefit would be that by uBing Bellefonte for power g"ner
Ation fossil fire generation would not be needed to meet peak demands. 
Tbis would reduce the greenhouBe ga8es that are released to the 
atmosphere. 

Therefore. based. on envircmmetltal and economic benefits from. the 
completion of Bellefonte to make Tritium I strongly request that 
Secretary R.ichardson after reViewing -all aspects will select Belleton~e. 
By doing so the best interes~ of our country as wall as the TenneG~ea 
Valley will be served4 

Thank you for allowing me to apeak on this most important matter to 
the Tennessee Valley. 

Sincerely, 

St.even Howell 
Yarn Plant Manager 
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Commentor No. 239: Groups Opposed to CLWR Tritium 
Production 

Cl{OUPS ACROSS TIlE NATION OPPOSE COMMERCIA L REACTOR 
PRODUCfION OFTRlTroM 

Dec:ember 14, 1998 

The Honorable Bill Richardson 
Sc<:retuy of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue 
Wuhington, DC 20S8S 

Dear Secreta!)' Richardson: 

The Wldersigned organizations, representing thousands of ccncerned citizens throughout 
the country. ItroDgiy oppose U.S. plans to utilize any c:ommercial nuc:lear power plants to 
produce uitium for nuclear weapons. In our view, such a plan would blur the line 
between civilian arid military applications ofauclear power and thus sets a dangerous 
precedent from a !ion-proliferation standpoint. In addition, funher reduaiona in uuclear 
arSenals, supported by your idminiatration and increasingly liltdy, would I\lIIke a new 
source of tritium unneeessaty. 

As you an: aware, it has bettn the long-standing policy of the United States to separate 
military aod civilian use. of nuclear !ecImology. We Rand behind that policy and 
c:ontinue to believe tbat in this area, the United States must make non-proliferation 
concerns paTamount. Recent revelations that the Indian government procured tritium for 
ttl nuclear weapons program ftom Westem-built 'civilian' TCactorJ reinfor~ our view. 

Seaion S6e of the Atomic Energy Act forbids spec:isl nuclear material produced in a 
commercial reactor &om bcins used 'for nuc:lear explosive purposes.. While definitions 
of·special nuclear material" do IIOt include tritium, thia technicality d0C5 DOt mask the 
fact that the Department of Energy plans to use a source of civilian electricity as a source 
of material to boost the destructive poweroflhe nuclear weapons in th~ U.S. arsenal. As 
a rOtmet' Ambassador to the United Nations you must be able to appreciate how apparent 
contradictions in our nuclear weapons policies undercut our ability to champion the cause 
of nuclear lIOn-proliferation abroad. 

The U.S. timellne for sec:uring a DCW source of tritium is based on out-dated thinlcing in 
terms of the size ofthc U.S. nuelear arsenal. The United States still bases its planning on 
maintaining a START (Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty) r arsenal. Implementation of 
START n, now pending ratiflC8tion in the Russian Duma, will delay the "need" for new 
tritium unlil at least lOll since the tritium from IWclear weapons being retired under the 
provisions of the START treaties can be recycled into the 1IU,lear weapons slated to 
remain in the anenal. The lower force levels envisioned under the broad outlines of 
START m l8Teed to by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin last year would delay the "need" 
for new tritium eY8llfunher into the 2 bt Centuty. 
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Commentor No. 239: Groups Opposed to CLWR Tritium
Production (Cont'd)

Commentor No. 239: Groups Oposed to CLWR Tritium
Production (Cont'd)

We are particularly concerned about the prospect of using taxpayer dollars to complete
the construction of the Tennessee Valley Authority's Rellefonte nuclear reactor to
produce nuclear weapons tritium. In addition to the substantial burden this proposal
would present for taxpayers, bringing Bellefonte on-line would add to the ever growing
amount of nuclear waste in the United States. A problem for which there is no adequate
solution. 4/23.13

We understand tha your office is under considerable pressure to choose between a
number ofpotemial tritium sources, each ofwhich haa considerable fiscal or non-
proliferation drawbacks. At a time ofemerging consensus on the desirability of
significantly reducing the U.S. nuclear arsenal we urge you to make the courageous 3(cont'd)
decision of"none of the above" regarding tritium sources. We stand ready to work with
your office on the removal of legislative language forcing the United States to maintain a
massive Cold War-sized arsenal.

The United States does not need to move forward with a new tritium program that will 11 4(cont'd)
waste fitrther taxpayer dollars and has the potential to undercut long-standing non- 5/0104
prolferation policy.j

Sincerely,

NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Jacqueline Cabasso, Executive Director
Western States Legal Foundation
Oakland, CA

Tom Carpenter
Government Accountability Project
Seattle, WA

Donald Clark
Cumberland Countians for Justice &
Peace
Pleasant Hill. TN

Judy Cumbee
Justice-Peace-Human Rights Committee
of Alabama New South Coalition
Montgomery, AL

Bruce and Magi Drew
Prarie Island Coalition
Lake Elmo. MN

Marie Edguer
Cleveland Peace Action
Cleveland, OH

Don Hancock
Southwest Research & Information
Cew.e
Albuquerque. NM

Ralph Hutchison
Oak Ridge Environmental Peace
Alliance
Oak Ridge, TN

Carol Jahnkow
Peace Resource Center of San Diego
San Diego, CA

Marylia Kelley
Tri-Valley CAREs (Citizens Against a
Radioactive Environment)
Liverrore, CA

Marcus Keyes
Office of ustice. Peace & Integrity of
Creation
Roman Catholic Diocese of Knoxville
Knotville, TN

Reinard Knutsen
Shundahai Network
Las Vegas, NV

Adele Kushner
Action for a Clean Environment
Alto, GA

Greg Mello
Los Alamos Study Group
Santa Fe, NM

Michelle Neal-Conlon
Foundation fbr Global Sustainability
Knoxville, TN

Rick Nielsen
Citizen Alert
Las Vegas. NV

Harry Rogers
Carolina Peace Resource Center
Columbia, SC

Susan Lee Solar
Grandmothers and M/others Alliance for
the Future
Austin, TX

Lynne Stembridge
Hanford Education Action League
Spokane, WA

Diane Swords
Peace Action Central New York
Syracuse. NY

Ellen Thomas
Proposition One Committee
Washington, DC

C)j

Susan Gordon
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

Bruce Hall
Peace Action

United Church of Christ
Peace and Justice Task Force

Michael Mariotte
Nuclear Information and Resource
Service

Belty Obal
Sisters of Loretto

Jun Riccio
Public Citizen's
Critical Mass Energy Project

Susan Shaer
Women's Action for New Directions

REGIONAL AND LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS

Jim Allen
Vine and Fig Tree
Montgomery, AL

Bill Akin
Mid-South Peace & Justice Center
Memphis, TN

N-j

Commentor No. 239: Groups Opposed to CLWR Tritium 
Production (Cont'd) 

We are particularly concerned about the: prospec;t of using WCpayer dollars to complete 
the construction of the Tennessee Valley Authority's Rellefonte nuclear reactor to 
produce nuclear weapons tritium. In addition to the 811bstantial burden this proposal 4/23.13 
would present for taxpayers, bringing Bellefonte on-line would add to the ever growing 
amount of nuclear waste in the United States. A problem for which there il no adequate 
solution. 

We undorstand that your office i. under considerable preuure to ehoose between a 
number ofpotemlal tritium 1OUR:eS, cadi ofwhich has considenlble fiscal or n0n

proliferation drawbacks. At ~ time of emerglD8 c:omensus on the desirability of 
signiflc:antly reducing the U.S. nuclear- anenal_ urge you tomalee the courageous 3(cont'd) 
decision of "noM of the above" regarding tritium lOurces. We stand ready to worit with 
your offi~ on the removal of legislative language forcing the United States to maintain a 
massive Cold War-siRe! ar_a!. 

The United Statea does not neM to move forward with a new tritium program that will 114(cont'd) 
waste further taxpayer dollar8 and baa the potential to uoderc:ut long-stlllding !lOll- 115/01.04 
proliferation policy. 

Sim:eRly, 

NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Susan Gordon 
Alliance for Nuclear ACWU1Itability 

BobKinscy 
United Church ofChrlst 
pea(:e IDd Justice Task Force 

Michael Mariotte 
Nuclear Informalion and Resourc;(! 
SeM" 

BeUyObai 
Sisters of Loretto 

IunRiocio 
Public Citizen's 
Critical Mas. Energy Project 

Susan Shaer 
Women's Action for New Direction$ 

REGIONAL AND LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Jim Allen 
Vine and Fig Tree 
Montgomery, AI.. 

Bill Akin 
Mid-South Peace &. Justice Center 
Memphis, TN 

Commentor No. 239: Groups Opposed to CLWR Tritium 
Production (Cont'd) 

Jacqueline Cabasso, Executive Director 
Western Slates Legal Foundation 
Oakland, CA 

Tom Carpenter 
Oovemment Ac:cowuability Projctt 
Seaule. WA 

Donald Clark 
Cumberland Countians for Iustice &: 
Peace 
Pleasant Hill. TN 

Judy Cumbee 
lustice-Peace-Human Right. Committee 
of Alabama New Soum Coalition 
Montgomery. AL 

BNCC and Maggie Drew 
Pnuie Island Coalition 
Lake £lIDO. MN 

Marjie Edguer 
Cleveland Peace Action 
Cleveland, OH 

DonHancoc:k 
Southwat Research &: Information 
Center 
Albuquerque, NM 

Ralph Hutchison 
Oak Ridge Environmental Peace 
Alliance 
Oak Ridge, TN 

CaroIlahnlcow 
Peac:e Resource Center of San Diego 
San Diego, CA 

Marylia Kelley 
Tri-Valley CAREs (Citizens Agaimt. 
Radioactive Environment) 
Uvennore. CA 

Marcus Keyes 
Offi~e of lust ice. Peau & Int~ily of 
Crealion 
Roman Catholic Dioce5e of Knoxville 
KnoKVille, TN 

Reinard Knutsen 
Shundahai Network 
Las Vegas, NY 

Adele Kushner 
Action for a Clean Environment 
Alto,GA 

Greg Mello 
Los Alamos Study Group 
Santa Fe, NM 

Michelle Neal-Conlon 
Foundation fur Global Sustainabilily 
Knoxville, TN 

Rick Nielsen 
Citizen Alert 
Las Vegas. NV 

Harry Rogers 
Carolina Peace Resource Center 
Columbia, SC 

Susan Lee Solar 
Grandmothen and Mlothers Alliance for 
the Future 
Austin, nc· 

Lynne Stembridge 
Hanford Education Action League 
Spokane, WA 

Diane Swords 
Peace Action Central New York 
Syracuse, NY 



Commentor No. 239: Groups Opposed to CLWR Tritium Commentor No. 240: Ronald W Boles
Production (Cont'd)

Harvey Wasserman iastid W. Bo
Citizens Protecting Ohio DOE Hearing on Tretam Production

Bexley, OH Rhea Caunty High School
Evansville, Tamseesee
December 14, 1995

My cna is Ronie Boles. I ant Chairman ofthe Electric Uility Board in Huntsville Alabama. I ome to
you as a concerned member of the electric power comminut. My concerns with TVA producing trimum at the
Watts Ba• and Sequoyah nurleser power plants encompas the electric power production capabilitie of TVA under
this proposateonre dsvt~elsstnatio~na wl sciiy ad telife cyclecosts.

Allow me to be specific.

TVA oMten you a plans at M Btte ddicated ;o the production of tritium. The producio cycle of 12
months maxinsus the amoumts to watch DOEs needs. Over tie life•ime of tdun plant, you awe assured ofa reliable
source and the repaymaetof'the money you inet.

Under the Watts SarSequoyai proposal, tritem production is secondary to electric power productsin.
nthis -tutdowu of dhe plants will raa TVAs power production costs when the pla sut down for

ttiumn colection. Tmhispast year, durng the hot ene usr months, WVA had to go off-line topurchase power becium
it cou m e of itcustomrs. During such ime, our industrial c eust om n iarsptt M e 1/07.08
have to pay higher thens mual prices for electric power, mrflecting' As higher • o•ts for this supplemenal enrgy.

Tri•um coltectin will shut down this dedicated plant, causing higher onergy prices to be paid by these vahled
customers. I submit that this is not fair far te electric power consumers of TVA to underwrite trmitum collectio
cort for DOE. 0

This leads me to discuss other economic development issues. DOE has shown, that eco•tonic development is
one of its conoess as an agetcy. Production of tritium at Watts Bar/Sequoymh will produce no new jobs and no rew
electric power. I don't need to remind you of what ecoiamie expansion will cmose with your decision to support
tritium productian at Detleflase in Jackson County, Alabasa. but the benefits derived from having 1200 megawatts
of new electric power will benefit a whole region of the United States.

Under the Watts Bar/Sequoyah proposal, Watts Bar will be your main source of titsum Sequooab is
designated as a backup should difculy persist at Watts Bar. As you know, Sequoyah will be decommissioned in

2022. National security demnads a stable source for tritum far past that year. Only Bellefonm often the life span
to match DOM's espeditions. This fact should not be ignored.

If the issue is Just dollars, DOEIDOD can bury tasisens flues Rassta. Butwe cauot perminure apon
progriaitobevulnterableto afreignpowemerelyoothe basisofcost. Thathas•n•vh poliyist
DOD/DOE Progass. A shot term decision could ase long term cmosequences foe DOD, DOE, TVA and the whole 01.14 .

The uspport ftr the counpluon of tOw Bellefonte Nuclea Plant has boen dommld in the m edia foe the
Tennessee Valley all the way to Washington. Congresasme and Senators ffon dtie sam ts served by TVA fought
long and hard to give you this opto. I dare say we would not be bersownight discussin light water reactors iftheir
valiant efotbrts had not been ascceasfal. .(cont'd)

Thorn people empaided greet political capital to afford DOE this opportmity. To now see a third option
considered has bhe dir*eetnig att * from my poit of view. You st hae support flue kcal. oft end
national figurms to procd with Sellefbimte The economics should convince you Be•lefonte is the logical cice.

~r-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ , ..... 
~ 
a Commentor No. 239: Groups Opposed to CLWR Tritium 

Production (Cont'd) 

Harvey Wasserman ' 
Citizens Protecting Ohio 
Bexiey,OH 

Commentor No. 240: Ronald W. Boles 

ItaIaId W Bolos 
DOE Hearillg 011 Tritium Produclim 

RMa ~ tfiaII SdIooI 
I!VIDSVilIe, T_ 
December 14, 1998 

My"""", is Ronnie Boles. I am Chairman of!he Eloctric Utility BoonI in Huauville Alabama. I amo ID 
)'011 as. c:ax:emecI member of the electric _ comnumity. My COIIcerDJ wiIh TVA pmIo<:ing tritium lit 1110 
WIllS Bar and Sequoyah nua- powor plalll5 flII<lOIIIJldS!he eIoc:uic poworpt1)duclicD capabilities of TVA IIIIder 
IbiJ J>RIPOAl, 0CClDGIIIie ~ aationaI -msy and the Jife C)de CCIU. 

Allow .... ID be speciIk. 

TVA of6! .. ,.,.. • plaDllIt BeIIefi>ntJO doc!icaIed 1D!he proda<tim of tritium. The proda<tim C)'CIo of 12 
marths maximiza the _ to IIIItdI DOE's 1lOOds. Over !he Iifiotime of thiI plana, _ .,.. ... sured of. reliablo 
__ and tho npaymIIIt of tho _ you in ... 

u.det tho WIllS BarlSequoyah J>RlPOI8I, tritium pJOduclim is _dary ID oledric powor production. 
0Ihmwis0 chi. shutdown of the plalll5 will raiae TVA's power pmluctiCll costs whCII tho p11D1t is shut down fOr 
tritiam coIJoc:ti<m. This Put )'081", during the loot IUDIII10t mmIbs, TVA had ID go off-line 10 purc:baso __ 
it could not meet lb. demands of its customen. During such times, '"" indUlUiaI cu-....s on iDtmuptibIo oervico 
bow to pay higher thou .... I priao. for electric power, .. 1Iec:ting TVA', hiabar costs for this supple.-.I -.aY. 
Tritium colIec:tins will shut down this docIicatod plant, causing higher energy prices ID be paid by those \'Ilued 
customers. l ... buUt!hot Ibis is nat fIIir for !he eIecIric power _swners of TVA to _ tritium caUection 
CCIU fOr DOlL 

This leads me to discuss alb ....... omic development iss ... ,. DOE bas shown that ec:on~ davolopmoat is 
me of its concerns .. an agency. Produ<tioo oftrirrum at WIllS BarlSeqaoyah will produal no new jobs and no DOW 
e!e<tric power. I cJon't need ID mnind you of who! ec:oDomic npansion wiD ....... witIt )'011' dociIim ID support 
tritimn prodlKSion at Bellefonte in JaciaaJ County, Alabama, but the beo<tits derived fiom having 1200.".-. 
of_ electric_will bonefit a whole region oftha Unilod sc.t.s. 

Under tho WIllS BarISequoyah proposal, WIllS Bar win be your "",in 50UmI of tritium; Seqnoyah is 
dasjpaIed as • backup should difficulty persist at WatIJ Bar. As _ know, Soquoyah will be cIecommisoicaed in 
2022. NoticnaIsocurity damands • liable .... "'" lOr tritium far past that year. Only Bellefonte of6!rs !he ~fe span 
to matcb DOD's~. This fact shaold _ be ignored. 

If tho issue is just doIIan, DOEIDOD can buy tritium !tom Rauia. But .... caIIDOt permit '"" weapI1IIS 
pmgtam to be wID8rabIe to • tbnisn _, merely CII die basis of COIL That baa _ boo:n policy in the 
DOI){D()I! Program. A short 1mB cIccisim wuI<I bow iCll1g term ~ fbr DOD, DOE, TVA and tho whole 
natiat. 

The support fOr the compl«icn of the IIeIIefonte NucIsar PIaIIl bas r-. dmmi<:kd in !he modia !tom the 
T_ Valley all the VII)' to WO!hiagtDn. Ccngrossmoa and Soaa!ors ftom the six _ .......t by TVA foogbl 
iCll1g aDd bani to give _ this Clptioa. I do.. lOy .... would not be berololliPl cb:ussioa Uabt water reactotS if'dIeir 
wIiant effOrts had DOt boo:n sucxasiW. 

Those _le eopcndod groat pcIitic:al c:apilal to afI'onI DOE this 1lppClIUIDity. To now sao.1binI <>ptitoD 
CXDSidend baa r-. cJisbeartmiog, lit ~ !tom my point of Wow. YOII sliD bow oupport from local, _ and 
aationaI figutoo 10 proc:ood willi JleIIefcme. The occmomics should _vinoe _ IIaIIorI'onW is the f<>sicol cbcice. 
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Commentor No. 240: Ronald W. Boles (Cont'd) Commentor No. 240: Ronald W. Boles (Cont'd)
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Ann Harris, Executive Director, We The People, Inc., of Tennessee
305 Pickel Rd., Ten Mile, TN 37880
(423) 376-4851 lax (423) 376-8864
December 14, 1998

DOE Public Hearing Concerning Watts Bar Tritium Production

In the October meeting here at Evensville, TVA stated that they do not have a

waste water program that will extract tritium from the reactor coolant water prior to

release to the Tennessee River. Now I find that all you boys are aware that an

extraction facility such as is needed for these light water reactors is in place in Canada.

They have extracted 14 kg of tritium since 1988. And except for a small amount sold to

industry and for research it remains in storage at the Canadian site. The market price is

$30,000 per gram. Send a buyer to Canada and buy what is already produced. Quit

fixing what ain't broke.

Further, tritium gas does not readily absorb in to the body. BUT tritiated water virtually

jumps into the body. Tritium enters the body through the skin or open wounds, absorbed

into materials such as gloves, clothing and in particular metal. Now this Watts Bar plant

is made of medal. Why would we want to use it? Let us go out and make another

superfund site for the American tax payers and my children and grandchildren.

Tritium has been detected in the soil, rainwater and groundwater surrounding a research

laboratory in California and in New York. Tritiated water is found in local creeks in the

same areas. Now DOE says that there is no easy way to treat low levels of tritium found

in water or soil. In addition, the position that one dose or short term exposure is not

hazardous produces the notion that tritium is not dangerous. It is the extended exposure

to tritium that produces the damage. Bourbon has never killed anyone BUT the extended

1/01.14

2/14.04

3/14.25

abuse and use has lklled millions of Americans DOE-TVA- and those boys from

the NRC that are hiding in the background are misleading these communities.

Permit me to give you some of your own research data back to you

#1: University of Chicago-high birth deaths rates

#2: Lawrance Livermore Laboratory--reduced levels of necessary DNA germs in
females

#3: University of California @ Beddey-- mutations (cell damage)

#4: Neuleberg, Federal Republic of Gennany----death of birth mothers

#5: Central laboratory for Radiological Protection, Wasrmaw, Poland-
high rates of lung and testes cancer

#6: Medical Research Council, Oxon, England - Mass loss in male testis-evenw
. in low dosage

You boys are from the governmant and you are heme to help me !l!!!!!l1!!!

What you are bringing to my community and river is nuclear thylidomide. It is the

equivalent of the drug that was given to pregnant women for morning sickness in Europe

and produced massive birth defects and deaths. And you are bringthe men another

"agent orange" Don't help us anymorel

The question of the safety of the primary coolant system at Sequoyah and Watts Bar are

of such recognized bad design and are virtually inoperable at any give time that they are

of little use during any heat up of the reactor. The TVA employee that identified these

problems has received death threats on the job site at Watts Bar and at his home.

These are all questions that have received little or no attention by DOE or TVA in

consideration of making TVA rate payers responsible for DOE's continuing

mismanagemcnt coupled with TVA's current standards and mismanagement. It begs the

question of whethe or not tritiun production at TVA is an asset to the valley and can

the rate payers afford this type of long range and unknown consequences?

3(cont'd)
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Ann Harris. Executive Director, We The People. Inc., of Tennessee 
305 Pickel Rd, Ten Mile. TN 37880 
(423) 376-4851 fax (423) 376-8864 
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DOE Public Hearing Concerning Watts Bar Tritium Production 

In the October meeting here at Evensville, TVA stated that they do not have a 

waste water program that will extnict tritium from the reactor coolant water prior to 

release to the Tennessee River. Now I find that all you boys are aware that an 

extraction facility such as is needed for these light water reactors is in place in Canada. 

They have extracted J 4 kg of tritium since 1988. And except for a small amount sold to 

industty and for research it remains in storage at the Canadian site. The market price is 

$30,000 per gmm. Send a buyer to Canada and buy what is already produced. Quit 

fixing what ain't broke. 

Further. tritium gas does not readily absorb in to the body. BUT tritiated water virtually 

jumps into the body. Tritium enters the body through the skin or open wowtds, absorbed 

into materials such as gloves. clothing and in particular metal. Now this Watts Bar plant 

is made of medal. Why would we want to use it'! Let us go out and make another 

superfund site for the American tax payers and my children and grandchildren. 

Tritium has been detected in the soil, rainwater and groWldwater surrounding a research 

laboratory in California and in New York. Tritiated water is found in local creeks in the 

same areas. Now DOE says that there is no easy way to treat low levels of tritiwn found 

in water or soil. In addition, the position that one dose or short term exposure is not 

hazardous produces the notion that tritium is not dangerous. It is the extended exposure 

to tritium that produces the damage. BoUIbon has never killed anyone BUT the extended 
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aiJuse and usc bas IiJllcd millions of Americans. DOE-1V A- and those boys from 

the NRC that are hiding in the background axe misleading these communities. 

Pennit me to 8M: you some of your own mearch data back to you 

#1: UniveJsity ofChiCllglr--high birth deaths J8tes 

#2: Lawrence Livermore Laboratory-rcdw:cd levels ofnccessary DNA germs in 
females 

1#3: UDiversity of California @ Berkley mutations (cdl damage) 

#4: Neuberberg. Federal Republic of Germany---death ofbirth mothers 

liS: Centrallaborato!y fOf Radiological Protection, Wasrsaw, Poland--
high J8tes ofhmg and testes aIIlcer 

#6: Medical Researeh Council. Oxon, England- Mass loss in male tcstis-even 
in low dosage 

You boys are from the govemment and you are here to help me!!!! !m!!!!!! 

What you are bringing to my commWlity and river is nuclear thylidomidc. [t is the 

equivalcnt of the chug that was given to pregnant women for morning sicknesS in Europe 

and produced massive birth defects and deaths. And yoa are bring~ men another 

"agent CJrIIIIF. W Don't help lIS anymore! 

The question of the safety of the primary coolant system at Sequoyah and Watts Bar arc 

of such fCCOgnized bad design and are virtually inoperable at any give time that they are 

of little use during any heat up of the reactor. The TVA employee that iden1ified these 

problems has =eived death threats on the job site at Watts Bar and at his home. 

These are all questions that have received little or no attention by DOE or TVA in 

consideration of making TVA rate payers responsible for DOE's continuing 

mismanagement coupled with TVA's current standanis and mismaoagement. It begs the 

question of whether or not tritilUll production at TVA is an asset to the valley and can 

the rate payers afford this type of long range and unknown consequences? 
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Commentor No. 242: Carl Fowler Commentor No. 242: Carl Fowler (Cont'd)

Sheet Metal Workers' International Association
LOCAL LN")N NO. 4A

1108 29th Strst, (North
Birmingham. A labma 35234
Pl•wa (2051 322-9016

December 14, 1998

My name is Carl Fowler, Assistant Business Agent of Sheet Metal Workers' Local Union #48,
Birmingham, AL. On behalf of our members and myself as concerned tax paying citizens, I
would like to address the issue of Tritium production.

By the year 2011, the United States supply of Tritiunm will be depleted. President Clinton has
ordered that new Tritium be available by 2005. Since 1995, the Department of Energy has been
investigating alternative methods for Tritium production. By law, the Secretary of Energy must
decide before the end of this year on whether the department will use a commercial light water
reactor or another method. I would like to briefly compare those alternatives.

In 1997, an experimental reactor at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation in Washington State was
put on "a hot standby" as a possibility. That reactor is only capable of producing 1 1/2 to 2
kilograms of Tritiun a year at full Capacity. The reactor at Hanford would have to be
recommissioned at a cost of 200 million dollars or more and the annual operating expense would
be about 88 million dollars. Hanford doesn't need more trouble, contends a spokesman for the
group Government Accountability Project, who states, and I quote "There's already enough
waste there to fill a football field to 250 miles in the sky-high enough that the space shuttle
would bump into it" Sheet Metal Workers' stand opposed to the Hanford site. '

A second possibility is the Proton Accelerator, which if chosen, would be built in South
Carolina. In 1995, a Department of Enegy report, listed the cost at between 9 and 12 billion
dollars. Also, the accelerator would require a significant power supply. It's estimated that the
accelerator would consume 400 mega watts of electricity a year and cost taxpayers between 100
and 200 million dollars in electrical cost alone. Also, the Proton accelerator uses a technology
that's unproven. Are we going to dig another hole in the ground and call it "Super Collider IlT"
Also, the Proton Accelerator cannot meet the schedule of Tritium production by 2005. Sheet
Metal Workers stand opposed to the Proton accelerator.

Then there is the final alternative of producing Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.
Within the last month there are now basically two proposals for using a light water reactor, the
Watts Bar/Sequoyah Service offer and the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant service offer. Let's compare
the two options.

(1) Costs:
With revenue sharing the Bellefonte offer would provide the D.O.E. with an
opportunity to recover the initial investment In other words, Bellefonte's total
investment plus interest would be repaid in full. TVA recently submitted a Bellefonte
reduced payment offer which reduces D.O.E. payments by more than 700 million
dollars. With or without revenue sharing, the Bellefonte offer has a lower life cycle
cost to D.O.E. for Tritium production than any other alternative including the Watts
Bar/Sequoyah offer. Tritium is sold commercially for about 30 million dollars a
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kilogram. The Watts BarfSequoyah offer will cost close to 26 million dollars a
kilogram compared to Bellefonte's offer for the same service in the range off0 to 12.38
million dollars. Neither ofthese two offers includes other program cost, such as, target
rod fabrication, transportation nor the construction and operation of the Tritium
Extraction Facility, all of which makes the Bellefonte offerk below the commercial
cost of Tritium.

(2) Production capability:
Although the numbers are classified, the D.O.E. will need between 2 and 3 kilograms
of Tritium each year to replace the material in nuclear weapons. Watts Bar/Sequoyah
will produce up to 3 kilograms of Tritium a year with a 18 to 24 month production
cycle, with only 25 years of production. With the Watts Bar/Sequoyah offer, electricity
will be the first priority and Tritium as a secondary mission. On the other hand,
Bellefonte will produce up to 5.6 kilograms of Tritium per year with a 12 month
production cycle if needed and a source of Tritium production for up to 40 years.
Bellefonte will be totally dedicated to the production of Tritium. In other words,
Tritium first, electricity second.

(3) Economic Impact:
The Watts Bar/Sequoyah offer will mean no new jobs, no regional economic benefits
and no increase to state and local revenue. The Bellefonte offer will mean thousands of
new jobs, both short term and long term, a positive regional benefit and increase state
and local revenueb leiefoote Tritiml*p will not just be an Alabama plant for only
Alabama workers. m the labor unionurisdiction over Bellefonte 75 peroent

f"ib based in Tennessee. It's estimated that 50 percent of the workforce will be from
Alabama, 45 percent from Tennessee and 5 percent of the workers will be from
Georgia.

(4) Support
There has been no local public, govemment, state, organized labor or congressional
support for the Watts BariSequoyah offer. As a matter of fact, there has been public
opposition with no supporting comments from the environmental impact study public
meetings. Bellefonte has active support from local, government, state, organized labor
and congressional support. There were more than 80 environmental impact study
comments in favor of Bellefonte. Sheet Metal Workers' stand opposed to the Watts
Bar.Sequoyah offer.

Here we are at the 1 lth hour of decision and still no choice. Let's choose the most logical and
feasible choice. That choice is Bellefonte. Only Bellefonte provides new jobs, the lowest cost to
taxpayers, provides multi-state economic benefits and offers a revenue payback to benefit
taxpayer's Only Bellefonte has local, state, bipartisan Congiessional support and organized labor
support. Finally only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths
and would be totally dedicated to the productioa of Triium.

Let's not play politics with our future and the future of our countay. The facts speak for
themselves. Only one choice, Bellefonte Tritium Production Facility must be chosen.

Thank-you.

3(cont'd)
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My name is Carl Fowler, Assistant Business Agent ofShect Metal Workers' Local Union #48, 
Birmingham, AL. On bebalf of our members and myself, as concerned tax paying citizens, I 
would like to addtess the issue ofTritium production. 

By the year 201 I, the United States supply ofTritiwn will be depleted. President Clinton has 
ordered that new Tritium be available by 2005. Since 1995, the Department of Energy has been 
investigating alternative methods for Tritium production. By law, the Secretary of Energy must 
decide before the end of this year on whether the department will use a commercial light water 
reactor or another mclhod.l would like to briefly compsre those alternatives. 

In 1997, an ex.perimentaI reactor at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation in Washington State was 
put on "a bot standby" as a possibility. That mlCtor is only capable of producing I v.. to 2 
kilograms of Tritium a year at full Capacity. The reactor at Hanford would have to be 
m:ommissioned at a cost of 200 millioo dollars or more and the annual operating expense would 
be about 88 million dollars. Hanford doesn't need more trouble, contends a spokesman for the 
group Government Accountability Project, who states, and I quole '"There's already enough 
waste there to fill a football field to 250 miles in the sky-high enough that the space shuttle 
would bump into it" Sheet Metal Workers' stand opposed to the Hanford site. . 

A second possibility is the Proton Accelerator, which if chosen. would be built in South 
Carolina. In 1995, a Department of Energy report, listed the cost at between 9 and 12 billion 
doIlars. Also, the accelerator would require a significant pOWC' supply. It's estimated that the 
accelerator would consume 400 mega watts of electricity a year and cost taxpayers between 100 
and 200 million dollars in electrical cost alone. Also, the Proton accelerator uses a teclmology 
that's unproven. ~ we going to dig another hole in the ground and call it "Super CoIlider II?" 
Also, the Proton Accelerator cannot meet the schedule of Tritium production by 2005. Sheet 
Metal Workers stand opposed to the Proton accelerator. 

Then there is the final ahemative of producing Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor. 
Within the last month there are now basically two proposals for using a light water reactor, the 
Watts BarlSequoyah Service offer and the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant service offer. Let's compsre 
the two options. 

(I) Costs: 
With revenue sharing the Bellefonte offer would provide the D.O.E. with an 
opportunity to IeCOver the initial investment. In other words, Bellefonte's total 
investment plus interest would be repaid in full. TV A recently submitted a Bellefonte 
reduced payment offer which reduces D.O.E. payments by more than 700 million 
dollars. With or without revenue sbaring, the Bellefonte offer has a lower life cycle 
cost to D.O.E. for TritiIUD production than any other alternative including the Watts 
BarlSequoyah offer. Tritium is sold commercially for about 30 million dollars a 
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kilogram. The Watts Bar/Sequoyah offer will cost close to 26 million dollars a 
kilogram compared to Bellefonte's offer for the same service in the range of 0 to 12.38 
million dollars. Neither of these two offas includes other program cost, such as, target 
rod fabrication, transportation nor the construction and operation of the Tritium 
ElI.tracOOn Facility, all of which makes the Bellefonte offer Jf. below the commcrcW 
cost of Tritium. • 

(2) Production capability: 
Although the numbers are classified. the D.O£ will need between 2 and 3 kilograms 
of Tritium each year to replace the material in nuclear weapons. Watts BarlSequoyah 
will produce up to 3 kilograms of Tritium a year with a 18 to 24 month production 
cycle, with only 25 years of production. With the Watts Bar/Sequoyah offet, electricity 
will be the first priority and Tritium as a secondary mission. On the other hand, 
Bellefonte will produce up to 5.6 kilograms of Tritium per year with a 12 month 
production cycle if needed and a source ofTriti\Ull production for up to 40 years. 
Bellefonte will be totally dedicated 10 the production of Tritium. In other words, 
T rilium first, electricity second. 

(3) Economic Impact: 
The Walts BarlScquoyah offer wiD mean no new jobs, no regional economic benefits 
and no inclease to state and local revenue. The BeIlefoote offer will mean thousands of 
DeW jobs, both short term and long tenn, a positive regional benefit and increase state 
and local revenueo~lIefoote Tritimn.fJA!rt will not just be an Alabama plant for only 
A1abama workers:WiIh the Iabor uni~urisdiction over Bellefonte 75 percent -.based in Tennessee. It's estimated !bat 50 percent oftheworkforcc will be from 3(cont'd) 
Alabama, 45 percent from Tennessee and S percent of tile workers will be from 
Georgia. 

(4) Support: 
There has been no local public, government, state, organized labor or congressional 
support for the Watts Bar/Sequoyah offer. As a matter of fact, there has been public 
opposition with no supporting comments from the environmental impact study public 
meetings. Bellefonte has active support from local, government, stale, organized labor 
rmd congressional support. There were more than 80 environmental impact study 
comments in favor of Bellefonte. Sheet Metal Workers' stand opposed to the Watts 
BarlScquoyah offer. 

Here we are at the 11th hour of decision and stiU no choice. Let's choose the most logical and 
fe8sibIe choice. That choice is Bellefonte. Only Bellefonte provides DeW jobs, the lowest cost to 
taxpayers, provides multi-state economic benefits and offers a revenue payback to benefit 
taxpayers. Only Bellefonte has local, state, bipartisan Congressional support and organi:zed Iabor 
support. finally only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths 
and would be totally dedicated to the production of Tritium. 

Let's not play politics with our futwe and the future of our countl)'. The facts speak for 
themselves. Only one choice, Bellefonte Tritium Production facility must be chosen. 

Thank-you. 
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Date: Decetmber 14, 1998

Re: Comments by James B. Sandlin, PE.
Manager of Scotisboro Electric Power Board
Scottsboro. Alabima

To: Secretary Bill Richardson. DOE

I am totally against the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Tritium proposal from TVA to meot
the nation's tritium supply. My comments will be focused on the impact to the
regions power supply, as operated and maintained by TVA, and the cost and
availability of said TVA power.

Choosing the Watts BarSequoah Tritium option would substantially
compromise the regions power supply during moderate to extreme loading
conditions. The summer of 1998 brought criticality to the supply and price of
itterrupu'ble power for many Tennessee Valley industries. As my colleague from
dhe Scottsboro Akzo Nobel Industrial Fibers facility will explain, that while power
was available, the price incurred created cataclysmic conditions for these
industries. My customer, Akzo Nobel, saw a significant increase in power cost
over the late summer months.
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MONTH
May 1998 $464,786.11
June 1998 5731,"944
July 199 $841,469.13

August 1998 S558,5.32
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New generation of apiroximately 1200 MW will be added to the TVA power
system a Bellefonte unit is completed. This would decrease the risk of sharp price
increases because TVA would have more generation to meet the Tennessee
Valley's demand for electricity. If the Watts Bar/Sequoyah option is chosen, the
valley could see an even greater risk of interruptible powr price instability.
Generation capacity supplied by Watts Bar could become unavailable if the
DOE/DOD needs to etract tritium burnable absorption during extreme load
conditions.

Also, municipal and cooperative (consumer-owned) electric distribution systems
would be even further jeopardized because wholesale power cost would rise if
TVA Nuclear generation were not available. Fossil-fired or natural gas turbines
used to meet the Valley's demand during a oucleai unit outage would also add
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Commentor No. 244: James B. Sandlin, P.E. 

Scottsbcm 
ELECTRIO ,"OWE .. • OAII. 

Dale: Decemba- 14. 1998 

R.e: Contments by James B. Sandlin, P.E. 

P.o.IImc_ .... E. __ -...-(25IIJ 574-2lIlIIII Fax: (25C1l 574-S1115 
Web IIII*ess: _.audsbui"4liM'd.CIII1D 

Manaser ofScatsboro Electric Power Board 
Sc:otIsboro, Alabama 

To: Socrotary BiU Richardson, DOE 

I am totally against the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Tritium proposal from TV A to meet 
the nation's tritium supply. My comments will be fOQlsed on the impact to the 
regions power supply, as operated and maintained by TV A, and the cost and 
availability of said TV A power. 

Choosins the Watts BarISequoyah Tritium option would substantially 
compromise the regions power supply during moderate to Clttreme loading 
CODditiOIlS. The summer of 1998 brought criticalitY to the supply and price of 
interruptible power for many Tennessee Valley industries. As my colleague from 
the Scottsboro Abo NobellndustriaJ Fibers facility will explain, that while power 
was available, the price incurred crea!ed cataclylJllic conditions for these 
industries. My customer, Abo Nobel, saw a significant increase in power <:oSI 

over the late summer months. 

MONTH 
Mav-I998 $464,786.11 
June 1998 S7l1 !I04JI4 
.liilV-l998 584146'-13 

AliliiIItl998 SS58,995.l11 

New geueration of approximately 1200 MW will be added to the TV A power 
system a Bellefonte unit i. completed. This would decrease the risk of sharp price 
iocreases because TV A would have more: generation to meet the Tcrmessce 
Valley's demand for electricity. If the Watts BarlSequoyah option is chosen, the 
valley cou1d ,see an even grca!er risk of interruptible power price instability. 
Generation capacity supplied by Watts Bar could become unavailable if the 
DOEIDOD needs to extract tritium burnable absorption during extreme load 
conditions. 

Also, municipal and coopera!ive (consumer-owned) electric distribution syStems 
would be even further jeopardized bOClUSe wholesale powa- cost would rise if 
TV A Nuclear generation were not available. Fossil-fired or natural gas turbines 
used to meet the Valley's demand during a nucleU unit outage would also add 
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Commentor No. 244: James B. Sandlin, RE. (Cont'd) Commentor No. 245: Monica Blanton

Mr. James B. Sandlin
Comments to DOE - December 14, 1998
Rhea County High School, Evansville, Tennessee

pg. 2

C
.~ bgreenhouse gasses to the environment and additional costs, respectively. Clearly,

nuclear power plays an important part in supplying power for our country. If we
expect to maintain a robust economy and keep unemployment low, our country
must rely on nuclear power to meet its' growing demand for energy.

The TVA Bellefonte options are clearly the best choice for tritium production. I
strongly encourage that Secretary Richardson weigh its merits and definite
tangible benefits of competing Bellefonte. The Tennessee Valley Power
Distributors unanimously support the completion of Bellefonte and its role in our
national defense. After all, the mission of TVA from its inception provided
resources to assist other agencies and departments in keeping our national defense
strong

I appreciate the opportunity to speak to you on this important matter

Sincerely,

Jimmy Sandlin
Manager

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR

to Leaving the Meeting1(cont'd)

Commerntns:
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Commentor No. 244: James B. Sandlin, RE. (Cont'd) 

Mr. James B. Sandlin pg.2 
Comments to DOE - December 14, 1998 
Rhea County High Schoo~ Evansville, Tennessee 

greenhouse gasses to the environment and additionaJ costs. respectively. Clearly, 
nuclear power plays an important part in supplying power for our country. If we 
expect to maintain a robust economy and keep unemployment low, our country 
must rely on nuclear power to meet its' growing demand for energy. 

The TV A Bellefonte options are clearly the best choice for tritium production. I 
strongly encourage that Secretary Richardson weigh its merits and definite 
tangible benefits of competing Bellefonte. The Tennessee Valley Power 
Distributors unanimously.suppon the completion of Be1lefonte and its role in our 
national defense. After al~ the mission of TVA from its inception provided 
resources to assist other agencies and depanments in keeping our national defense 
strong. 

I appreciate the opponunity to speak to you on this imponant matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jimmy Sandlin 
Manager 

1 (cont 'd) 

Commentor No. 245: Monica Blanton 

Please Tum in Y.ur Written C.mments 
PIU.Jf. 

t. Leavin: the Meetin: 
Comments: _________________ _ 
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Commentor No. 246. Mary Brooks Commentor No. 247: Robert W Van Wyck

Radiological Consultant

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR

to Leaving the Meeting
mts.: a a a•0-x d4-- -4Q,- Q •,-& II

RobmtW VanWy. k C.bfiedlH€ IHe,"i ala
709 Hdrmidt Platoe, No ti
Erefitwod. TN 3707

Stephen M. Sohinki, Director
CLWR Project Office
US Dept. of Energy
PO Box 44539
Washington, DC 20026.4539

Tel. 615-373-9176

Dec. 12, 1998

C1C -1 /ý I ',•,- III

UL-t F i -W O-XX- K-AJL.- J4A '4-,K-R 0UdALttCJtA4 II

4/ DIJ W- iL-~Ao~ C-~it~4~. = -I /07.07

Dear Mr. Sohinki:
I received a phone call from someone in your office on Friday, 12/11,

informing me that you plan to hold a hearing at the Rhea County High
School in Evensville, TN on Monday, 12/14, regarding the proposal to
manufacture tritium in one or more of the TVA Light Water Nuclear plants.
I received a memo in the mail today (Saturday, 12/12) confirming the
meeting.

It is not clear why this meeting is being held, particularly with such short
notice. The EIS has not been completed to my knowledge. Therefore, the
local residents who attend will not be adequately informed or be able to carry
out any meaningful discussion about the project.

It is also not clear why such a "sudden" meeting has been called for this
purpose. Since I feel it would be a serious mistake to manufacture tritium as
proposed and I am strongly opposed to it, perhaps I was notified as an "after
thought"

In any event, I cannot make the meeting at this time with such short
notice. Therefore, I hurriedly prepared the attached letter to State Senator
Gene Elsea, in whose district the meeting will be held, and handed it to him
on Friday at his office here in Nashville. I hope that he, or a representative,
will be able to attend and provide useful information from my perspective.

In the future, I request that you give at least two weeks notice of any
planned meetings on this proposal so that plans can be made to attend.

1/05.31

Thok yex for y-o ipt Pkýo mes, miditiorml shedso if neeooeoy a"o sioh U~th tothis form,.
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R
A - x ________________
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Fix:_.. . _____ .- ____-

hi-Mail Address: _____-____________________________
Sincerely,

q 6 r ;'L=.
Pcthtot W Vanr W&yck+ (IP

~r---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, , 
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"'" 0\ Commentor No. 246: Mary Brooks 

Please Tum in Your Written Comments 
PRIOR 

to Leaving the Meeting 

--------------_.--------

Thank you for )ouur inpul. Please 1W! addi~ionaI5Ixet.s ifnetUSal'J and at1a(h thtm 10 this rorm. 
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Commentor No. 247: Robert W. Van Wvck 

Radiological Consultant 

Robart w. van Wyot, c.1iIied _ {Phyoici8I 
709 HoI_ PIo"._ _.1N "n11ZT 

Stephen M. Sohlnkl, Director 
CLWR Project Office 
US Dept of Energy 
PO 80x44539 
Washington, DC 20026-4539 

Dear Mr. Sohinki: 

Dec. 12,1998 

I received a phone call from someone in your office on Friday, 12111, 
infonning me that you plan to hold a hearing at the Rhea County High 
School in Evensville, 1N on Monday, 121t4, regarding the proposal to 
manufacture tritium in one or more of the TVA Light Water Nuclear plants. 
I received a memo in the mail today (Saturday, 12112) confirming the 
meeting. 

It is not clear why this meeting is being held, partiCUlarly with such short 
notice. The EIS has not been completed to my knowledge. Therefore, the 
local residents who attend will not be adequately infonned or be able to carry 
out any meaningful discussion about the project. 

It is also not clear why such a "sudden" meeting has been called for this 
purpose. Since [ feel it would be a serious mistake to manufacture tritium as 
proposed and [ am strongly opposed to it, perhaps I was notified as an "after 
thought If. 

In any event, I cannot make the meeting at this time with such short 
notice. Therefore, I hurriedly prepared the attached letter to State Senator 
Gene Elsea, in whose district the meeting willl:!e held, and handed it to him 
on Friday at his office here in Nashville. I hope that he, or a representative, 
will be able to attend and provide useful infonnation from my perspective. 

In the future, I request that you give at least two weeks notice of any 
planned meetings on this proposal so that plans can be made to attend. 
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Commentor No. 248: Mayor Donald B. Clark

Department of Energy
Public Meeting

December 14
Rhea County High School

on Watts Bar and Sequoyah
nuclear power plants for the production of

TRITIUM
Comments of Donald B. Clark

Commentor No. 248: Mayor Donald B. Clark (Cont'd)

The Cumberland Countians for Peace & Justice, a coalition of
individuals and religious congregations in neighborinmg Cumberland
County, is an affiliate of Peace Action and, as you might suspect,
is strongly opposed to the manufacture of tritium, period 1: No
where, no howl

On August 7, 1997, my testimony referred to National Council
of Churches, World Council of Churches, Friends Committee on
National Legislation, and United Church of Christ positions on
nuclear weapons,the Plutonium Economy, and nuclear power. I
concluded by saying that it can be safely said that THE MAINLINE
RELIGIOUS COMMUNITY STANDS AGAINST ANYTHING THAT WILL EXTEND THE
LIFE OF A NUCLEAR REACTOR, MAKE IT EVEN SLIGHTLY LESS UNECONOMIC
TO OPERATE, DELAY ITS DEMISE, OR PUT IT ON ADDITIONAL WELFARE. We
certainly would be opposed to the Department of Energy helping TVA
complete a nuclear power plant. We view nuclear power as a
"costly mistake" in the first place.

We have been working for years trying to stop the Department
of Energy from building nuclear bombs, in Oak Ridge and elsewhere.
We support the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty, no furher nuclear testing of any kind and the
rapid dismantlement of nuclear weapons, We do not believe that $5 I
billion should be spent a year on our nuclear weapons arsenal,
creating more deadly H bombs out of old ones. We believe the
program is not politically appropriate, responsible, moral or
logical.

In that testimony, we quoted from the June 1997 issue of
PHYSICS TODAY that contained several articles on radioactive waste
and nuclear safety, mentioning a 12 year tritium leak to
groundwater from a qpent fuel holding tank of a reactor at
Brookhaven National Laboratory. I mentioned the public trust of
the management of any nuclear reactor or research laboratory
anywhere in the world is slim and justifiably should be
nonexistant. The history of secrets, deceptions, denials and lies
preclude trust and engenders anxiety. Those in the industry and
the NRC are seemingly confident that nuclear science has the
answers and must be pursued no matter what the costs. We consider
this a faith based on self-dillusion and blind arrogance.
Aklternatively using the economic resources devoted to nuclear
reactors and weapons, by the United States alone, for only a few

1/01.01

2/07.02

3/02.01

4/23.13

5/01.10

6/08.04

4(cont'd)

months, could solve the world hunger and literacy problems and
fund world wide environmewntal restoration. Redirecting the human
resources of the nuclear and war industries to the meeting of
creation needs is essential, in my view.

I conclude that testimony by claiming that NO ON CAN JUSTIFY
FURTHER TOXIC IMPACTS ON THIS REGION, citing several toxic impacts
of Oak Ridge reported in the newspapers back in 1997. Since then
the Tennessean newspaper has had several articles on the health of
employees and area communities as well as a Special Report on the
toxic impacts of nuclear and secondary sites actross the nation.
An editorial on the date of the special report, September 29,1998
is attached.

Copies of my testimony on August 7, 1997 and Fdebruary
26,1998, less several attachments, are also provided.

Thank you for the opportunity to present our views again.

Since my last testimony, I have been elected Mayor of Pleasant
Hill, TN and, in addition to involvements listed previously, have
been added to the Steering committee of the OBED Watershed
Association and the Cumberland Chapter of Save Our Cumberland
Mountains.

Un•ed Church of Christ. Nowrk lor 9nfoim-eft& A UWlc RPMOKY
DWnId S& awk Coflvw P.OBox 220. P.assnt H5. TM 38578
(931) 277. S4ta Fur: 277488 dW@(nriit0r.00Mm

Cumberland Countians for Peace & Justice
Donald B.Clark, Chair of Steering Committee S&
P.O.0OX 220, Pleasant Hill, TN 38578
(931) 277-5467 Faxs 277-5593 clarkjd@multipro.com

4(cont'd)
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Comments of DOnald B. Clark 

of 

The Cumberland Counti«ns tor Peace & Justice, a coalition of I 
individuals and religious congregations in neighboricmg Cumberland 
County, is an affiliate of Peace Action and, as you mi'1ht suspect, 1101.01 
is strongly opposed to the manufacture of tritium, per10d J I No 
where, no howl 

on August 7, 1997, my testimony referred to National Council 
of Churches, world Council of Churches, Friends Committee on 
National Legislation, and United Church of Christ positions on 
nuolear weapons, the Plutonium Economy, and nuclear power. I 
concluded by saying that it can be safely said that THE'MAINLINE 
RELIGIOUS COMMUNITY STANDS AGAINST ANYTHING THAT WILL EXTEND THE 
LIFE or A NUCLEAR REAC'I:OR, MAKE IT EVEN SLIGHTLY LESS UNECONOMIC 
TO OPERATE, DELAY ITS DEMISE, OR PUT IT ON ADDITIONAL WELFARE. we 
certainly WQuld be opposed to the Department of Energy helping TVA 
complete a nuolear power plant. we view nuolear power as a 
Mcostly mistakeW in the first place. 

2107.02 

Ife have been worlti'ng tor years trying to stop the Department I 
of Energy from building nuclear bombs, in Oak Ridge and elsewbere. 
We support the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive 3102.01 
Test Ban Treaty, no furher nuclear testing of any kind and the 
rapid dismantlement of nuclear weapons. we do not believe that $S II 
billion should be spent a year on our nuclear weapons arsenal, 4123.13 
creating more deacUy H bombs out of old ones. We believe the II 
program is not politically appropriate, responsible, moral or 5101.10 
logical. 

In that testimony, we quoted from the June 1997 issue of 
PHYSICS TODAY that contained several articles on radioactive waste 
and nuclear safety, mentioning a 12 year tritium leak to 
groundwater from a ~nt fuel holding tank of a reactor at 
Brookhaven National Laboratory. I mentioned the public trust of 
the management of any nuclear reactor or research laboratory 6/0~04 
anywhere in the world is slim and justifiably should be 
nonexistant. The history of secrets, deceptions, denialll and liell 
preclude trullt and engenders anxiety. Those in the industry and 
the NRC are seemingly confident that nuclear science has the 
answerll and must be pursued no matter what the costll. We consider 
this' a faith based on Belf-dillusion and blind arrogance. 
Aklternatively using the economic resources devoted to nuclear 114(cont'd) 
reactors and weapons, by the United States alone, for only a few 

Commentor No. 248: Mayor Donald B. Clark (Cont'd) 

months, c:oul.d Bolve the world hunger and literacy problema and 
fund world wide anvironmewntal restoration. Redirecting the human 
resources of the nuclear and war industries to the meeting of 
creation needs is essential, in my vi_. 

114(Cont'd) 

I conclude that testimony by claiming that NO ONE CAN JUSTIFY 
FURTHER TOXIC IMPACTS ON THIS REGION, citing several toxic impacts 
of oak Ridge reported in the n_papers back in 1997. Since then 
the 2'enneesean newspaper has had several articles on the bea1th of 
employees and area cOll'lllwtities as well as a Special Report OD the 
toxic impacts of nuclear aDd .econdary site. accross the nation. 
An editorial OD the date of the special report, Ssptember 29,1998 
is attacbed. 

copies of my testimony on August 7, 1997 and Fdebruary 
26,1998, 1e .. several attacbmenta, are also provided. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present our views again. 

since my last testimony, I have been elected Mayor of Pleasant 
Hill, TN and, in addition to involvamanta listed previously, have 
been added to the Steering cammittee of the OBED Watershed 
Association and the CUmberland Chapter of Save Our CUmberland 
Mountains. 

Un1tlld Chutd1 01 Christ. N....orlt lor Environmeral & &:onomlc ReIpQnsIliII\y 
DoI'IaJd a. Cork. eon.- P.O.Sox 220. _ HI. TN 38578 
(931) 'ZTT._ Fall: 277_ darlqdOmul!iJ)l'o.com 

Cumberland Countians for peace & Justice 
Donald B.Clark, Cbair of Steering Camaittae 
P.O.Box 220, Pleasant Hill, TN 38578 
(931) 277-5467 Faxl 277-5593 clarkjd'multipro.cam 
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00 Commentor No. 249: Stephen A. Smith

Forward Header
Subject: TVA and Tritium
Author: <sasmith@TnGreen.com>
Date: 12117/98 10:44 AM

Steve.
I wanted to get the summary of my TVERC comments the other night.

1. We do see the need for Tritium at this time, DOE has not presented a
compelling case for the need:

2. We see the use of a CLWR as a clear violation of the
non-proliferation treaty, no matter which reactor is chosen.

3. We feel strongly that the Vice President's office has influenced this
decision, and this will compromise his ability to stand before the world
community in the future if elected to a higher office and argue against
weapons of mass destruction. We see that he has been too involved in
moving this TVA agenda. We will also work hard to expose his role both
nationally and internationally if this goes fbrward in the coming
months.

4. Given the options of Bellefonte and Watts Bar, we see the Watts Bar
option as the least environmentally destructive, given that Bellefonte
is a "clean site". We also see Watts Bar has offering the greatest
flexibility at the least cost given the future likelihood of addition
weapons reductions.

5. We feel it has been a great miss characterization of the facts to say
there is over whelming support for Bellefonte in Alabama. This is not
true outside of those who have a direct economic benefit from the
proposal. The fact that Alabama State Rep. John Robinson from Scottsboro
was reelected by a 70-30 margin while he was vocal in his opposition to
the Bellefonte proposal is clear evidence of this, and the closest thing
to a citizen vote to date. We feel there is a large but not vocal
opposition to Bellefonte and tritium in the community in Alabama.

If these could be gotten directly to the Richardson that would be great,
t have zero confidence that Sohinki can respresent our view objectively.

Thanks for your help

Stephen A. Smith, DVM
Executive Director
TVERC

Commentor No. 250: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance

OAKRD P@l& U LANCE

100 TULSA RD, 2 4 8202 * orep@igc.otg

10 December 1998

The I lonorable Bill Richardson, Secretary
The United States Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

1/02.01

2/01.04

3/01.15

4/07.08

We are writing to express in the strongest possible terms our opposition to the production of
tritium for nuclear weapons in the Watts Bar, Sequoyah, and Bellefonte commercial nuclear
reactors of the Tennessee Valley Authority or in a linear accelerator at Savannah River. We hold
these strong beliefs for these reasons:

WE DO NOT NEED MORE TRITIUM

According to DOE's own estimates, the US has enough tritium to last until 2016 (see the Tritium
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement).

WE SHOULD END THE ARMS RACE, NOT PROLONG IT

The proposed "need" for tritium is based on maintaining a huge START 1 arsenal well into the
next century. This action, and its accompanying billion dollar price tag, is incomprehensible. The
Department of Defense recently advocated deeper than START 2 cuts in the US arsenal. General
Lee Butler, retired in 1994 as the head NATO strategic forces, has called for abolition. Former
President Jimmy Carter has also called for steps to abolish nuclear weapons. Why is the Depart-
ment of Energy proceeding to build up the arsenal?

I 1/07.02

2/02.02

MAKING TRITIUM IN COMMERCIAL REACTORS
VIOLATES US POLICY

The US has prevailed upon other nations to maintain a complete ban on the use of commercial
facilities for military nudear purposes. This ban is so thorough, the US can not purchase Uranium 301.09
from foreign suppliers to make tritium in TVA reactors. Now the US proposes to unilaterally break
the ban, sending a dear message to the rest of the world. I

~r---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
..... 
-t:.. 
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c:-:"-:---= __ ,...-,...,.--Forward Header 
Subject TVA and Tritium --------
Author: <sasmith@TnGreen.com> 
Date 12117/98 10:44 AM 

Steve. 
I wanted to get the summary of my TVERC comments the other night. 

1. We do see the need for Tritium at this time. DOE has not presented a 
compelling case for the need 

2. We see the use of a CL WR as a dear violation of the 
non.proliferation treaty. no matter which reactor is chosen. 

3. We feel strongly that the Vice President's office has influenced this 
decision. and this Will compromise his ability to stand before the world 
community in the future if elected to a higher office and argue against 
weapons of mass destruction. We see that he has been too involved in 
moving this TV A agenda. We will also. work hard to expose his role both 
nationally and internationally if this goes forward in the coming 
months. 

4. Given the options of Bellefonte and Watts Bar. we see the Watts Bar 
option as the least environmentally destructive. given that Bellefonte 
is a "clean site". We also see Watts Bar has offering the greatest 
flexibility at the least cost given the future likelihood of addition 
weapons reductions. 

5. We feel it has been a great miss characterization of the facts to say 
there is over whelming support for Bellefonte in Alabama. This is not 
true outside of those who have a direct economic benefit from the 
proposal. The fact that Alabama State Rep. John Robinson from Scottsboro 
was reelected by a 70-30 margin while he was voc8l in his opposition to 
the Bellefonte proposal is clear evidence of this. and· the clOsest thing 
to a citizen vote to date. We feel there is a large but not vocal 
opposition to Bellefonte and tritium in the community in Alabama. 

If these could be gotten directly to the Richardson that would be great. 
I have zero confidence that Sohinki can respresent our view objectively. 

Thanks for your help 

Stephen A. Smith. DVM 
Executive Director 
TVERC 
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Commentor No. 250: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance 

10 December 1998 

The Honorable Bill Richardson, Secretary 
The United Slates Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington DC 20585 

Dear Secretary Richardson: 

We are writing to express in the strongest possible terms our opposition to the production of 
tritium for nuclear weapons in the Watts Bar, Sequoy:ili, and Bellefonte commercial nuclear 
reactors of the Teruiessee Vaney Authority or in a linear accelerator at Sav-.mnah River. We hold 
these strong beliefs for these reasons: 

WE DO NOT NEED MORE TRITIUM 

According 10 DOE's own estimates, the US has enough tritium to last until 2016 (see the Tritium 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement). 

WE SHOULD END THE ARMS RACE, NOT PROLONG IT 

11107
•
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The proposed "need" for tritium is based on mainlaininga huge START 1 arsenal wen into the 2102.02 
next century. This action, and its accompanying billion dollir price tag, is incomprehensible. The 
Depanmem of Defense recently advocated deeper than START 2 cuts in the US arsenal. General 
lee Butler, retired in 1994 as the head NATO strategic forces, has called for abolition. Former 
Pre.'iident Jimmy Caner has also called for steps to abolish nuclear weapons. Why is the Depart-
ment of Energy proceeding to build up the arsenal? 

MAKING TRITIUM IN COMMERCIAL REACTORS 
VIOLATES US POUCY 

The us has prevailed upon other nations to maintain a complete ban on the use of commercial 1 
facilities for military nuclear purposes. This ban is so thorough, the US can not purchase Uranium 3101.09 
from foreign suppliers to make tritium in lVA reactors. Now the US proposes to unilaterally break 
the ban, sending a dear message to the rest of the world. 
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Commentor No. 251: Tim & Jennifer Profitt

December 15, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
P.O. Box 44539
Washington, D.C. 20026-4539

Dear Mr. Sohinki:

Please consider our request - Do not produce
Tritium in the Tennessee Valley expecially
Watts Bar reactor.

We are raising samll children here and have
everything to loose and nothing to gain from this.
We do support the safety of our Country but we
also support the safety and health of our family
and friends of the Tennessee Valley. PLEASE
do not bring this to Tennessee.

Thanks for our consideration.
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Yours I-i !y7

Ti Peroffitt
Jennifer Proff

ge-ý P,4;,t:t

cc: Zach Wqmp, Congress
Al Gore, Vice President

Tim Proffitt
Route 1, Box 221
Decatur, Tn. 37322
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Commentor No. 251: Tim & Jennifer ProUitt 

December 15, 1998 

u.s. Department of Energy 
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office 
P.o. Box 44539 
Washington, D.C. 20026-4539 

Dear Mr. Sohinki: 

Please consider our request - Do not produce 
Tritium in the Tennessee Valley expecially 
Watts Bar reactor. 

We are raising samil children here and have 
everything to loose and nothing to gain from this. 
We do support the safety of our Country but we 
also support the safety and health of our family 
and friends of the Tennessee Valley. PLEASE 
do not bring this to Tennessee. 

Than~s for our consideration. 

:;i!'~~~ 
Ti Proffitt ~ 
Jennifer Proffitt 

cc: Zach Wqmp, Congress 
Al Gore, Vice Pre3ident 

Tim Proffitt 
Route 1, Box 221 
Decatur, Tn. 37322 

1/07.07 
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Commentor No. 252: Ned & JoYce Profjt Commentor No. 253: Kristina K. Stark

December 15, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office'
P.O. Box 44539
Washington, D.C. 20026-4539

Dear Mr. Sohinki and All I May Concern:

Please do not produce Tritium in the Tennessee Valleyl
and especially at Watts Bar and Sequoyah reactors l I/y 7.07

I am not against protecting our country and being
ready to defend our country. Please consider there
are too many people down river from Watts Bar in 2/15.03
case of an accident. This is the water that most
people drink including Chattanooga. 1

FAX COVER SHEET

FAX
OAKLEY HIGH SCHOOL

118 W. 7TH
OAKLEY, KS 67748

7r5- 0672-3241
FAX - in-672-3743

765

Please do not contaminate the whole country. Leave
it in the Savanah River area that already has the
damage.

Please condiser the lives of the people of the
Tennessee Valley.

Your" t ly,

re47 ffi
Joyce Proffitt

cc: Zach Wamp, Congress
Al Gore, Vice President

Ned Proffitt
Route 1, Box 249
Decatur, Tn. 37322

3/08.02
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Commentor No. 252: Ned & Joyce ProQitt 

December 15, 1998 

u.s. Department of Energy 
Commercial Light Water Reactor Projec~ Office' 
P.O. Box 44539 
Washington, D.C. 20026-4539 

Dear Mr. Sohinki and All I May Concern: 

Please do not produce Tritium in the Tennessee valleYI 
and especially at Watts Bar and Sequoyah reactors. 1/0~07 

I am not against protecting our country and being I 
ready to defend our country. Please consider there 
are too many people down river from Watts Bar in 2/15.03 
case of an accident. This is the water that most 
people drink including Chattanooga. 

Please do not contaminate the whole country. Leave 
it in the Savanah River area that already has the 
damage. 

Please condiser the lives of the people of the 
Tennessee Valley. 

~~ 
Yours t!¢lY' 

'Ie~P~ffi .'-

Joyce Proffitt 

cc: Zach Wamp, Congress 
Al Gore, Vice President 

Ned Proffitt 
Route I, Box 249 
Decatur, Tn. 37322 

113/08.02 
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Commentor No. 253: Kristina K. Stark (Cont'd) Commentor No. 254: Petition

We we memters of the Oaldey High Sohool Debat Team from Northwest

Kansm As you may, or may nmt know. this yeaMr debate topic deals with the Unied

Stat•e ,-d Rusian foreign policy. We have encountd a proposal that seeks to

import Russian tritium from nuclear roactors to meet United States defense needs. We

reahs tatwt there may be a it Iumn shorlage in the Ui, Stake in the future. bu w 1/01.14

believe Importing Russian nuolear by.produots will he negative consequences. We

we searotan for Iformionnciw showritg that the Unite States Will be able to produce its

own tritium ouppty for the future. We hvew read int/mation on the APT project, and we

belive thtits may be a poelift means of obbt witiurn. We would apprecIate

any information eupporting the conolusion that the United States will be able to

pmwuoe Its own btidum. Thank you for your time,

T • ,)

December 9. 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

RE- TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e.,
latter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.)
has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to sumomrt only Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
* Only Benlefonte provides new jobs
* Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
* Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
* Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

z PUBLIC POLICY
* Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
* Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
* Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
O Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritiumn production

* Only Bellefonte would offer production ftlbllty with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
* Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air Initiatives

0
S
S
0

0

0
S
01/0 7.03

NAME ADDRESS

Yet5-z

~ ...... 
V, 

Commentor No. 253: Kristina K. Stark (Cont'd) 

w. _ manbers d .. 0aIcIey HIgh SohooI DcbatD Team from Northwest 

Kansas. As ~ may, or may not know, this years cIebetII tDpic deale with the UnIted 

StalIIIIIId RUllian fo11Iign policy. We ha"8 ancauntDrod a proposal that IMIIIk& 10 

import RUllian tritium from nuclear roacton to meet UnIted States clefenaa needs. We 

rultJI8 that there 1M)' be a tritium IIhonage In the UnIIDd StcdIII in the future. but _ 

believe importing Ruaalan nuclear by-pIoduc1s wm have negati~ COf1&eqU11I108S. We 

... _oting for IrIarmcdIon 8howIng that tI1e UnIted Statn will be able to produce iW 

own trftIum cq)pIy for the MIne. We IIaYe reed Information on the APT proJec;t. and we 

bIIIiftU It1at tI'IIs may be a paeeIlIe meem d obtaining lI'iti..n. We would 8ppreclll18 

any infomIatIon eupporting the conotueiOn that the Uniled SIIlt811 will be able to 

PfQduclI .. own tritium. Thenk you for ~ time. 
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Commentor No. 254: Petition 

OecernberS.1998 

The Honorable Bm Richardson 
Secretary of Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 

Deer Secretary Richardson: 

RE: TRmUM PRODUCTION 

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium 
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy 
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the BeUefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e., 
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language 
that Would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attemfmg meetings, etc.) 
has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we, 
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We 
continue to sUPpOrt only BeUeIonte for the foUowing reasons: 

1. ECONOMIC REASONS 
• Only BeUefonte provides new jobs 
• Only BeUefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers 
• Only BellefOnte provfdes multi-state eConomic benefits 
• Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer 1107.03 

2. PUBLIC POUCY 
• Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support 

3. TECHNICAl. REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium prodiJdjon 
• Only Bellefonte would offer production fleXibility with operating cycle lengths 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS 
• Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional 

greenhouse emiSsions and supports recent Administration clean air Initiatives 
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd) Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd)

December 9, 1998

The Honorable BiN Richardson
Seretary of Energy
U.S. Departmerd of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue. S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardso

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the underasiged have strongly supported and Cr•thie to strongly support MUM production
at TVA's Belefonte Nuclear Plant For the past yer we have put forth our energy toward the
ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. At of ow efforts (V.e., letter writing.
contacting U.S, Representatives and Senators. opposing legilattve language that would have
eliminated use of Commaercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) has been exerted
only for Bellefonte, Had It not been for the efforts of people such as we, the Commercial Light
Water Reactor option would riot be svoltable to DOE today. We continue to suprtgon
Bfgfiefor for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
" Only tefoert provides new jobs
" Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taqayeris
" Only Belleonte provides multi-state economic benefits
" Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides peyback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
" Only Bellefonte has song local and state support
" Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
" Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
• Only Bellefonta would be a dedicated facility for tium production
" Only ellefonet would offer production flexability wIth operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
* Beltefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additonal

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration dean air initiatives

NAME ADDRESS

December 9, 1998

The Honorable Bit Richardson
Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue. S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritiurn production
at "VAsz Betlefonte Nuclear Plant. For the pest year we have put forth our energy toward the
ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e., letter writing.
contacting U.S. Representatves and Senators, opposing legislative language that would have
eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) has been exerted
only for Beltefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we, the Commercial Light
Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We continue to support on
Bellefonte for the following reasons:

I. ECONOMIC REASONS
* Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
* Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
* Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
* Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
* Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
" Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
" Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
* Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
* Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
* Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives
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N Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd) 

Oecembar 9, 1998 

The Honorable BiD Richarclson 
Seaetary of Energy 
U.S. Depar1ment of EI18IW 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
WashIngton, DC 20585 

Dear Sea9tary RichanIson: 

RE: lRITIUM PRODUCTION 

We the underuigned have strongly supported and contklue to strongly suppoI1 tritium production 
at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant For the past ye&rwa have put forth Ol.I"energy towaro the 
ultimate goal or the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. AD of our efforts 0.&., Ietl8r writing. 
eontacllng U.s. RepresentaUves and Senators. opposing I9gIsIaII\ie language that would have 
e6minated use of Conunercial Ught Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) has been exerted 
anly for Bellefonte. Had ~ not been for the efforts of people such as we. Ihe Commercial Ught 
Water Reactor optiOn wO!!ld not be available 10 DOE today. We continue to SUpport only 
IIIIItflHd!! for the following reasons: 

1. ECONOMIC REASONS 
• Only BelI8fan18 provides new jobe 
• Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers 
• Only BeII8fonlll provides mulli-state economic benefIts 
• Only BeOefonlll revenue ollar provides payback provisions to benef~ the taxpayer 

2. PUBLIC POLICY 
• Only Benefonlll has strong local and state support 
• Only BeDefonIII has strong bipartisan c:ongrassional support 
• Only BeOefonlll has strong OIganized labor support 

3. TECHNICAL REASONS 
• Only BeDafonlll WQUId be a dedlca!ed faci&ty for tritium production 
• Only B&Oefonlll would offer production flexibility ~ operating cycle lengths 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS 
• BeUafanla compleUon proYidas new afecb1c power generation ~ no additional 

greenhouse ernisslons and suppoJts recent AdminIstration clean air lnHia\ive$ 

NAME ADDRESS 

l(cont'd) 

@tW/b9 (!/fRSS 1.-;1 kfi&$/#'rgt/ ))IZJ~~ fi,fAFtt'cF, IJL. 

Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd) 

December 9, 1998 

The Honorable BiD RIchardson 
Secretary of Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy 
'000 Independence Avenue, s.w. 
Washinglon, DC 20585 

Dear Secretary Richardson: 

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION 

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly Sl.PPOrt tritium production 
at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plsm. For the pasl year we have put forth our energy loward Ihe 
ultimate goal of the DOE selectlon of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (Le., letter writing, 
contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, oppo$ing legislative language that would have 
eiminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) has been exerted 
anly for Ballefonte. Had it not been for the efforts or people such as we, the Commercial Light 
water Reactor optiOn wouk! not be ayallable to DOE today. We continue to SUPPOr! anlY 
Ballafonte for the following nl8SOf1S: 

1. ECONOMIC REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte provides new jobs 
• Only Bellefonte provide.lewest cost to the taxpay"'" 
• Only BaUefonlll provides multi-state economic benef~ 
• Only Bellefonlll revenue offer provides payback prov18lons to benefit the taxpayer 

2. PUBLIC POLICY 
• Only Bellefonlll has strong local and state al.PPOrt 
• Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor suppoft 

3. TECHNICAL REASONS 
• Only Ballafonlll would be • dedicated facilItY for tritium production 
• Only Bellefonte would offer production flexillilty ~ oparaling cycle lengths 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS 
• Bellefante completion provides new electric power generation with no addHional 

greenhouse emissIons and SlJpports recent AdmInistration clean air initiatives 

ADDRESS 
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd) Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd)

December 9, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

RE: TRIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly suppor tritium
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. Aln of our efforts (i.e.,
letter witing, contacting U.S. Representativs and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.)
has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people suchi as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to support only BellafM for the following reasons:

I. ECONOMIC REASONS
, Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
* Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
* Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
• Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
• Only Bellafonto has strong local and state support
" Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
• Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
* Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
* Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
• Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse enissions end supports recent Administration dean air Initiatives

December 9, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Deer Secretary Richardson:

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support titium
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. AD Of Our efforts (I.e.,
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.)
has been exerted only for Beliefont. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Ught Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to sumoort only Bellefonte for the following masons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
* Only Bellefonte provides newJobs
* Only Beiefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
* Only Bellefonte pmvldes nulti-state economic benefits
* Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
* Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
* Only Bellfonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
* Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
" Only Bellefonte would be e dedicated facilty for tritium production
" Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
* Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Adrrintstration clean air Initiatives
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd) 

Oecember9,1998 

The Honorable Bill Richardson 
Seaetary of Energy 
u.s. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20586 

Dear Seaelafy Richard8Ol1: 

RE: TRmUM PRODUCTION 

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium 
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant For the past year we have put forth our energy 
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the BeDafonte option.· AD of our efforts (i.e., 
latter writing, contacting U.S. Representatfv8s and Senatcrs, opposing legislative language 
that would have eliminated use of CommercIal Ught Water Reactors, attenamg meetings, etc.) 
has bean exerted only for Bellefonte.· Hed it not bean for the efforts of people such as we, 
Ihe Commercial Ught Water Reactor option woutd not be available to DOE today. We 
continue to supeort only Be"etonta for the following reasons: 

1. ECONOMIC REASONS 
• Only 8ellefontu provides new jobs 
• Only Bellefontu provides lowest cost to the taxpayers 
• Only Bellefontu provides multi-state economic benefits 
• Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer J (conI' d) 

2. PUBLIC POLICY 
• Only Bellefontu has strong local and state support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan cong~slonal support 
• Only Bellefontu has strong organized labor support 

3. TECHNICAL REASONS 
.• Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production 

• Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS 
• Bellefontu complatlon provides new eledr1c power generatlon with no additional 

greenhouse emissions and supports racent Adminlstmtion clean air initiatives 
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd) 

0ecamIlar 9, 1998 

The Honorable BID Richardson 
Secretary of Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 206B6 

Dear Secretery RIchardson: 

RE: TRITIUM PROOUCTION 

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium 
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nudeer Plant For the past year we have put forth our energy 
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte optiOn. An of our efforts (l.e., 
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language 
that would have eliminated usa of Commaraal Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) 
has been axerted onlY tor Bellefonte. Had It not been for the efforts of people such as we, 
Ihe Commercial Ught Water Reactor option would not be awHable to DOE today. We 
continue to SUPPOrt only Benefonte for the following reasons: 

,. ECONOMIC REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte provides new jobs 
• Only Bellefonte provides lowest coat tc the I:axpayer$ 
• Only Bellefonte provides multi-atate economic benefits 
• Only BeIlefoClte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taJcpayer 

2. PUBLIC POUCY 
• Only Bellefonte has strong local end state support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan c:ongresslonal support 
• Only Bellatonte has strong organized labor support 

3. TECHNICAL REASONS 
• Only Bellatonte would be a dedicated faciljty for tritium production 
• Only Bellefonte wouid offer production Oeldbillty with operating cycle lengths 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS 
• BeDefonte completion provides new eIectrk: power generation with no additional 

graenhouse emissions and supports recant AdminIStratIon dean air initiatives 
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RE. TRmITIRd PRODUCTION
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December 9, 1998

The Honorable 8tt Richardson
Secretary of Energy .
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington. DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support rtitium
producton at TVA's Bellefonta Nuclear Plant For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e.,
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.)
has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we.
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to support only Bellefonte for the following masons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
Only Bellefonte provides new jobs

* Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
* Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
* Only Begefronte revenue offer provides paybacck provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY:
* Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support

Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
* Only Belleforde has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
* Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
* Only Bellefonte would offer production flextibiity with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional
greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration dean air initiatives

NAMW /9 ADDRESS

l(cont'd)
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RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION 
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd) 

Deeember 9. 1999 

The Honorable Bill Richardson 
Secretary of Energy . 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.w. 
Washington. DC 20585 

Dear Secretary Richardson: 

RE: TRmUM PRODUCTION 

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium 
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy 
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts O.e., 
letter wrttIng, contacting u.s. Representatives and Senators. opposing legislative language 
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Ught Water Reactors, ettending meetings, etc.) 
has been exerted only for Benefonte. Had tt not been for the efforts of people such as we, 
the Commercial Ught Wa1er Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We 
continue to supPOrt only Bellefonte for the following reasons: 

1. ECONOMIC REASONS 
• Only Benefonte provides new jobs 
• Only BeUefante provides lowest cost to the taxpayers 
• Only Benefonte provides multi-stele economic benefits 
• Only BeQllfante revenue offer provides payback provisions to benaflt tha taxpayer 

2. PUBLIC POLICY: 
• Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support 
• Only BeUefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support 

3. TECHNICAL REASONS 
• Only Ballefonte would be a ded'1Cated facility for tritium pm<lJction 
• Only Bellefonte would offer production fIelCibUity with operating cycle lengths 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS 
• BeUefonle completion provides new electric povo:er generat"'" with no additional 

greenhouse emissions and supports reeentAdm1nlslration dean air initiatives 

J(cont'd) 



Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd) Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd)

NAME ADDRESS

ZZ1I-.V 4 h..,T

4"b12 -Yc W044M

I 9/0 (JA L4 X-".32311

December 9, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washdngton, DC 20585

Deor Secretary Richardson:

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support trilun
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts 0.e.,
letterwnlting, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Ught Water Reactors, attending meetings. etc.}
has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Ught Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to support only Bellefonte for the followting reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
SOnly Bellefonte provides new jobs

* Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
* Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
* Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides paybac provisions to benefit the taxpayer I(con

7 PUBLIC POUCY
* Only Betlefonte has strong local and state support
* Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
* Only Bellefonte has stong organized labor support

3. T=CHNICAL REASONS
* Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for triflur production
* Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
* Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration dean air initiatives
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd) 

December 9, 1998 

The Honorable BiD Richardson 
Secretary of Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington. DC 20585 

Dear Secreta/y RIchardson: 

RE: rnmUM PRODUCTION 

Walhe undersigned have strongly supported and continua to strongly support trWum 
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nudoar Plant For \he past year we have put forth our energy 
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the BeUefonte option. All of our ellorts O.e., 
leUer writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language 
that would have eliminated use of Commetclal Ugh! Water Reactors, attending meetings. etc.) 
has bean exerted only for Bellefonte. Had a not been for the efforts of people such as we, 
Ihe Commercial Ught Water Raactor option would not ba @yaHable to DOE today. We 
continue to IURRort only Bellefonte for the following reasons: 

1. ECONOMIC REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte provides new jobs 
• Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers 
• Only Bellefonte provides mu!ti-state economic beneffls 
• Only Bellefonte nwen~ offer provides payback provisions to beneffl \he taxpayer 

2. PUBUC POLICY 
• Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong blpartisan congressional support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support 

3. lECHNiCAL REASONS 
• Only Belefonla would be a decflC&led facility for tritium plOduction 
• Only Bellefonte would offer production nexibility wfth opereting cycle lengths 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS 
• Bellefonte completion provides new elecllic power generation with no additional 

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air Initiatives 

/(cont'd) 
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Derermber9. 1998

Uw. Honorable Bill RichardsonS etary of Energy
D~epatedent of Energy

Independence Avenue. S.W.
W hington, DC 20585

De*r Secretary Richardson:

REI TRITIUM PRODUCTION

W0 the undersgned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support trtium
prIouction at VA's Beflefonte Nuclear Plant For the past year we have put forth our energy
tovrd the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (.e.,
Slettr witting, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
thea would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, eat")
hat been exerted only for Bellefonte Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commerclal Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
car inue to supnort only Bellefonte for the following masons:

1. "CONOMtC REASONS
Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers

SOnly Bellefonte provildes multi-state economic benefits
Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. rUnLIC POLICY
•, Only Belleforitt has trong local and state support

Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
Only Beileronte has strong organized labor support

3. fTECHNICAL REASONS
Oniy Beellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production

,Only Bellefonte would offer production flexbllty with operating cycle lengths

4. ýNVIRONMENTAL REASONS
,.Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse earissions and supports recant Administration clean air initiatives

December 9,199M

The Honorable 91 Richardson
Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington. OC 20686

Dear Secretary Richardson:

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the underaigned have strongly supprted prnd continue to strngly support irmurn
production at TVA's BeWlefonie Nuclear Plant. -For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selction of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (Le..
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representativesand Senators, opposing leslative language that
would have ellimmated use of Comaercral LigM Waler Reactos. aofending meatind s etc.) has
bean exerted only fr' lefono. Had it not been fcr the effbort of PeOwr such as we. the
Commernial Light Waler Reactor option would M be nvalfable to DOE today. We contiue to
Sumport onty Betlefts for the fotowang reasons:

I. ECONO•lO REASONS
" Only Beflefonte provides new jobs
" Only Bellefonte provides lowast cost tothe taxpayers
" Only Bellefonte provides munti-state economic benelits
" Only Bef5lfaito revenue offer provides paytback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUMUC POLICY
" Only Bellefonta has stron local ad dtate support
" Only Be~llfonte haistron bipartlseon•,ongressio•s•l pot
" Only Bellefonte has strong orgenbed labor supo

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
" Only Bellefonte woul be a defialadfaciity for tuitium production
" Only Befieafoto -ud offeir production %e ft .with operatiV cycle length

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
* Belletonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Admintration dean air Intliatives

1(coni'd)

l(cont'd)
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o.f.ernber 9, 1998 

i
HOnOrable em Richardson 

Se atal) of Energy 
U. . Oepar!ment of Energy 
1 0 Independence Avenue, S. W. 
W hington, DC 20585 

o..+r Secralaly Richardson: 

Rei Tf\ITIUM PRODUCTION 

W the undersigned have strongly supported end continue to s1rongly support tti1ium 
pro uclion at TVA's aeUefonte Nudeer Plant For the put yaarwe have put forlh our energy 

rd the ullfmata goal of the DOE salection of the BeDefonte option. AD of our efforts (l.e., 
. lett , WIlling, contacting U.S. Repreaentativea and Senators, opposing tevl$latlve languQg8 

th WOUld have eftmlnil!e<f use of Commerdal light Walei' Reaclon;, altandfng meetings, aIr) 
he been exe!""d only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as wo, 
!he mmerqal Ught Water Reactor option would nat be available to OOE today. We 
co 'nue to SURRprt only Bellefonte for the following fIIasons: 

1. rEoMlC REASoNS . 
Only Bellefonte provides new jobs 
Only Bellefonte provides rowest cost 10 the taxpayers 
Onl)' eanatonte provides muJti.slllllt eeonomic benefits 
Only B41Uefonte revenue offer provides peybad< provisions to benefflthe taxpayer J (cont'd) 

2. hue POLICY 
~ Bellefonte has strong local and state support 
onty Bellefonte has strong bipartisan c;ongrenional support 
Only Bellefonte has .trong organized labor IIIPPOrt 

3. fECHNICAL REASONS 
Only ~ueronte would be a dadicated fadlity for tritium production 
Only Bellefonta WO\JId olrer production tlaxiliDty with operating cycle lengt/J$ 

4. ~NVlRONMENTAl REASONS 
+ Bellefonte aompletion provides new elec:trtc power generation with no additional 

greenhouse amlQionI and supports _t Administration dean air inltiatlvu 

Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd) 

December 9,1998 

TIle Hanarable BlD RIcIwdson 
Secntary 01 Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, s.w. 
WIIshIngton. DC Z0585 

Dear 6ecIeIary Rfohtardson: 

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION 

We the undenIlgned haVe S1I'ongIy ~ pnd continue to G1rangIy CIJIlIXI'I triIium 
production at TVA's Beliefonle Nuclear Plant. : For \he past year we have put folth our energy 
toward lhe Ultimate goal of \he DOE selacticn orllle BaIIefonte option, All of our efforts (Le., 
IetIIIr writing, contaGling U,S. Repreeentatiwe'and Senam, opposing leglslatlve language thai 
would have eliminated uoe of Commercial light Watar Readcta, atlending maatlnga. etc.) hae 
been exert=d pnly lor BelIefontt, HaC! it not j)een far the effOr1e of peOf)Ie 8IJCtln we,the 
Commen:ial Ught Water Reactor option would !!l!t be """"bit to DOE today. We continue to 
'Yl!J!!!rt only aelW- fer \he followjng reaBOnS:' 

1. ECOfiOMIC REASONS 
• Only BeUefonta provides new iOb$ 
• Only Bellefonta provides Ioweat _ io Ihe IIIlcpay8nI 

• Only Beu.fona provIcIes muru:SIaIlt ~ benef'1I8 
• Only Benllfoftllt rellenue offer provldl\illlllYbad< provisions to beneIIt the taxpayer 

:i. PUBLIC POUCY 
• Only BeUlIfontll heS slrong Iccid and .taIewpport 
• Only Belhrfontu haS s1rong ~'Co~ support 
• Only Bellefonte has WOIlg organizBd labor auppan 

3. TECHNICAL REASONS 
• Only BeIIefonIt would be. ~facilily for tritIun producIIon 
• Only Bellefante wauld offer pro~ fIe>dbIllIywilh ~ ~ IODgtM 

4, IlNVlRONM&H1'AL RSASONS 
• Bellefonllt eompleUon provides new _ric power generallcn with nolldcfdiOnai 

greennouse emlsslotls and suIlpoI!8 recent AcImInlaIntian clean air IniIIatIva8 

J(cont'd) 



Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd) Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd)

December 9, 1998

The Honorable Bi0 Richardson
Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the umate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (I.e.,
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.)
has been exerted only for Betlefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to support only Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
" Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
" Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
" Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
" Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
" Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
" Only Bellefonte has strong blipartisan congressional support
" Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
" Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
" Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
SBellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives

December 9, 1998

The Honorable BIll Richardson
Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20685

Dear Secretary Richardson:

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium produstion
at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant For the past year we have put forth our energy toward the
ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellofonte option. All of our efforts (i.e., letter writing,
contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language that would have
ei tuse of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) has been exerted

oLrellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we, the Commercial Light
Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We continue to support only
ellefn for the fotowing reasons

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
* Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
* Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
• Only Bellefonte provides mult-state economic benefIts
* Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
" Only Bellefonte has strong local end state support
* Only Bolletfonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
" Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
* Only Belefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritum production
* Only BeUefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
* Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives

1(cont'd) 1(cont 'd)
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd) 

December 9, 1998 

The Honorable em RIchardson 
Secretary of Energy 
u.s. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear Secretary Richardson: 

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION 

We the undersigned have aIrongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium 
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year _ have put forth our energy 
toward the ultimate goal of Ihe DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. AD of our efforts O.e., 
letter writing. contacting U.S. RepJ1tsentatives and Senators, opposing legislative language 
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Ught Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) 
has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as _, 
Ihe Commercial Ught Water Reactor option would not be avanable to DOE today. We 
continue to supPOrt only Bellefonte for the fonawing reasons: 

1. ECONOMIC REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte provides new jobs 
• Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers l(cont'd) 
• Only Bellefonte provides multi-state eoonomic benefits 
• Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer 

2. PUBUC POUCY 

• Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support 
• Only Bellefonte has aIrong bipartisan congressional support 
• Only Bellefonte has aIrong organiZed labor support 

3. TECHNICAL REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production 
• Only Bellefonte would offer production lIexlbiflty with operating cycle lengths 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS 
• Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional 

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives 
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December9,1998 

The Honorable Bill Rlchardaon 
Secretary of Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Inde!lsndanc;e Avenue, S.w. 
Washington, DC 20585 

Deer Secretary Richardson: 

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCllON 

Wa the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium production 
at TVA's BeOefonte Nuclear Plant Fer the past year we have put forth our energy toward the 
ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts O.e., leiter writing, 
contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language thet would have 
eliminated use of Commercial Light water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) has been exerted 
only for Bellefonte. Had It not been for the efforts of people sud! as we, the Commercial Light 
Water Reectoroptlon would not be !OOlllab!e to DOE today. We continue to support only 
~ for the following reasons: 

1. ECONOMIC REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte provides new jobs 
• Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers 
• Only Bellefonte provides muItI-state economic bene1ils 
• Only Benefonte revenue offer provides paybeckprovisions to beneIItlhetexpayer l(cont'd) 

2. PUBUC POUCY 
• Only Bellefonte has strong local end stale support 
• Only BeIIefonlo has strong bipartisan congressional support 
• Only BeDefonte has strong organized labor support 

3. TECHNICAL REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte would be a dediceled facUity for tritium production 
• Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS 
• Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional 

greenhouse emiaaions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives 
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December 9. 1998

The Honorable 8i Richardson
Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington. DC 20085

DOe Secretary Richardson:

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium production
at TVAs Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy toward the
ultinate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e.. letter writing.
contacting U.S. Representativ and Senators. opposing legislative language that would have
eliminated use of Comriercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) has beow exerted
only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we, the Commercial Light
Water Reactor option would not be wvailable to DOE today. We continue to supnort only

Bellefonta for the foowing reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
• Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
" Only Bealefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
• Only Bellefonte provides multi-state econorrdc beneits

• Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

SPUBLBUC POLICY
" Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
• Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
" Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

)(cont'd)

December 9. 199M

The Honorable Sif Richardson
Secretary of Energy ,
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

RE. TRFITUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly Supported and continue to strongly support tritium
production at TVA's Betlefonts Nuclear Plant For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts CLe.,
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etr.)
has been exerted only for Betlefonte. Had It not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to support only Bellefonte for tie following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
" Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
" Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
" Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
" Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer 1((cont'd)

2. PUBUC POLICY
" Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support

" Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
" Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
* Only Belleforte would be a dedicated faciity for tbitdun production
* Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibilty with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
• Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse emilssions and supports recent Admrrinlatretion cean air initiatives

NAME ADDRESS

W, P. t MIAMU4n MS -&3C Akme AW"- , Sjajr," r.,-4
(51 (ck-( Z.A~e~. I a4 L & Q.- 114 ~7

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
" Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
" Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
SBellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no addftuo

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administraticn dean air initiatives

ADDRESS

~r---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ -v, 
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December 9, 1998 

The Honorable Bill RIchardson 
Secretary of Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence AV8Ilue, s.w. 
Washing!on, DC 20585 

Dear Secretary Rlchard8on; 

RE; TRITIUM PRODUCTION 

We the undersigned have strongly $Upported and continue 10 strongly suppof1lritium produclion 
at TVA's BeIIeforrte Nuclear Plant For the past year we have put forth our energy toward \he 
u1timate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of cur efforts (Le., letter writing, 
oonIacting U.S. R8Ilf8S8I1tatives and Senators, opposing legislative language that would have 
elIminated use of Commercial light Water Reactors, atlandlng meetings, etc.) has been exerted 
only for Bellefoltle. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as _, the Commert:ial Light 
Waler ReacIcr option would not be mdlable 10 ooe today. We continue 10 SIlpDOrt only 
II!!!l!!f!mm for the foIIo>Mng reasons: . 

1. ECONOMIC REASONS 
• Only BelIefonls provides new jobs 
• Only Bellefonte provides lowest cosllO the taxpayers 
• Only BeIIefontII provides muJti.state economic beneflts 
• Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides paybaC:I< provi$lals 10 benefit the taxpayer 

2. PUBUC POUCY 
• Only Bellefonte has strong local and _ support 
• Only Bellefante has strong blparti&an congressional support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support 

3. TECHNICAL REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte would be a d8dlcated facility far tritium production 
• Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with opelllting cyd& Ieng\h6 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS 
• 8eIIefoltie compIa\IGn provides new eIedric poWer generiotIon with no additional 

greenhcusa emissions and suppor1s reoent Administration dean air inltiatives 

l(cont'd) 
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December 9, 1998 

The Honorable BiD Richardson 
Secretery of Energy . 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear Seav\ary Richardson: 

RE: TRmUM PROOUCTION 

We the underSigned have strongly supported and continue to stJongiy $Upport tritium 
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nucklar Plant For the past year we have put forti> our energy 
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts rLe., 
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language 
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Llght Water Reactors, attending meeti1~. e~) 
has been exerted OQIy for Bellefonte. Had ~ not been for the efforts of people such as we, 
Ihe Commercial Llght Water Reactor option WOUld not be guilable to DOE today. We 
contlnue to !!\!ppoJt only Bel!efcnte tor the loIIov.1ng reasons: 

1. ECONOMIC REASONS 
• Only BeOafonte provides new jobs 
• Only BeOefonla provides lowest cost to the taxpayers 
• Only BeOafonte provides multi-atate economic benefits 
• Only BeOefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions 10 benefilthe telCp8yer 1 (cont' d) 

2. PUBUC POLICY 
• Only Beftefonte has stJong local and slate support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support 

3. TECHNICAL REASONS '--_ 
• Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production 
• Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS 
• Bellefonte completion provides new eIedrIc power gen ..... tion with no additional 

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Admlnlstration dean air initiatives 

NAME 

bWtI. t. BRAwlOtr! 
II'1rclv..~{ E. ,k-..L~;,.... 

ADDRESS 

Ms -de vro.oraH Mt-tfif< 1tWr,. 5..>.)jr-IW~ IN, 
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December 9, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardsmon

RE. TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts 0.e.,
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Ught Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.)
has been exerted orlly for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not beaavalable to DOE today. We
continue to support onlv Bellefonte for the follueTng reasns:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
" Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
• Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
" Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
" Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides paybacc provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2- PUBUC POUCY
" Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
" Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
* Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
• Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tuitium production
" Only Bellefonte would offer production flexiblity with operan cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
* Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration dean air initiatives

December 9, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e.,
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors. attending meetings, etc.)
has been exerted only for Bellefonte- Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we.
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to support only Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
" Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
" Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
" Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
" Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBUC POLICY
" Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
• Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
* Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
• Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
" Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
* Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives

l(cont'd)
)(cont 'd)
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December g, 1998 

The Honorable Bill Richardson 
Secretary of Energy 
U.S. Oepanment of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 

Oaar Seaatary Richardson: 

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION 

We the undel"$ignecl have strongly supported and continue to strongfy support tritium 
production at TVA's BeDefonte Nuclear Flanl For the past year we have put forth our energy 
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts ~.e., 
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language 
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Ught Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.} 
has been exertecl only for Bellefon!a. Heel it not been for the efforts of people suct1 as we, 
the Commercial Ught Water Reactor option would not be mnable to DOE today. We 
CXInlinue to suPport goIy Be!Jeropte for the following reasons: 

1. ECONOMIC REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte provides new jobs 
• Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers 
• Only Bellefonte provides mulWIate economic benefits 

Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer 

2. PUBUC POUCY 
• Only Bellefonte has stronlilocal and state support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong organized tabor support 

3. TECHNICAL REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated fdly for tritium production 
• Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating c:yde lengths 

4. ENVIRONMENTAl REASONS 
• Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation wHh no adclitlonal 

greenhouse emissions and supports racent Administration ciean air initiatives 

NAME ADDRESS 

J(cont'd) 
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December 9, 1998 

The Honorable Bill Richardson 
Secretary of Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear Secretary Richardson: 

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION 

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium 
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Flan!. For the past year w~ have put forth our en.ergy 
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of. the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (I.e .. 
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language 
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Ught Water Reactors. attending meetings, etc.) 
has been exerted only for Bellefonte: Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we. 
the Commercial light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE tOday. We 
continue to support only Bellefonte for the following reasons: 

1. ECONOMIC REASONS 

• Only Bellefonte provides new Jobs 
• Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers 
• Only Bellefonte provides mult~state economic benefllS 

Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer J(cont'd) 

2. PUBUC POLICY 
• Only Bellefonte has strong local and sta1e support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support 

3. TECHNICAL REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production 
• Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS 
• Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional 

greenhouse emissions and supports racent Administration clean air initiatives 

NAME ADDRESS 

William David Harston CTR1 DIM. _______________ _ 

~L_ ________________________________________________________________________________________________ ~ 



Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd) Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd)

December 9, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to stengly support tritium
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e.,
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language.
that would have elminanted use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings. etc.)
has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to support only Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
" Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
* Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
" Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
" Only Bellefonite revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
" Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
" Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
" Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
* Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
" Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibiity with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
* Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration dean air initiatives

Decemberg, INS8

The Honorable Bil Richardson
Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson.

RE: TRmUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritlum
production at "rVA's Belefonte Nuclear Plant For the pest year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. At of our efforts (ie.,
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have efiminated use of Commercia Light Water Reactors, atterding meetings, etc.)
has been exerted onty for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to suloort only Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
" Only Belnefonte provides new jobs
" Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
" Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
• Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
" Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
* Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
" Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
" Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facifity for tritium production
" Only Bellefonte would offer producton flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
* Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration dean air Initiatives

)(cont'd) )(cont'd)
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December 9, 1998 

The Honorable BiD Richardson 
Secretary 01 Energy 
U.S. Department 01 Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear Secretary Richardson: 

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION 

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support triUum 
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our anergy 
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE &election of the Bellefonte option. AD 01 our efforts (i.e., 
latter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senator&, opposing legislative language 
that would have eliminated use 01 Commercial Ught Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) 
has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we, 
the Commercial Ught Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We 
continue to support only Bellefonte for the following reasons: 

1. ECONOMIC REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte provides new jobs 
• Only BeOefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers 
• Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic banetits 
• Only BeUefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer 

2. PUBLIC POlICY 
• Only BeUefonte has strong local and state support 
• Only Benefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support 
• Only BeUefonte has strong organized labor support 

3. TECHNICAl REASONS 
• Only BenefOnte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production 
• Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibirlty with operating cycle lengths 

4. ENVIRONMENTAl REASONS 
• Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional 

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives 

ADDRESS 

3YC. vJ~~W4Rll L~_ 

J(cont'd) 

Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont'd) 

December a, 1998 

The Honorable BiD RichaJdson 
Secretary of Energy 
U.s. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, s.w. 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear Secretary Richatdaon: 

RE: TRmUM PRODUCTION 

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium 
production at TVA's BeUefonte Nudear Plant For the past year we have put forth our energy 
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. AD of our effotU (i.e .• 
IetIar writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and &inatots, opposing legIsIallve language 
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Ught Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) 
has been exerted onlY for Bellefonte. Had It not been tor Ihe efforts of people such as _, 
Ihe Commercial Light Water Raaclor option would not be wUable to DOE today. We 
continue to support only Bellefonte for the foUowIng reasons: 

1. ECONOMIC REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte provides new jobs 
• Only BalIefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers 
• Only BeDefonte provides multi-state economic benefi13 
• Only BeUefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer 

2. PUBUC POUCY 
• Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong bipattisan congt8sslonal support 
• Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support 

3. TECHNiCAl REASONS 
• Only Bellefonte WOUld be a dediceted facirlty tor tritium production 
• Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS 
• Bellefonte complatton provides new electric power generation with no BdcIitional 

gnJenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration dean air Inltlallves 

NAME ADDRESS 

J(cont'd) 



Commentor No. 255: Petition Commentor No. 255: Petition (Cont'd)

Deceamber 14. 1998

To: Seretary of EnerVy SM R1ctwdson, Co•nre$ Z&Oh Warno
Confgemen Van 1,11ey. Sonalor 8 Fnia Senator Fred ThomPson
VfePraldent A Gore. President EM Onton

We. the undersagned. are residents of Tenneee. end we arm totally OPlPOed to te
produdon d1 ftlim at te Wa• t Nuclear Faeity. We do not want the producton
of it•um In our area. Thank you for your suqoxrt In thls matter. S1/07.07
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December 14, 1998

To: Secretary of Energy BM Richardson. Congresosm Zach Wamp
Congressman Van HillaY, Senator BiS Frit. Senator Fred Thompson
Vice-Presldent Al Gore, President Bill Clinton

We, the undersigned, are residents of Tennessee. and we are totally opposed to the 3
production of trtlum at the Watts Bar Nuclear Facility. Wedo not want the production )(cont'd)
of tritum in our area. Thank you for your support In this matter.
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Commentor No. 255: Petition 

December 14. 1geB 

To: SecreIary 01 Energy em RicllanlaDII, eonore- Zach wamp 
~II/I Van Hii1aIy. Senator SiR FrisI, SenIl1Dl' Fred Thompson 
VlCe-Prelid8lll N GoIa. Pr9sIdent BIll CllnIOn 

We. ilia UlICIerIIgned. are residenIs oITann_ and weare toIaJIy oppoeecllD ilia II 
producIIon 01 tritium aI!he w.. Bar Nucteat FacIIIIy. Weclo noIwem tile production 1107.07 
oIlritium In our area. Thank you for your IIJIlPOrt In 11111 mailer. 

Commentor No. 255: Petition (Cont'd) 

December 14, 1998 

To: Secretary of Energy BlIl Richardson. Congressman Zach Wamp 
Congressman Van Hillary, Senator Bill frill. Senator Fred Thompson 
VICe' PresIdent Al Gore, President BtU Clinton 

We.. the underSigned, are residents 01 T ermsssee. and we are totally opposed 10 the II 
production oftrltlum althe Watts Bar NUClear Facility. We de not want the production 1 (cont 'd) 
01 tritium 111 our area. Thank you for your support In thla matter. 
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ri.~ IS~~U.~ "{1J~732-1 
{", f~ Jr. I'Ho iGlI"'po;,..rRJ. ~1i\.... TtJ r?~Ll 
~O. ~ - .' 5"~O KIvct'Ji ........ ~ \).{f\- TlJ ;7~1.1 

(J.I.~ ~ 

....... ~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 



Commentor No. 255: Petition (Cont'd)

December 14.199M

To: Secretary of Eneg UIl Richardlson. Congressmen Zach Wamp
Congrewman Van Hillary. Senator BMt Frst, Senator Fred Thompson
Vioe-President Al Gore. President Bu Clnon

We. the undersigned, are residents of Tennesse, and we are totally opposed to the I
production of tritium at the Watts Bar Nuclear Faclfty. We do no wan the production l(cont'd)
of trMum In our area. Thank you ior your support In this matter.

99
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Ri Commentor No. 255: Petition (Cont'd) 

Oecember14.1998 

To: Secretary of Energy Bill RIChardson. Congrell8l1lan Zach Wam~ 
COngreG$lllan van H~lary. senator Bill Frist. Senator Fred Thompson 
VICe-PresIdent AI Gore. Pree1dent SID ClInton 

Ill(Cont'd) 
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* AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS

FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable, health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

1/0 7.03

OPEIU International

Engineering Associaton

International Association of Machinists and
Aerospace Workers

International Union of Operating Engineers
t74/ /I2,.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)

FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

USES OF TRITIUM

Tritium is a radioactive isotope of hydrogen. If not properly controlled it can be dangerous, but
when controlled properly is safe and can save lives. Tritium is:
" Used for life science and drug metabolism studies to ensure the safety of potential new

drugs
" Used for self-luminous aircraft and commercial exit signs
" Used for luminous dials, gauges and wrist watches
* Used to produce luminous paint
* Used in Doppler Radar
* Used as a triggering component (i.e., boosts yield) in nuclear weapons

NONPROLIFERATION ISSUES
(Nonproliferation is defined as preventing the increase or spread of nuclear weapons)

Interagency Review of Nonproliferation Implications concerning tritium production was
completed on July,14, 1998 and concluded the following:
" Nonproliferation policy issues associated with a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR)

are manageable and DOE should continue to pursue the CLWR option.
" No legal or treaty prohibitions against tritium production in a CLWR.
* Many exceptions have been made over the years to separation of civilian and military use of

nuclear energy:
" Reactors producing tritium can remain on IAEA Safeguards List.
" No bilateral 'peaceful uses" agreements will be violated. Reactors making tritium will use

U.S. -origin uranium fuel.
" TVA's charter gives it a national security responsibility.

A House of Representatives Task Force (chaired by Lindsey Graham of South Carolina) issued
a report to the Speaker of the House in 1995 concluding:
" Production of tritium in a commercial reactor Is not a proliferation concern.
• Producing tritium in a reactor is no different than producing tritium in an accelerator.
* Raising nonproliferation concerns is simply an argument to sell the accelerator option.

Bellefonte would be operated as a electrical power generation facility with the ability to provide
DOE with irradiation services for tritium production.

l(cont'd)
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS' 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable,health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on Its least 
life cycle cost to the U, S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
/.. summary of the primary points from the draft ErS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. . . (") 
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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) 

FOR 
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

USES OF TRITIUM 

Tritium is a radioactive isotope of hydrogen. If not properly controlled it can be dangerous. but 
when controlled properly is safe and can save lives. Tritium is: 
• Used for life science and drug metabolism studies to ensure the safety of potential new 

drugs 
• Used for self-luminous aircraft and commercial exit signs 
• Used for luminous dials. gauges and wrist watches 
• Used to produce luminous painl 
• Used in Doppler Radar 
• Used as a triggering component (i.e .• boosts yield) in nuclear weapons 

NONPROLIFERATION Issues 
(Nonproliferation is defined as preventing the increase or spread of nuclear weapons) 

Interagency Review of Nonproliferation Implications concerning tritium production was 
completed on July ,14. 1998 and concluded the following: 

Nonprol~eration policy issues associated with a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) 
are manageable and DOE should continue to pursue the ClWR option. 
No legal or treaty prohibitions against tritium production in a CLWR. 
Many exceptions have been made over the years to separation of civilian and military use of 
nuclear energy: 
Readors producing tritium can remain on IAEA Safeguards List. 
No bilateral ·peaceful uses· agreements will be violated, Reactors making tritium will use 
U.S. - origin uranium fuel. 
TVA's charter gives it a national security responsibility. 

A House of Representatives Task Force (chaired by lindsey Graham of South Carolina) issued 
a report to the Speaker of the House in 1995 concluding: 
• Production of tritium in a commercial reactor Is not a proliferation concern. 
• ProdUCing tritium in a reactor is no different than producing tritium in an accelerator. 
• ' Raising nonproliferation concerns is simply an argument to sell the accelerator option. 

Bellefonte would be operated as a electrical power generation facility with the ability to provide 
DOE with irradiation services for tritium production, 

1 (cont'd) 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

ISSUES REVIEWED BY EIS

" Land use
• Visual Resources
" Air Quality
• Water Quality and Use
" Archeological and historic resources
* Biotic (living things) resources including threatened and endangered species
" Socioeconomics (interaction of social and economic factors)
* Public and Worker Health and Safety

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF OPERATION OF BELLEFONTE REACTORS

" EIS verifies that the incremental impacts of producing tritium in a commercial reactor are
small with no measurable health effects.

" No air quality standards will be exceeded.
" No impacts to threatened or endangered species are expected.
" There will be a visual impact from the cooling tower vapor plume.
" Minimal impact on Guntersville Reservoir (0.2% of the flow).
" Minor impacts to aquatic resources from impingement in cooling water intake screens.
" Positive socioeconomic impacts

* 800 Bellefonte workers
* Up to 800 indirect jobs
* Unemployment rate would stabilize approximately 2 % below current levels.

RADIATION EXPOSURE

SOURCES OF PUBLIC RADIATION EXPOSURE
• Natural Radon -200 millirems per year
" Cosmic Radiation - 28 millirems per year
" Terrestrial - 28 millirems per year
" Internal (your own body)- 39 millirems per year
" Medical X-Ray- 39 millirems each time
" Nuclear Medicine - 14 millirems each use
" Drinking Well Water - 1 to 6 millirems per year
* 5 Hour Airplane Flight - 2.5 millirems
* Eating Food Grown with Phosphate Fertilizers - 1 to 2 millirems per year
* Weanng porcelain dental crowns or dentures - 0.7 millirems per year
° Cooking with Natural Gas - 0.4 millirems per year

B Bellefonte Reactor Operation with Tritium Production - 0.32 mijlirems per year
* Bellefonte Reactor Operation - 0.26 millirems per year

1(cont'd)

PUBLIC RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPARISON
* Average U.S. resident (Background) - 363 millirems per year
* Resident of Denver, Colorado (Background) - 442 millirems per year
* Resident of Jackson County, AL (Background) - 355 millirems per year
, Resident of Jackson County, AL (Background plus Bellefonte Reactor Operation) - 355.26

millirems per year
* Resident of Jackson County, AL (Background plus Bellefonte Reactor Operation with

Tritium Production) - 355.32 millirems per year

CONCLUSION: BELLEFONTE SHOULD BE THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE!

The draft CLWR EIS does not identify a preferred alternative for producing tritium. A no action
alternative is for DOE to build an accelerator in South Carolina. After reviewing the draft EIS
and comparing the potential impacts associated with the alternatives, including the no action
alternative, we believe that the preferred alternative should be identified as any alternative
that includes Bellefonte. This belief is based on the following:
" Negligible environmental impacts with no measurable health effects.
" Positive socioeconomic Impacts supporting economic growth and development
" Flexible tritium production capacity to meet changing tritium needs
• Proven technology compared to the No Action alternative
" No proliferation issues that are not manageable under existing laws and controls associated

with CLWRs
" Least Total Life Cycle Cost

1(cont'd)
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ISSUES REVIEWED BY EIS 

Land use 
• Visual Resources 
• Air Quality 
• Water Quality and Use 

Archeological and historic resources 
Biotic (living things) resources including threatened and endangered species 

• Socioeconomics (interaction of social and economic factors) 
Public and WorKer Health and Safety 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF OPERATION OF BELLEFONTE REACTORS 

EIS verifies that the incremental impacts of producing tritium in a commercial reactor are 
small with no measurable health effects. 
No air quality standards will be exceeded. 
No impacts to threatened or endangered species are expected. 
There will be a visual impact from the cooling tower vapor plume. 
Minimal impact on Guntersville Reservoir (0.2% of the How). 
Minor impacts to aquatic resources from impingement in cooling water intake screens. 
Positive socioeconomic impacts 
• BOO Bellefonte workers 
• Up to 800 indirect jobs 
• Unemployment rate would stabilize approximately 2 % below current levels. 

RADIATION EXPOSURE 

SOURCES OF PUBLIC RADIATION EXPOSURE 
Natural Radon - 200 millirems per year 
Cosmic Radiation - 28 mil/irems per year 

• Terrestrial - 28 mil/irems per year 
Internal (your own body)- 39 mil/irems per year 
Medical X-Ray - 39 mil/irems each time 
Nuclear Medicine - 14 millirems each use 
Drinking Well Water - 1 to 6 millirems per year 
5 Hour Airplane Flight - 2.5 mil/irems 
Eating Food Grown wrth Phosphate Fertilizers - 1 to 2 mil/irems per year 

• Wearing porcelain dental crowns or dentures - 0.7 mil/irems per year 
Cooking wrth Natural Gas - 0.4 millirems per year 
Bellefonte Reactor Operation with Tritium Production· 0.32 millirems per year 
Bellefonte Reactor Operation. 0.26 miJIirems per year 
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PUBLIC RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPARISON 
• Average U.S. resident (Background) - 363 millirems per year 
• Resident of Denver. Colorado (Background) • 442 millirems per year 
• Resident of JacKson County, AL (BacKground) • 355 mil/irems per year 
• Resident of JacKson County, AL (BacKground plus Bellefonte Reactor Operation) • 355.26 

mil/irems per year 
• Resident of Jackson County. AL (BacKground plus Bellefonte Reactor Operation with 

Tritium Production) - 355.32 millirems per year 

CONCLUSION: BELLEFONTE SHOULD BE THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE! 

The draft CLWR EIS daes not identify a preferred alternative far producing tritium. A no action 
attemative is for DOE to build an accelerator in South Carolina. After reviewing the draft EIS 
and comparing the· potential impacts associated w~h the alternatives, induding the no action 
alternative, we believe that the preferred alternative should be identified as any altemative 
that includes Bellefonte. This belief is based on the following: 
• Negligible environmental impacts with no measurable health effects. 
• Pos~ive socioeConomic Impacts supporting economic growth and development 
• Flexible tritium production capacity to meet changing tritium needs 
• Proven technology compared to the Na Action altemative 

No proliferation issues that are not manageable under existing laws and controls associated 
withCLWRs 

• Least Total Life Cycle Cost 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer end the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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AN AsseSSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR els 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the drall Environmental Impact Statement lEIS) 
for the production of tritium In a Comm<lrelallight Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
NUClear Plant should be named In the ElS as the preferred alternative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the projeCt. 
A summary of the primary points from the drall ElS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 

Address 

2.1W1 rrP'f(A~") k !1N 'St.-v, Dec...-kv A-l. }S('cn 

Retum Petition to Louvaln Edmondson, OPS 2B • SaN, by October 6, 1998 

5 

l(cont'd) 

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSES6MENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement IElS) 
for the production of tritium In a Commercial light water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We fond the proposed tritium production program to bo environmentaUy safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In tna EIS as the preferred alternative based on Its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. laxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects or tna project. 
A summary or the primary points from the drall EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWRI dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonta
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

I (cont'd)
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (FISi
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred altemative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project
A summary of ihe primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE! DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE! NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Envlroomentallmpact Statement lEIS) 
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWRI dated August 
1998. We Fmd the proposed trItJum production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude thai Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary pOints from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THIi DRAFT CLWR lilS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

we, the undersigned, have reviewed the drart Environmentlllimpact Statement (EiSI 
for the production of trilium in a Comm<>reial Ughl Water Reactor (CLWRl damd August 
1998. We find 1M proposed tritium production program to be environmentally •• fe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In additicn, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the E1S as the preforred alternative ~ .. ed on «. loast 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the po.aive socioeconomic effects cfthe project. 
A .summary of the primary pDlnts from the draft EIS used to reach this conclus;on are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWRI dated August
1998. We find the proposed triilum production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred aeternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR 91S
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on Its least
rife cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRmUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Slatement (EIS) 
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998, We find the proposed tritium production program to be envitol1mantally •• fa and 
10 produce no measurable "ealth ellects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred altemotlve based on ~s least 
I~. cycle cost 10 the U. S. taxpayer and the positive soeioeconomic elrecls of the project 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion ana 
shown on the attached pages. 
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUcnON AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium productlon program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that BeDefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS a. the preferred altemative based on its least 
rife cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic enects of the project. 
A summary of the pnmary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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ON Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS;
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) datedAugust
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EiS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on Its least
ilfe cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.

A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR Eis ' . 

FOR 
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (C1.WR) dated'August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentaDy safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 

FOR 
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, tho undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the production of tritium In a Commercial light Water Reactor (C1.WR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the ElS as the preferred alternative based on Its least 
life cycle cost to. the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary pOints from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EWS)
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. in addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR SIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

1(cont'd)

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1999. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from tile draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmentallmpaet Statement lEIS) 
lor the production of tritium in a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
199B. We lind tho proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce nO measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonle 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on !Is least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the projeeL 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the ottachad pages. 
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l(cont'd) 

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THB DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Envlronmentallmpaet Statgment (EIS) 
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Ugh! Water Reactor (C1.WR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium producllon program to be environmentally •• fe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addltlo,;, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on Its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socloeconomlc effects of the projeeL 
A summary of the primary points from the draft ElS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages: . . 

Retum Petition to Louvaln Edmondson, OPS 28 - SON, by October 6. 1998 
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qN Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRMUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR OIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement 4EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the proect.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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I(cont'd)

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

1(cont'd)
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c:, Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRmUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement lEIS) 
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWRI dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the E1S as tho preferred altemali"" based on its loast 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive soc~onomlc effects of the projeet. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to ",ach this concfusion are 
• hown on the attached page •• 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EllS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft environmental Impact Statement lEIS) 
for t/1e production of tritium In a Comman:lal Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be envlronmentelly safe and 
to produce no measurable hoalth effects. In addition, we conclude thai Bellefonte 1 (cont'd) 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred altemative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer an<! the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft E1S used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages • 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. in addition, we conclude that Beliefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIlS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AV BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant shfould be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

S(cont 'd) )(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSHSSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR illS 

FOR 
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELI,I!FONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the c!raft Environmental Impact Statement (ElS) 
for the production of tritium in • CorrunercJal Ught Waler Reactor (CLWR] dated August 
1998. W. find the proposed trtIIum proclucllon program to be environmentally safe and 
10 produce no measurable health effects. In ad,jjlJon, we conclude that Bellefonle 
Nucle .. Plant should be named In the ElS as the preferred allernatlve based on its leesl 
tife cycle cost 10 the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft ElS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 

Return Petition to lowain Edmondson, OPS 2B - SON, by October 8, 1998 
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l(cont'd) 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE! DRAFT CLWR I!1S 
FOR 

TRmUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, haw reviewed the draft environmental Impact Statement, (ElS) 
for the production of tritium In a CommarcTaI Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. W. find the proposed tritium productJon program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should b. namad Tn the EIS as the p .. ferred alI.mallve based on its least 
lire cycte cost to the U. S. ta"".yer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the proJect. 
A summary ofth. primary points from the draft ElS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached page •• 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EJS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 1(cont'd)
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on Its lsast
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Signature Address
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We. the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August

1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and

to produce no measurable health effects, In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project
A summary of the primary points from the draft FIS used to reach this conclusion are

shown on the attached pages.

1(cont'd)
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Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 2B - SQN, by October 6, 1998 Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 2B - SON, by October 6. 1998
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THI DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTI! NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have rev[8W9d the draft Environmental impact Statement (ElS) 
for the productlon of tritium In a Commercial Ught Waler Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentany safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addlllon, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named 'n the ElS as the preferred alternative based on Its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the posItive socIoeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to Rlach this ccmclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 

Signature Address 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We. the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the product;Gn of tritium In a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
19\18. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to prGcfuce no measurable health effects. In addltlGn. we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred aiternative baSed on its lent 
life cvcle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary oftha primary point. from the draft ElS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pi.ges. 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environimental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium ina Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte ,
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages. -

Sign Address .
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

1(cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS

FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

1(cont'd)
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Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 28 - SQN, by October 6, 1998
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR'EI5 

FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have revieWed the draft Envirorlmentallmpac1: Statement lEIS) 
for the production of tritium in'a Commereial Light Water Reactor (CLWRj dated August 
1998, We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects: In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be nam<>d in the EIS as the preferred a~emative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S, Ia.payer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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l(cont'd) 

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement lEIS) 
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) daled August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred allematlve based on its least 
lite cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary at the primary pOints from the draft ElS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on ~ attached pages. 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

I(cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT DELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on Its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

1(conf'd)

Signature Address
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Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 2B - SQN, by October 6, 1998
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~ Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer ancl the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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l(cont'd) 

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement lEIS) 
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWRI dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
NuclaarPlant should be named In the EIS as the preferred altematlve based on Its'least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. ' 

Address 
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l(cont'd) 



Commentor No.'147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EJS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

1(cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

l(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THIi DRAFT CLWR EJS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BIiLLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, ha .... reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement fEIS) 
forthe production of tritium in a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. 'In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the ElS as the preferred alternative based on Hs least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the pos~lve socioeconomic effects of the project 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 

Signature Address 

Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 2B - SON, by O<:tober 6, 1998 
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l(cont'd) 

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmenlallmpact Statement (ElS) 
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We lind the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude thilt Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on It. least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the pos~1ve socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 

Address 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CPLWR EI1
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritlum production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages,

l(cont'd) )(cont'd)
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Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 28 - SQN, by October 6, 1998
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~ Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
POR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLIIFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental impact Statement lEIS) 
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1S98. We find the proposed tritlum production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on ils least 
life cycle ~<nt to the U. S, taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the projeet. 
A summary of tha primary polnt$ from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on tha attlIched pag". . 
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Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 26 - $ON, by October 6, 1998 
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l(cont'd) 

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

FOR 
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Light Water Reactor ICLWR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addlUon, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on ils least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects ofthe project. 
A summary of the primary polnls from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS

FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
199S. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Beflefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

l(cont'd) 1(cont'd)

) Signature Address
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Signature Address
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 

FOR 
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the production Of tritium In a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed trftlum production program to be envlronmentaBy safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addillon, we conclude that Benefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the ElS as the preferred alternative based on Its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary poInts from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 

Retum Petition to louvaln Edmondson, OPS 2.B • SON, by October 6, 1998 

" 

l(cont'd) 

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASBESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Envlronmentallmpact Statement (EIS) 
for the production of tritfum In a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed trltium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable hea~h effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the E1S as the preferred a~emat1ve based on Its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and me positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary poInts from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion ere 
shown on the attached pages. 

Address 
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Retum Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 2B • SQN, by October 6, 1998 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the ptimary points from the draft EiS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

I1(cont 'd) l(cont'd)

Signature Address
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~ Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 

FOR 
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the utidersigned;h.ve reviewed the draft Enviro~menlallmp.ct Statement (EIS) 
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR} dated August 
1998. We find the proposed ~ritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
10 produce no measurable heaHh effects. In addilion, we conclude that Bellefonle J (COnI 'd) 
Nuclear Plant should be named in theEIS as .Ihe preferred altemative based en ~s least 
life cycle cos.t to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic ~cts of the projec,t. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to (each this conc[usion are 
shown on the attached pages." .. 

4 

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (ElS) 
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWRI dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the posilill8 socioeconomic e1rects of the project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 

Signature 
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Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 28 • SQN, by October 6, 1998 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (FiS)
for the production of triltium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on Its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

l(cont'd) 1(cont'd)

Signahre Address
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR pLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In \he EIS as the preferrecl alternative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of \he project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 

Address 

Return Petition to louvain Edmondson, OPS 28 • SON, by October 6. 1998 
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J(cont'd) 

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

FOR 
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned. have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
'or the production of trilium in a Commerelal Ught Waler Reactor (CLWR) dated AUgust 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program 10 be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conelude tt\at Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the ElS as the prefarred alternative based on Its least 
life cycle cost to the u. s. taxpayer and the positiVe socioeconomic affects of the project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft as used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 

Address 

Return Petillan to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 28· SQN, by October 6, 1998 

J (cont 'd) 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS

FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

l(cont'd)

We. the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

I (cont'd)

Signature
Signature12•,•.. l- ,'/ Address

Address
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Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 28 - SQN, by October 6, 1998
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Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 2B - SQN, by October 6, 1998

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the production 0' tritium in a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary points 'rom the draft EIS used to reach this conclU5ion are 
shown on the attached pages. 

Signature Address 

Return Petition to Lowain Edmondson, OPS 28· SOH, by October 6, 1998 

l(conl'd) 

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THI DRAFT CLWR lIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We. the underslgne<!, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (BS) 
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. Wellnd the proposed tritium production program 10 be environmenlaUy safe and 
10 produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 1 (coni' d) 
Nuctear Plam should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attache<! pages. 

Address 
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Retum Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 28 • SON, by October 6, 1998 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EJS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft ELS used to reach this conclusion am
shown on the attached pages.

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

l(cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS

FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August

1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 1(cont'd)

to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte

Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least

life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.

A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are

shown on the attached pages.Signature Address
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRA" CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEfONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (E1S) 
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We tlnd the proposed tritium prOduction program to be environmentally sate and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that 8aRQfonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the ElS as the preferred alternative b8sed on its Jeast 
life c)'cle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project 
A summary of 1he primary points from the draft ELS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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l(cont'd) 

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement lEIS) 
for the production of tritium in a Commercia! Ught Water Reactor (CLWRJ dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR MIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor {CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the unde .. igned, have reviewed the d .. ft EnvironmentllllmP'lct Statement (ElS) 
for the production of tritium in a Commerdal Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the ElS aa the preferred alternative based on i1s least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary pOints from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
POR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEPONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement lEIS) 
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 

Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 28 - SON, by October 6,1998 
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRMUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial LUght Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable heaith effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on Its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR MS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We. the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
forthe production of tritium in a Commercial iUght Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EPS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTl! NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmentallmpacl Statement lEIS) 
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWR) datad August 
1998. We Ilnd the proposed tritium production program to be environmentany safe and 
to produce no measurable heallh effects. In addltlon, we conclude thai Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the prefened allematlve based on its leas! 
life cycle co.t to Ihe U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic etfecl. of the project 
A .ummary of the primary points from Ihe draft EIS used to reech this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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Return Petition to Lauvain Edmondson, OPS 2B - SQN, by October 6, 1998 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THI! DRAFT CLWR ElS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Envlronmentallmpaet Statement lEIS) 
forthe productlon of tritium In • Commercial Ught Waler Reaclor ICLWR) dated August 
1998. We flnd the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable heatth effects. In addltlon, .... conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferTed a~am.tlve based on Its lea.t 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the pOSitive socioeconomic effecls 01 the project 
A summary of the primary polnls from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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TVA TODAY UPDATE
Friday, September 18, 1998

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

Language Dropped That Blocked TVA Tritium Production
A House-Senate conference committee in Congress has agreed to drop language that would have
blocked a plan to produce tritium at Bellefonte Nuclear Plant.

The Department of Energy has been directed to provide tritium to the Department of Defense
by 2005. DOE is considering the production oftritium either at Bellefonte or at a proposed linear
accelerator at DOE's Savannah River site in South Carolina

The House of Representatives had included language in its version of this year's defense-
authorization bill that would have prohibited using a commercial reactor such as Bellefonte's for
tritium production.

Chairman Cruwell issued the following stntement today:

On behalf of the TVA Board, I deeply appreciate the hard work of members of the Valley
congressional delegation to keep TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant as an option to produce tritium.
T'nis roadblock has been cleared because of their hard work and leadership. Bellefonte remains
in the competition, and it could not have been done without them.

Bellefonte is truly tme test option because it:

- Saves taxpayers at least S4 billion when compared to the accelerator option, according to
the Congressional Budget Office.

" MakimirzeS TVA's $4-billioe investment in the plant.
" Creates 700 permanent jobs and hundreds more indirect jobs. That's not including the

additional construction jobs at the plant.
" Uses a proven techsology that is sate and environmentally friendly.
* Meets OD requirements for national defense.
Completing Bellefonte Is consistent with TVA's policy of only finishing a nuclear plant if we

have a partner. Today, because of the help of the Tennessee Valley Delegation. we are one
step closer to making that happen.

Tritium is an isotope of hydrogen that is required by all U.S. nuclear weapons. Because it
decays at a rate of about 5 percent per year, it must be replaced periodically. The United States
has not produced tritium since 1988, when the last tritium-production reactor was shut down at
the Savannah River site.

TYA Today is a daily source of information for TVA employees. Please send items or ideas to Dan Adair is Employ=
Cornunieatinons by e-mail (Microsoft Exchange), fax (423-632-7902) or interoffice mail (ET 6E-K), or call him at 423-

632-t054.

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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TVA TODAY UPDATE 
Friday, September 18,1998 

Language Dropped That Blocked TVA Tritium Production 
A House-Senate conference committee in Congress has agreed to drop language that would have 
blocked a plan to produce tritium at Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. 

The Depanment of Energy has been directed to provide tritium to the Department of Defense 
by 2005. DOE is considering the production of tritium either at Bellefonte or at a proposed linear 
accelerator at DOE's Savannah River site in South Carolina 

The House ofRepresentativos had included language in its version of this year's defense
authorization bill that would have prohibited using a commercial reactor such as Benefonte's for 
tritium production. 

Chairman Crowell issued th. following st.tement today: 

On behaH of the TVA Boara, I deeply appreciate the hard wor1< of memller!l of the Valley 
congressional delegation to keep TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant as an option to produce trttivm. 
This madblocl< has been cleared because of their han! wor1< and leadership. Bellefonte remains 
in the competition. and il could not have been done wi1hO\Jt them. 

Bellefonte is truly lI1e!leSt 0j;tion because ~: 

• Saves to><P8Y"'" at least $4 billion when compared to the accelerator optlon, accon!ing to 
til. Congresstonal Bu<lget OffICe. 

• Maximizes TVA's S4-billion investment in !he plant. 
• Creates 700 permanent jobs and hundreds more indited jObs. That's not induding the 

.dd~ional cons1rudion jobs at the plant. 
• Uses a proven tectmology that is safe and environmentally friendly. 
• Meets DOD requirements for national defense. 

completing Benelonte is consistent with TVA's policy of only finlstling a nudear plant if we 
have a partner. Today, because of the help of the Tennessee Valley Delegation. we are one 
step doser to making that happen. 

Tritium is an isotope of hydrogen that is required by all U.S. nuclear weapons. Because it 
decays at a rate of about 5 percent per year, it must be replaced periodically. The United States 
has not produced tritium since 1988, when the last tritium-production reactor was shut down at 
the Savannah River site. 

1YA Today is a daily source of information for 1V A employees. Please send Items or tdeas to Dan Adair in Empioyt:C 
Cooununications by e·maiL (Microsoft Exchange), [ax (423-<132.7902) or UltcrofflGemail (ET 6E-K), or call him.t 423-

632-ROS4. 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN ASSliSSM6NT OF THIi DRAFT CLWR 615 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated AUgU9t 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Be!lefonte 
Nuclear Plant shoutd be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of UIO project. 
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this concJusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BEILLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement fEISJ
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and

to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 1(cont'd)
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on Its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.

A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN AS5ESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritlium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the CIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U.S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconcmic effects of the project.
A summary of the prilmarY points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

FOR 
TRI'!'IUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE tfUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undenigned, hive reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement fEIS) 
fOl the production gf tritium in a Comme~i;,1 Light Water Reactor (CLWRI dated AUgU6t 
199B. We find the proposed tritium production program to be enVironmentally &afe and 
to produ~e nO measurable health effects, In additIOn, we conclude that Senefonte 
Nuclear Plant shOUld be named In the EIS 38 the preferred alternativI! baaed on its lust 
lif .. cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the posillve 1;ocioeconomic effects of the proje~t. 
A summary of tho primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this eonc;luaion are 
shown on the attached ~ges, 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) 

AN A$51!8SMENT OF THE DRAF'I' CLWR EI$ 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELL'I!FO.~TI! NUCLl!AR PLANT 

We,the underSigned, hive reviewed the draft Envlronmentallmplot Statement (EIS] 
for the production of Irltl"m in a Com_toial Light Water Reaetor (CLWR] date-d August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally •• f. and 
to produce no me;surable health tlffcct&. In addition, we conch.ld. tnat Bellefonte 
Nuolur Plant ohouJd ~ ".med in the £15 as the pref.rred alternative ba .. d on it. le .. t 
Ufg; cycle COlt to the U. S. taxpOIyer and the pO$itiv8 socioec.onomic eHI!!r;ts oftha project. 
A summary ofth. primar:f points from the draft .EIS used to rOilch this concluaton are 
ahown on the attached pUg'al. 
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd) Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
)r the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWRJ dated August
998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
) produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
luclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
Ie cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic eflects of the project
summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are

hewn on the attached pages.

Srgnature Address

I (cont 'd)
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/•/s •'h" AN JISSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS

FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Beilefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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FOR 
TRmUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the droll Environmental Impact Statemont lEIS) 
"the production of trilium in a Commercia' Light Water Reactor (CLWRJ dlted August 
998. W. find tho proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
) produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
luclear Plant should be named in the EIS as tIM preferred alternative based on ttl least 
te cycle cost to the U. S. ta.:payer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project 
. summary of the primary pointa from the draft ElS uSed to reach this conclusion are 
hown on the attachod pagll$. 
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'Vvlfs v' AN MSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 

A-' £. FOR 
~ TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

'dfi/?t 
We, the undersigned, have reviewed the drall Environmental Impact Statement (EISJ 

for the prcxluction of tritium in a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (CLWRI dated August 
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred altemative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary pOints from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
shown on the attached pages. 
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWNR EIS

FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

1(cont'd)

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium In a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on Its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS 
FOR 

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT 8ELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT 

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Ught Water Reactor (ClWR) dated August 
1998. We rind the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and 
to produce no measurable health effeeu. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least 
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project. 
A summary of the primary pOints 'rom the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

Public Hearing - North Augusta, South Carolina
October 1, 1998

Commentor 500 (Bob Smith)

1/09.08 The commentor asks whether the schedule for completing construction of the Bellefonte Nuclear
Plant Unit 1 (1999 to 2004) is hypothetical or real.

2/03.02 The commentor believes there is a logical disconnect between the Bellefonte 1 completion
schedule (1999 to 2004) and the Presidential requirement to establish a tritium supply source by
2005. The commentor asserts that, if a one-year delay in the schedule occurs as a result of
planned additional technology assessments or budget constraints, the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant
would not be capable of meeting the Presidential requirement for two years because the irradiated
tritium targets would not arrive at the Savannah River Site until 2007.

3/24.05 The commentor asks how a one-year delay in completing construction at Bellefonte 1 would
impact the schedule to complete the Tritium Extraction Facility by 2005.

Commentor 501 (Lee Poe)

1/04.01 [In response to a DOE statement that using a commercial light water reactor (CL WR) for tritium
production is "technically straightforward and safe "] The commentor asks if DOE takes the
same position on the Accelerator Production of Tritium (APT) option.

2/05.04 The commentor asks if DOE would spend all of the money necessary both to design the APT and
to complete reactor construction if either were designated as a backup source for tritium
production. The commentor states that the information on the primary and backup tritium
sources is difficult to understand-particularly the elements DOE requires for a facility and a
backup and what that really means to public citizens.

3/23.14 The commentor asks to know the total costs to complete commercial reactor construction for use
both as a primary and a secondary (backup) production source, including the Tritium Extraction
Facility.

4/04.03 The commentor requests charts summarizing and comparing the environmental effects of CLWR
tritium production with those of the APT and the Tritium Extraction Facility.

5/05.02 The commentor believes the CLWR Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) summarizes
the environmental effects of the proposed action, gives a very high level summary of the No
Action Alternative, and "fixes it" so citizens will have a "very tough time" trying to understand
what is being proposed. The commentor states that it is very difficult to understand the decisions
that DOE is talking about, particularly when the EIS does not provide the reader with the no-
action effects and merely tiers them off to some other document.

6/05.29 The commentor is concerned that the CLWR Draft EIS states that a CLWR Final EIS will be
issued in December 1998, but the speaker mentioned January as a target date. The commentor
postulates that, as a Secretarial decision is expected at about the same time that the CLWR Final
EIS is issued, a decision already must have been reached. The commentor suggests that either
DOE should not spend the money to write the CLWR Final, APT, and Tritium Extraction
Facility EISs because their completion will not affect the decision, or DOE should work to make
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[In response to a DOE statement that using a commercial light water reactor (CL WRY for tritium 
production is "technically straightforward and safe "J The commentor asks if DOE takes the 
same position on the Accelerator Production of Tritium (APT) option. 

The commentor asks if DOE would spend all of the money necessary both to design the APT and 
to complete reactor construction if either were designated as a backup source for tritium 
production. The commentor states that the information on the primary and backup tritium 
sources is difficult to understand-particularly the elements DOE requires for a facility and a 
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Facility EISs because their completion will not affect the decision, or DOE should work to make 



Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

the Final EISs worthwhile. The commentor would like to see the CLWR, APT, and Tritium
Extraction Facility EISs combined into one document.

7/06.03 The commentor postulates that: (1) having received only two responses to their request for
proposals, DOE made the decision to build tritium-producing burnable absorber rods (TPBARs)
for use in pressurized water reactors only, not boiling water reactors, which "cuts the territory
down," and (2) this justified listing the five Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) reactors in
DOE's approach and excluding all others from the EIS analysis. The commentor asks why DOE
analyzed all the pressurized water reactors not covered by the DOE/TVA proposal.

8/24.01 The commentor questions whether use of the TVA system is reasonable if DOE and TVA can't
communicate with each other effectively. The commentor suggests an interagency discussion
would help fulfill DOE's need to produce tritium.

9/03.03 The commentor states that the numbers of TPBARs cited by the CLWR Draft EIS clearly suggest
DOE will use two or more reactors for tritium production.

10/19.04 The commentor states that, according to the numbers given in the CLWR Draft EIS, the TPBARs
will release tritium at a rate of less than 22,780 Curies per year, not the 1,890 Curies per year
cited.

11/19.05 The commentor questions why DOE would want to run the Tritium Extraction Facility furnaces
within the top 90 percentile of their maximum temperature. The commentor states that there is
no data in the EIS that addresses recovery efficiency in the Tritium Extraction Facility.

12/23.15 The commentor questions the fairness of giving the Bellefonte plant a significant credit for the
sale of electric power, but not giving similar credits to the APT and the other reactors for revenue
returns. The commentor points out that if it takes more than one reactor, the cost of using
Bellefonte together with one or more CLWRs should be combined, and the costs and revenue
returns of the CLWR option should be compared with those of the APT option.

13/23.16 The commentor proposes a cost document be appended to the CLWR Final EIS. The commentor
states that a comparison of the costs for all the options should be available somewhere, if not in
the Final EIS.

14/01.04 The commentor suggests appending the Interagency Review to the CLWR Final EIS. The
commentor agrees that CLWR tritium production is not illegal because tritium is not a special
nuclear material. The commentor believes the United States should abide by both the legal and
technical implications of its actions and not try to set examples that will be misinterpreted by
outside nations.

15/01.09 The commentor believes that weapons production and power generation should not be combined

because it would set a precedent that would negatively affect U.S. nonproliferation objectives.

16/01.10 The commentor believes that CLWR tritium production is not illegal, but is morally wrong.
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the Final EISs worthwhile. The commentor would like to see the CL WR, APT, and Tritium 
Extraction Facility EISs combined into one document. 

The commentor postulates that: (1) having received only two responses to their request for 
proposals, DOE made the decision to build tritium-producing burnable absorber rods (TPBARs) 
for use in pressurized water reactors only, not boiling water reactors, which "cuts the territory 
down," and (2) this justified listing the five Tennessee Valley Authority (TV A) reactors in 
DOE's approach and excluding all others from the EIS analysis. The commentor asks why DOE 
analyzed all the pressurized water reactors not covered by the DOE/TV A proposal. 

The commentor questions whether use of the TVA system is reasonable if DOE and TVA can't 
communicate with each other effectively. The commentor suggests an interagency discussion 
would help fulfill DOE's need to produce tritium. 

The commentor states that the numbers of TPBARs cited by the CL WR Draft EIS clearly suggest 
DOE will use two or more reactors for tritium production. 

The commentor states that, according to the numbers given in the CL WR Draft EIS, the TPBARs 
will release tritium at a rate of less than 22,780 Curies per year, not the 1,890 Curies per year 
cited. 

The commentor questions why DOE would want to run the Tritium Extraction Facility furnaces 
within the top 90 percentile of their maximum temperature. The commentor states that there is 
no data in the EIS that addresses recovery efficiency in the Tritium Extraction Facility. 

The commentor questions the fairness of giving the Bellefonte plant a significant credit for the 
sale of electric power, but not giving similar credits to the APT and the other reactors for revenue 
returns. The commentor points out that if it takes more than one reactor, the cost of using 
Bellefonte together with one or more CL WRs should be combined, -and the costs and revenue 
returns of the CL WR option should be compared with those of the APT option. 

The commentor proposes a cost document be appended to the CL WR Final EIS. The commentor 
states that a comparison of the costs for all the options should be available somewhere, ifnot in 
the Final EIS. 

The commentor suggests appending the Interagency Review to the CL WR Final EIS. The 
commentor agrees that CL WR tritium production is not illegal because tritium is not a special 
nuclear material. The commentor believes the United States should abide by both the legal and 
technical implications of its actions and not try to set examples that will be misinterpreted by 
outside nations. 

The commentor believes that weapons production and power generation should not be combined 
because it would set a precedent that would negatively affect U.S. nonproliferation objectives. 

The commentor believes that CL WR tritium production is not illegal, but is morally wrong. 
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Commentor 502 (Dick Reynolds)

1/06.03 The commentor asks if TVA has withdrawn the irradiation services part of their bid. The
commentor asks whether TVA will reconstitute their offer to provide irradiation services for
DOE tritium production.

2/03.02 The commentor asks for confirmation that DOE would use the Watts Bar Nuclear Plant if there
were any delays in completing Bellefonte for tritium production.

Commentor 503 (Gary Stooksbury)

1/01.04 The commentor believes the actions proposed in the CLWR Draft EIS will undermine the twin
[U.S.] objectives of establishing a supply of tritium for national defense purposes and preventing
the spread of nuclear weapons technologies and materials throughout the world. The commentor
believes the Interagency Review that examined the impact of CLWR tritium production on U.S.
nonproliferation objectives was flawed in its logic, vague in its conclusions, and erroneously
implied that previous conversion of U.S. weapons facilities to civilian applications should make
it easy to do the reverse. The commentor believes a worldwide outcry will result if the United
States backs away from its strong nonproliferation stance and, in the end, the CLWR tritium
production option will be abandoned after damaging the United States' international image and
causing adverse impacts on the nuclear stockpile.

2/21.06 The commentor believes there are significant uncertainties that will affect TVA's ability to
license a commercial light water reactor for tritium production, including public concern over
new safety and environmental hazard and public discomfort with the proposal to commingle
military and civilian reactor purposes. The commentor believes there is no insurance that the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) will issue a license or a license amendment for this
endeavor and, if not, this would cause the CLWR option to be abandoned and would result in
adverse impacts on the nuclear stockpile.

3/23.02 The commentor believes DOE has significantly underestimated the costs associated with the
CLWR option and that these estimates should be subjected to an independent third-party review.

4/23.17 The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS discussed the use of TVA's Watts Bar and
Sequoyah nuclear facilities, yet it is widely reported that TVA has withdrawn those facilities.
The commentor states that DOE cites the TVA estimate of $2.4 billion to complete Bellefonte 1
and questions TVA's ability to bring anything on line, on time, and under budget. The
commentor states that another nuclear facility has estimated that over $4 billion would be
required to complete Bellefonte and that the Government Accounting Office says that TVA's
estimates are very unreliable-past overruns of several hundred percent were experienced at
plants that TVA assessed to be 80 percent complete,

5/09.09 The commentor states that, as someone who grew up in the shadows of Watts Bar and
remembers reading the newspaper articles and what it took to bring that facility on line, he is
appalled that DOE would even discuss Watts Bar.

6/23.20 The commentor believes that capital costs for the Bellefonte reactors will be significantly more
than for the APT and that life cycle costs will be comparable.

7/04.01 The commentor believes there are no programmatic advantages related to the CLWR option and
that, instead, it has serious, if not fatal, deficiencies.
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The commentor believes the actions proposed in the CL WR Draft EIS will undennine the twin 
[US.) objectives of establishing a supply of tritium for national defense purposes and preventing 
the spread of nuclear weapons technologies and materials throughout the world. The commentor 
believes the Interagency Review that examined the impact ofCLWR tritium production on U.S. 
nonproliferation objectives was flawed in its logic, vague in its conclusions, and erroneously 
implied that previous conversion of U.S. weapons facilities to civilian applications should make 
it easy to do the reverse. The commentor believes a worldwide outcry will result if the United 
States backs away from its strong nonproliferation stance and, in the end, the CLWR tritium 
production option will be abandoned after damaging the United States' international image and 
causing adverse impacts on the nuclear stockpile. 

The commentor believes there are significant uncertainties that will affect TV A's ability to 
license a commercial light water reactor for tritium production, including public concern over 
new safety and environmental hazard and public discomfort with the proposal to commingle 
military and civilian reactor purposes. The commentor believes there is no insurance that the 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) will issue a license or a license amendment for this 
endeavor and, if not, this would cause the CL WR option to be abandoned and would result in 
adverse impacts on the nuclear stockpile. 

The commentor believes DOE has significantly underestimated the costs associated with the 
CL WR option and that these estimates should be subjected to an independent third-party review. 

The commentor states that the CL WR Draft EIS discussed the use of TV A's Watts Bar and 
Sequoyah nuclear facilities, yet it is widely reported that TV A has withdrawn those facilities. 
The commentor states that DOE cites the TV A estimate of $2.4 billion to complete Bellefonte 1 
and questions TVA's ability to bring anything on line, on time, and under budget. The 
commentor states that another nuclear facility has estimated that over $4 billion would be 
required to complete Bellefonte and that the Government Accounting Office says that TV A's 
estimates are very unreliable-past overruns of several hundred percent were experienced at 
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The commentor states that, as someone who grew up in the shadows of Watts Bar and 
remembers reading the newspaper articles and what it took to bring that facility on line, he is 
appalled that DOE would even discuss Watts Bar. 

The commentor believes that capital costs for the Bellefonte reactors will be significantly more 
than for the APT and that life cycle costs will be comparable. 

The commentor believes there are no programmatic advantages related to the CL WR option and 
that, instead, it has serious, if not fatal, deficiencies. 
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8/05.07 The commentor believes the CLWR EIS must include analyses of the potential worldwide
environmental impacts resulting from a higher probability that some nation will initiate or
continue nuclear weapons research testing and production programs as a result of U.S. CLWR
tritium production.

9/15.07 The commentor requests the CLWR EIS human health effects analyses to fully explain the basis
for assuming that 10 percent of the tritium released from the melted targets will be in an oxidized
form within the contaminated atmospheres. The commentor believes tritium may be available
in the contaminated atmosphere and may be released to the environment. The commentor
requests that the EIS analyses quantify the estimated release and the environmental effect;
address the disposition of tritium remaining in the reactor facility; and address the environmental
impacts associated with disposition of all tritium released in a design-basis accident.

10/05.05 The commentor believes the CLWR Draft EIS does not evaluate the environmental impacts of
all the program options under consideration.

11/03.03 The commentor asks for information concerning how many reactors DOE/TVA plans to use for
tritium production. The commentor also asks for information about the specific TPBAR design
and fuel site that DOE says would allow one reactor to make three kilograms of tritium per year,
and how they are different from those described in the CLWR Draft EIS. The commentor
believes that if a one-reactor option is being considered, then the EIS should be corrected to
describe and analyze the appropriate TPBAR design and fuel site. If two or more reactors are
needed, then DOE's program and budget planning needs to reflect that fact.

12/23.18 The commentor states that the Congressional Research Service review raises a serious question
about the ability of Bellefonte to generate sufficient revenue to offset operating costs, much less
amortize construction.

Commentor 504 (Peter Gray)

1/01.09 The commentor believes it is U.S. policy to maintain the separation of civil and military facilities,
and the United States should set an example for the world by not making weapons in civilian
facilities. The commentor believes the examples of using a facility for both military and civilian
purposes that are described in the CLWR Draft EIS are not comparable to the proposed action
because the facilities were first used for military purposes and later converted to civilian use.

2/21.05 The commentor believes the NRC is likely to delay DOE defense programs assigned to a CLWR.

3/04.02 The commentor states that, if cost is the real discriminator, DOE owns another, less expensive,
tritium production concept that would cost about $600 million-less than a third of the cost of
CLWR tritium production and about a quarter of the cost of building an accelerator. The
commentor calls for a review of this device. The commentor believes that, failing the use of the
less expensive device, DOE should use the Savannah River Site because of its nearly 45 years
of tritium experience and the readiness of its workers to serve the nation again capably, safely,
efficiently, cost-effectively, and in an environmentally sound manner.

4/03.03 The commentor did not understand that production of 3 kilograms of tritium per year was a surge
goal and that the "day-in, day-out" goal was something lower.

5/23.16 The commentor states that the surge goal would nearly double the number of fuel assemblies
needed and, correspondingly, the amount of spent fuel for disposal. The commentor asks that
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because the facilities were first used for military purposes and later converted to civilian use. 

The commentor believes the NRC is likely to delay DOE defense programs assigned to a CL WR. 

The commentor states that, if cost is the real discriminator, DOE owns another, less expensive, 
tritium production concept that would cost about $600 million-less than a third of the cost of 
CL WR tritium production and about a quarter of the cost of building an accelerator. The 
commentor calls for a review of this device. The commentor believes that, failing the use of the 
less expensive device, DOE should use the Savannah River Site because of its nearly 4S years 
of tritium experience and the readiness of its workers to serve the nation again capably, safely, 
efficiently, cost-effectively, and in an environmentally sound manner. 

The commentor did not understand that production 00 kilograms of tritium per year was a surge 
goal and that the "day-in, day-out" goal was something lower. 

The commentor states that the surge goal would nearly double the number of fuel assemblies 
needed and, correspondingly, the amount of spent fuel for disposal. The commentor asks that 

2-191 



Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

these costs be addressed in the CLWR Final EIS so that the public will know what it would cost
to produce 3 kilograms of tritium per year.

Commentor 505 (David Losey)

1/01.09 The commentor believes the United States has intended for years to separate its commercial and
defense interests, and now is the time to move toward more integrity by avoiding legalistic word-
splitting (tritium is not a special nuclear material) and maintaining the separation of civilian and
military nuclear facilities.

Commentor 506 (Donald Morris)

1/06.03 The commentor asks about media reports that TVA has withdrawn their offer for irradiation
services.

2/05.27 The commentor asks whether DOE is considering purchasing a TVA reactor or the irradiation
services of a reactor.

3/23.19 The commentor asks about reports that TVA has offered to complete construction of the
Bellefonte reactor for irradiation of the TPBARs, and that TVA's Chairman has stated that TVA
will require all the funding "up front" before undertaking completion and licensing of the
Bellefonte reactor. The commentor asks what guarantees DOE will require of TVA to ensure
that construction and NRC licensing of the Bellefonte plant will be completed within the
stipulated costs.

4/23.21 The commentor asks whether the fixed price for completing the Bellefonte plant would also
include defense of the project against any nuclear activist suits or intervenors.

Commentor 507 (Bob Schwartz)

1/02.01 The commentor questions the need for tritium production. The commentor believes DOE tritium
production is a jobs program, not a vital necessity.

2/08.02 The commentor believes the Savannah River Site has enough problems of its own without
assuming new missions.

Public Hearing - Rainsville, Alabama
October 6, 1998

Commentor 600 (Mike Womacks)

1/23.02 The commentor is concerned about cost overruns, in view of the Tennessee Valley Authority's
(TVA) history, and asks how the public may assume that the $1.9 billion or $2.1 billion TVA
says it will take [to complete Bellefonte for tritium production] will be sufficient.

2/01.04 The commentor asks if the United States is now willing to allow other countries to produce
tritium in their commercial nuclear power plants.

3/14.20 The commentor notices that the health risks and impacts analyzed in the Draft EIS deal with
tritium production only, and not the risks and impacts of the plant itself (without tritium
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Commentor 600 (Mike Womacks) 

1123.02 

2/01.04 

3/14.20 
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The commentor is concerned about cost overruns, in view of the Tennessee Valley Authority'S 
(TV A) history, and asks how the public may assume that the $1.9 billion or $2.1 billion TV A 
says it will take [to complete Bellefonte for tritium production] will be sufficient. 

The commentor asks if the United States is now willing to allow other countries to produce 
tritium in their commercial nuclear power plants. 

The commentor notices that the health risks and impacts analyzed in the Draft EIS deal with 
tritium production only, and not the risks and impacts of the plant itself (without tritium 
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production). The commentor asks to know the health risks and impacts resulting from both
tritium and nuclear power production. The commentor is concerned that people already are
affected by nuclear power production and an additional 1.1 percent, or about 1,500 people,
would die of cancer as a result of the proposed action.

Commentor 601 (Charles Anderson)

1/14.21 The commentor asks if his chances of winning the Georgia Lottery without buying a ticket are
better than his chances of dying from radiation released by a tritium-producing Bellefonte nuclear
power plant.

Commentor 602 (Joseph Imhof)

1/11.11 The commentor cites a quote from the CLWR Draft EIS on page 5-53 [the commentor refers to
Appendix C, page 5-53, but the reference is misquoted], the first sentence in the section on
Threatened and Endangered Species: "Operational impacts on threatened or endangered species
could occur through the release of thermal, chemical, or radioactive discharges to the atmosphere
or the river." The commentor asks why it is necessary to discharge radioactive material into the
river and whether there is any alternative.

2/11.12 The commentor asks whether the small amounts of radiological and chemical materials normally
discharged into a river by a nuclear power plant are processed before being discharged.

Commentor 603 (Melvin Brewer)

1/24.06 The commentor asks where the tritium produced by a CLWR would go and what would be done
with it.

2/01.01 The commentor asks why the United States needs nuclear weapons.

3/01.10 The commentor asks if nuclear weapons are meant to be genocide weapons and states that,
wherever they want to make tritium, he'll be there actively opposing it. The commentor also
states that he has heard talk about jobs, but asks when people are going to start talking about
humanity.

Commentor 604 (Roger Graham)

1/02.02 The commentor asks if it is true that, for America to maintain its nuclear weapons capability, the
country must be able to produce tritium by the year 2005.

2/01.04 The commentor asks whether it is true that, even if the United States doesn't have nuclear
weapons, other countries will have them.

3/07.01 The commentor is in favor of tritium production in the United States.

4/07.03 The commentor thinks that we owe it to the people in the military to provide the best technology
to help them protect us. The commentor doesn't care whether tritium is produced in Alabama
or South Carolina, but does think our elected officials should be prudent in their decisions to
spend taxpayer dollars. The commentor states that the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant could be ready
to produce tritium for less than $3 million, and that it uses a proven safe technology that will
produce revenues from the sales of much-needed electricity. The commentor compares this
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discharged into a river by a nuclear power plant are processed before being discharged. 

Commentor 603 (Melvin Brewer) 
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2/01.01 

3/01.10 

The commentor asks where the tritium produced by a CL WR would go and what would be done 
with it. 

The commentor asks why the United States needs nuclear weapons. 

The commentor asks if nuclear weapons are meant to be genocide weapons and states that, 
wherever they want to make tritium, he'll be there actively opposing it. The commentor also 
states that he has heard talk about jobs, but asks when people are going to start talking about 
humanity. 
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2/01.04 
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The commentor asks if it is true that, for America to maintain its nuclear weapons capability, the 
country must be able to produce tritium by the year 2005. 

The commentor asks whether it is true that, even if the United States doesn't have nuclear 
weapons, other countries will have them. 

The commentor is in favor of tritium production in the United States. 

The commentor thinks that we owe it to the people in the military to provide the best technology 
to help them protect us. The commentor doesn't care whether tritium is produced in Alabama 
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to produce tritium for less than $3 million, and that it uses a proven safe technology that will 
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2-193 



Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

figure to the cost of building an accelerator-$16+ billion for an accelerator that may not work
and would cost $155 million a year to operate.

Commentor 605 (Jerry Ward)

1/23.15 The commentor asks how the projected $1.9 billion cost to complete the Bellefonte plant for
tritium production compares with the total costs to develop and construct the Savannah River
option (the APT option at the Savannah River Site).

Commentor 606 (C. A. Frees)

1/11.09 The commentor asks the distance between the Bellefonte plant's point of discharge into the river
and the point where the Jackson County Water Department draws water from the river for public
use. The commentor, upon hearing the answer is 4.5 miles, asks if the public water source that
was measured is the one for Fort Payne. The commentor also asks the location of the other
public water sources in Jackson County and their distance from the Bellefonte plant's discharge
point.

Commentor 607 (Doug Grice for U.S. Congressman Bud Cramer)

1/07.03 The commentor reads a statement from Congressman Cramer in support of completing the
Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it is safe and economically sound; area residents
have a work ethic; and it would create jobs.

Commentor 608 (Angie Culvert for U.S. Senator Jeff Sessions)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking for Senator Sessions, expresses support for the completion of the
Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it is right for the taxpayers, the Department of
Defense, the nation, and northern Alabama.

Commentor 609 (Paul Housel for U.S. Congressman Robert Aderholt)

1/07.03 The commentor reads a statement from Congressman Aderholt in support of completing
Bellefonte for tritium production because all the facts concerning safety, national defense
readiness, and budgetary issues point to the Bellefonte plant as the best option, and it would
bring enormous potential benefits to northern Alabama.

Commentor 610 (John J. Federico, Jr.)

1/07.03 The commentor states that he attended the scoping meetings and spoke in opposition to CLWR
tritium production; but after being invited to tour the Bellefonte plant, he now believes the plant
can be operated safely.

2/05.27 The commentor objects to the December 1995 Record of Decision that allowed DOE to either
initiate purchase of an existing commercial reactor or buy reactor radiation services. The
commentor is concerned that this decision allows DOE to purchase the Bellefonte plant if it
chooses. The commentor fears that the checks and balances that are common to private industry
and ensure proper oversight over commercial plants (e.g., external peer, regulatory, and fiscal
reviews) would disappear because DOE nuclear defense facilities are not governed or licensed
by the NRC, nor are they obligated to adhere to the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations'
industrial standards of excellence. The commentor states that if Bellefonte comes on line, it must
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The commentor states that he attended the scoping meetings and spoke in opposition to CL WR 
tritium production; but after being invited to tour the Bellefonte plant, he now believes the plant 
can be operated safely. 

The commentor objects to the December 1995 Record of Decision that allowed DOE to either 
initiate purchase of an existing commercial reactor or buy reactor radiation services. The 
commentor is concerned that this decision allows DOE to purchase the Bellefonte plant if it 
chooses. The commentor fears that the checks and balances that are common to private industry 
and ensure proper oversight over commercial plants (e.g., external peer, regulatory, and fiscal 
reviews) would disappear because DOE nuclear defense facilities are not governed or licensed 
by the NRC, nor are they obligated to adhere to the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations' 
industrial standards of excellence. The commentor states that if Bellefonte comes on line, it must 
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never be allowed to become a government-owned, contractor-operated defense facility that will
go unchecked by the mechanisms designed to ensure it is managed with the safety of the citizens
and the environment as its primary concern. The commentor also states that DOE's
environmental record has been horrific in the way it conducted its nuclear business during the
Cold War, and that DOE has created numerous Superfund sites that will take years and millions
of dollars to clean up. The commentor doesn't think it is smart for taxpayers to spend $4.5 billion
on constructing Bellefonte up to this point and then just let the plant sit there and not produce
a return on the investment.

3/06.05 The commentor asks if the reference to the 1995 Record of Decision can be deleted from the
CLWR Final EIS. The commentor is concerned that if the reference stays in the EIS, then
somewhere down the line DOE will have the option to purchase the Bellefonte plant and make
it a defense facility. The commentor is concerned that this might occur 40 years from now at the
end of the Bellefonte plant's lifetime, when the NRC won't renew the plant's license, but there
is still a need for tritium. The commentor believes that DOE could then buy the plant and
operate it without TVA. The commentor believes that the language referring to this Record of
Decision in the CLWR EIS should be deleted, at least where it pertains to conversion to a
defense facility, and the December 1995 Record of Decision should be amended accordingly.

4/17.03 The commentor is concerned about spent fuel storage. The commentor states that if the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982 mandates that spent fuel will be managed at a national repository, then
DOE should expedite this effort and assist in resolving the siting issues instead of creating
additional onsite spent fuel storage facilities. The commentor also states that the last major
planning assumption in Section S.3.2.1 on page 17 of the CLWR Draft EIS Summary should be
changed to state that spent fuel rods resulting from the tritium project will be stored in an
existing spent fuel facility until a national repository becomes operational, in accordance with
the 1982 Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

5/14.04 The commentor believes that nothing should be done that puts citizens and the [Tennessee] River
at risk. The commentor states that one cancer death in 154,000 years is too many.

6/07.04 The commentor believes that Bellefonte can safely do its part for DOE, which includes helping
to keep the nation's nuclear stockpile credible while producing electricity.

Commentor 611 (State Senator Lowell Barron)

1/07.03 The commentor reports that 77 percent of respondents answering a political poll in Jackson
County supported completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production. The commentor
believes that regional public support for tritium production at the Bellefonte plant is based on the
view that it would provide jobs and keep the nation's military strong. The commentor supports
tritium production at the Bellefonte plant because it is safe and it is in the best interest of the
nation and the local area.

Commentor 612 (David Thornell)

1/07.03 The commentor has several statements in support of completing the Bellefonte plant for tritium
production from various area officials and organizations, including Mayor Louis Price of
Scottsboro, Alabama; Mayor Glenda Hodges of Woodville, Alabama; Mayor Elizabeth Hayes
of Hollywood, Alabama; the North Alabama Mayor's Association; and the Chamber of
Commerce and its affiliated organizations. The commentor and his employer enthusiastically
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support completing the Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it is both a win/win
situation for Jackson County and the nation, and the wisest and best choice.

Commentor 613 (Dutton Mayor Philip Anderson)

1/07.03 The commentor believes that tritium production at the Bellefonte plant would be a very big plus
for all of Jackson County and the surrounding area. The commentor asks DOE to give serious
consideration to using the Bellefonte plant for tritium production.

Commentor 614 (Leroy Beasley)

1/07:03 The commentor, speaking on behalf of his professional association, supports tritium production
at the Bellefonte plant because it is a positive step for TVA, for the region, and for DOE, and it
can provide area residents with things they really need, such as additional electrical capacity.
The commentor presents a petition signed by members of major labor unions at the TVA plants
stating that they have reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS, and they endorse and support the
development of the Bellefonte project. The commentor compares the $1.9 billion cost to
complete the Bellefonte plant for tritium production to the cost of the accelerator option, which
is conservatively estimated to be more than $9 billion.

Commentor 615 (Langston Mayor Butch Vaught)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking on behalf of the residents of Gurley and Langston, supports
completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it would provide an assured
supply of tritium at the least cost to U.S. taxpayers, as well as much needed employment to an
economically depressed area of the United States.

Commentor 616 (Joe Buttram)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking for the county commission, supports the completion of Bellefonte as
a nuclear power plant and for tritium production and believes the Bellefonte plant can be
operated safely. The commentor thinks the people in Jackson County are generally in support
of tritium production at the Bellefonte plant. The commentor states that there is nothing
inherently dangerous about a United States-produced nuclear weapon. The commentor believes
those in control of nuclear weapons in other countries are the problem because they do a poor
job of producing them. The commentor states that if Bellefonte is completed, it will be the best
and safest-designed nuclear plant ever built. The commentor thinks the dangers of operating the
Bellefonte plant for tritium production would be minuscule, and that it would be good for
Jackson County, the State of Alabama, and surrounding areas in Tennessee and Georgia. The
commentor states that the risks area residents would be taking if Bellefonte were used for tritium
production would be nothing compared to the risks other folks have taken for the nation's safety
and freedom from other powers.

Commentor 617 (Ronnie Boles)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking on behalf of his utility board, supports completion of the Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant for tritium production. The commentor states that he and his fellow board
members are comfortable with both TVA's ability to safely construct and operate this facility and
DOE's ability to safely transport tritium out of the area.

2-196

Final Environmental Impact Statement/or the Production o(Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor 

support completing the Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it is both a win/win 
situation for Jackson County and the nation, and the wisest and best choice. 

Commentor 613 (Dutton Mayor Philip Anderson) 

1/07.03 The commentor believes that tritium production at the Bellefonte plant would be a very big plus 
for all of Jackson County and the surrounding area. The commentor asks DOE to give serious 
consideration to using the Bellefonte plant for tritium production. 

Commentor 614 (Leroy Beasley) 

1/07:03 The commentor, speaking on behalf of his professional association, supports tritium production 
. at the Bellefonte plant because it is a positive step for TV A, for the region, and for DOE, and it 
can provide area residents with things they really need, such as additional electrical capacity. 
The commentor presents a petition signed by members of major labor unions at the TV A plants 
stating that they have reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS, and they endorse and support the 
development of the Bellefonte project. The commentor compares the $1.9 billion cost to 
complete the Bellefonte plant for tritium production to the cost of the accelerator option, which 
is conservatively estimated to be more than $9 billion. 

Commentor 615 (Langston Mayor Butch Vaught) 

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking on behalf of the residents of Gurley and Langston, supports 
completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it would provide an assured 
supply of tritium at the least cost to u.s. taxpayers, as well as much needed employment to an 
economically depressed area of the United States. 

Commentor 616 (Joe Buttram) 

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking for the county commission, supports the completion of Bellefonte as 
a nuclear power plant and for tritium production and believes the Bellefonte plant can be 
operated safely. The commentor thinks the people in Jackson County are generally in support 
of tritium production at the Bellefonte plant. The commentor states that there is nothing 
inherently dangerous about a United States-produced nuclear weapon. The commentor believes 
those in control of nuclear weapons in other countries are the problem because they do a poor 
job of producing them. The commentor states that if Bellefonte is completed, it will be the best 
and safest-designed nuclear plant ever built. The commentor thinks the dangers of operating the 
Bellefonte plant for tritium production would be minuscule, and that it would be good for 
Jackson County, the State of Alabama, and surrounding areas in Tennessee and Georgia. The 
commentor states that the risks area residents would be taking if Bellefonte were used for tritium 
production would be nothing compared to the risks other folks have taken for the nation's safety 
and freedom from other powers. 

Commentor 617 (Ronnie Boles) 

1/07.03 

2-196 

The commentor, speaking on behalf of his utility board, supports completion of the Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plant for tritium production. The commentor states that he and his fellow board 
members are comfortable with both TV A's ability to safely construct and operate this facility and 
DOE's ability to safely transport tritium out of the area. 



Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

Commentor 618 (Richard Ward)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking on behalf of his union, supports DOE and TVA consideration of the
completion of the Bellefonte Plant as a tritium production facility in support of national defense
because using the Bellefonte reactor would be environmentally safe and economically sound.
The commentor states that he and his fellow union members have carefully analyzed the
Congressional Budget Office's cost comparison of the tritium production alternatives, and they
believe it makes no sense to consider any facility other than the Bellefonte reactor for tritium
production. The commentor urges DOE to select the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant as a primary
tritium production source because it would promote a cooperative effort between organized
labor, TVA, and DOE that would save taxpayers billions of dollars.

Commentor 619 (Don Bevill)

1/07.03 The commentor supports TVA and the completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production.

Commentor 620 (Ed Mann)

1/07.03 The commentor states that of all the places where he has prepared environmental impact studies,
he would rate the nuclear facilities at Athens, Alabama, and Spring City, Tennessee, as the finest
examples of TVA's work. The commentor states that if these facilities are an example of the
finished product that TVA intends at Bellefonte, somebody should think very seriously about
completing the effort.

2/24.09 The commentor states that, when his group of retired engineers, scientists, and physicists met in
April of last year, someone told them there was absolutely no increase in any kind of disease,
including cancer, in areas where TVA facilities are operating.

Commentor 621 (Carl Lansden)

1/07.03 The commentor encourages DOE to make the CLWR Draft EIS a reality because, after reviewing
it, he finds it difficult to believe that prudence could bring tritium production anyplace else. The
commentor states that, from an economic standpoint, it is.certainly desirable for the facility to
be located in the area, and this is reflected in the EIS. The commentor applauds the conclusion
that must evolve from the EIS-that the inhabitants of Jackson County will be the beneficiaries
of the prudence displayed by DOE, TVA, and the Congressional Budget Office.

2/23.13 The commentor believes that, for the first time in modem history, the United States is enjoying
a surplus in the national budget, and it would be incomprehensible to turn around and waste
$8 billion to $10 billion to build a facility in South Carolina to accommodate DOE and the
nation's need. The commentor can't believe that anyone who is functioning and is consistent with
the needs of society would waste that type of money when there are so many other things for
which it could be used.

Commentor 622 (Louvain Edmondson)

1/07.04 The commentor knows from his experience that TVA operates its plants safely.

2/07.03 The commentor has collected 450 signatures of people that have read the summary of the CLWR
Draft EIS and agree that this is the right thing to do. The commentor states that they know this
is a win/win situation for TVA, DOE, and the citizens of the United States and Jackson County.
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completion of the Bellefonte Plant as a tritium production facility in support of national defense 
because using the Bellefonte reactor would be environmentally safe and economically sound. 
The commentor states that he and his fellow union members have carefully analyzed the 
Congressional Budget Office's cost comparison of the tritium production alternatives, and they 
believe it makes no sense to consider any facility other than the Bellefonte reactor for tritium 
production. The commentor urges DOE to select the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant as a primary 
tritium production source because it would promote a cooperative effort between organized 
labor, TVA, and DOE that would save taxpayers billions of dollars. 

Commentor 619 (Don Bevill) 

1107.03 The commentor supports TVA and the completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production. 

Commentor 620 (Ed Mann) 

1/07.03 

2/24.09 

The commentor states that of all the places where he has prepared environmental impact studies, 
he would rate the nuclear facilities at Athens, Alabama, and Spring City, Tennessee, as the finest 
examples of TV A's work. The commentor states that if these facilities are an example of the 
finished product that TV A intends at Bellefonte, somebody should think very seriously about 
completing the effort. 

The commentor states that, when his group of retired engineers, scientists, and physicists met in 
April of last year, someone told them there was absolutely no increase in any kind of disease, 
including cancer, in areas where TV A facilities are operating. 

Commentor 621 (Carl Lansden) 

1107.03 

2/23.13 

The commentor encourages DOE to make the CL WR Draft EIS a reality because, after reviewing 
it, he finds it difficult to believe that prudence could bring tritium production anyplace else. The 
commentor states that, from an economic standpoint, it is. certainly desirable for the facility to 
be located in the area, and this is reflected in the EIS. The commentor applauds the conclusion 
that must evolve from the EIS-that the inhabitants of Jackson County will be the beneficiaries 
of the prudence displayed by DOE, TVA, and the Congressional Budget Office. 

The commentor believes that, for the first time in modem history, the United States is enjoying 
a surplus in the national budget, and it would be incomprehensible to tum around and waste 
$8 billion to $10 billion to build a facility in South Carolina to accommodate DOE and the 
nation's need. The commentor can't believe that anyone who is functioning and is consistent with 
the needs of society would waste that type of money when there are so many other things for 
which it could be used. 

Commentor 622 (Louvain Edmondson) 

1107.04 
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The commentor knows from his experience that TV A operates its plants safely. 

The commentor has collected 450 signatures of people that have read the summary of the CL WR 
Draft EIS and agree that this is the right thing to do. The commentor states that they know this 
is a win/win situation for TVA, DOE, and the citizens of the United States and Jackson County. 
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Commentor 623 (Carol Lomax)

1/04.04 The commentor asks if TVA and DOE will guarantee and promise the citizens of Jackson
County that mixed oxide fuel will never be used at the Bellefonte plant.

2/23.03 The commentor asks, since DOE and the TVA plants are government-owned, when will
everybody in the nation be responsible for TVA's $29 billion in debt, and how soon can
ratepayers expect a rate reduction from the current TVA debt (i.e., why should the ratepayers be
responsible for the proposed action, which they will be, since TVA has so magnanimously
offered some of the money they will be making on the production of electricity to DOE, and why
isn't the rest of the nation paying for the proposed action?).

3/15.01 The commentor states that insurance companies do not cover any losses of any type of nuclear
power plant accident and asks if TVA and DOE or the Price-Anderson Act would provide
100 percent of the cost of replacement for any losses suffered by the residents of Jackson County.
The commentor asks for the name of an expert on Price-Anderson coverage.

Commentor 624 (Steven Stutts)

1/07.01 The commentor, speaking for his union and a joint labor council of TVA workers, states that the
Bellefonte plant should be selected by DOE as the primary tritium production source to meet
U.S. defense needs because nuclear power is a proven technology that is safe and
environmentally friendly. The commentor supports this position with the following statements:
Bellefonte can be safely operated on a daily basis by TVA; the proposed accelerator alternative
is a science project at best, since no accelerator of this size has been built or operated before.
TVA's fail-safe mechanisms set the benchmark for the industry. Bellefonte meets the
requirements of the U.S. Department of Defense because TVA could begin supplying tritium by
2005, as mandated by the Executive Order, while the accelerator would not be able to supply
tritium until 2008. The Bellefonte option would cost $13 billion less than the accelerator option.
While the Bellefonte option would cost $3 billion; the money spent by DOE to complete the
Bellefonte plant would be repaid to the Federal Government because the revenues from
electricity sales could be paid to DOE to pay off the investment with interest. Completing
Bellefonte would create 800 permanent jobs and hundreds more indirect jobs, and this would
have a significant economic impact on northeast Alabama, which must be strongly considered.
The commentor states that, if you take all of these factors and add the appropriation of training
for future work and the future generation of crafts, it sends a very strong signal and is very solid
reasoning. The commentor states that using Bellefonte for tritium production would extend the
past practice of using government-owned facilities for both civil and military purposes, not set
a new precedent for proliferation.

Commentor 625 (Jennifer Stephens)

1/07.03 The commentor favors completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production to "bring the
jobs back home" so that area workers won't be forced to leave their families and seek
employment in other states. The commentor states that if tritium is not produced at Bellefonte,
it will be produced somewhere else and all of the socioeconomic benefits will go to some other
area of the country. The commentor does not want this to happen anymore.

2/13.05 The commentor states that, in addition to jobs, completion of Bellefonte for tritium production
would benefit the local economy because workers would spend the money they earn at home, not
on the road.
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Commentor 626 (Delbert Shelton)

1/07.03 The commentor, after touring the Bellefonte plant, states that he was thoroughly impressed with
the safety features in place, and he thoroughly supports the completion of the Bellefonte Nuclear
Plant for tritium production.

Commentor 627 (Randy Hartwig)

1/07.04 The commentor, speaking for his union of TVA employees, states that they have reviewed the
CLWR Draft EIS, and they agree that the environmental and health impacts associated with
producing tritium in a commercial reactor would be very small.

2/12.02 The commentor, speaking for his union, agrees that there would be only minimal impact on the
Guntersville Reservoir- less than 0.2 percent of the flow-and only minor impacts to other
aquatic resources.

3/13.05 The commentor states that his fellow union members were ecstatic about the positive
socioeconomic impacts to the area (800 jobs).

4/14.22 The commentor states that the radiation exposure for residents of Jackson County, including
background radiation and radiation from the Bellefonte reactor operations, would be 355.26
millirem per year, a lower dose than the average for U.S. citizens overall, which is 363 millirem
per year.

5/07.03 The commentor states that no major modifications and only a few minor ones are needed for
large-scale production of tritium at either the Watts Bar or Bellefonte Nuclear Plants. The
commentor, speaking for his union, believes that Bellefonte should be DOE's Preferred
Alternative because of its negligible environmental impacts; absence of measurable health
effects; positive economic impacts; flexible tritium production capability to meet ever-changing
needs; the fact that it is a proven technology compared to the Savannah River accelerator option;
the fact that there are no proliferation issues that are not manageable under existing laws and the
controls associated with light water reactors; and the fact that its total cost would be less. The
commentor, speaking for his union, states that TVA's engineering work force is technically
robust and has consistently demonstrated its ability to solve the most difficult technical and
regulatory challenges, as demonstrated by the recent "1 Rating" given to the Browns Ferry and
Sequoyah Nuclear Plants.

Commentor 628 (Ronald Forster)

1/07.04 The commentor, speaking from his experience, has found TVA's safety and environmental record
to be one of the highest in the industry. The commentor states that driving a car or smoking
would be much more hazardous than living near the Bellefonte plant (if completed for tritium
production). The commentor states that tritium production in an operating reactor is proven,
safe, and efficient, and is not an experimental process.

2/07.01 The commentor's major concern is as a taxpayer; he fully supports completion of the Bellefonte
plant because it could happen much sooner than construction of the proton accelerator plant. The
commentor assumes that funding for completion of the Bellefonte plant would come from taxes.
The commentor states that projected funding for completion of the Bellefonte plant would be
approximately $2 billion, while the alternative proton accelerator plant would cost approximately
$9 billion-a cost of $7 billion more to the taxpayers.
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3/07.03 The commentor states that future operation of the Bellefonte plant would provide a clean source
of electricity for the area and would help meet the nation's increasing demand [for electricity].
The commentor states that a portion of the revenue collected from the sale of electricity would
be returned to repay the taxes used to complete the Bellefonte plant, whereas the proton
accelerator plant would be non income-producing and would carry a lasting debt.

Commentor 629 (Jyles Machen)

1/07.03 The commentor states that he admires TVA and supports the Bellefonte plant facility because
it would be a win for everyone involved. The commentor encourages a fair and timely decision
by DOE. The commentor believes the Bellefonte site meets the budget requirements; that by
choosing the Bellefonte plant more than $7 billion in Federal resources and tax dollars would
be saved over the life of the program; that the Bellefonte site can meet DOE's schedule
requirements because the Unit 1 reactor is more than 85 percent complete and the design
requirements are firm; that it is vitally needed for the region's power grid; the nation will get its
vitally needed tritium for defense, and Savannah River will get the extraction and conversion
facility in South Carolina. The commentor states that some people say the Markey-Graham
language in the Defense Authorization Bill, which excluded TVA, was parochial, prevented
competition, and would cost billions more to risk an untested accelerator. The commentor is
pleased that this language was removed in the conference between the House and the Senate.
The commentor states that other people are concerned about nuclear plant safety, but there are
110 nuclear power plants operating in the United States and not a single death by radiation
exposure has been documented. The commentor believes TVA is up to the job because it is the
nation's largest power producer and its Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants recently
earned the highest performance evaluation rating possible. The commentor further states that
TVA has new leadership and positive management and can again serve the nation and the region.

2/24.06 The commentor states that tritium produced at Bellefonte will be transported in its solid state to
a new $400 million extraction facility at DOE's Savannah River site, which will provide
employment for roughly 300 people.

Public Hearing - Evensville, Tennessee

October 8, 1998

Commentor 700 (Steven Smith)

1/06.03 The commentor asks why DOE is talking so much about the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants if,
as reported by the media, TVA has removed the plants from consideration for tritium production.
The commentor understood that DOE would use Watts Bar for tritium production only if there
were problems at the Bellefonte plant, and that DOE's primary objective is to use the Bellefonte
plant only for tritium production. The commentor asks for clarification on these points.

2/23.22 The commentor states that using the Watts Bar plant only for tritium production clearly is the
least expensive reactor option and asks why TVA let this option expire. The commentor
suggests TVA's reason was to preclude the lower priced option (Watts Bar only) so that Federal
monies could be obtained to finish the Bellefonte Plant.

3/23.16 The commentor requests documentation to support DOE's conclusion that purchasing irradiation
services at Watts Bar would be less expensive in the near term, but more expensive over the long
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term (plant life-cycle). [Commentor refers to a comparison of the tritium production costs for the
Watts Bar and Bellefonte plants that DOE sent to the U.S. Congress.]

4/23.04 The commentor asks who would benefit from electricity sales revenues obtained from a
completed Bellefonte Nuclear Plant-the taxpayers, TVA, or DOE?

5/17.16 The commentor asks if the speaker meant to say that: (1) reactor units at either the Watts Bar
or Sequoyah plants would generate 75 percent more spent fuel if they were run at the higher rate
required for tritium production; and (2) spent fuel generation would double if tritium were
produced in one of the Bellefonte units.

6/03.03 The commentor asks about the size of DOE's projected target irradiation goal.

7/17.17 The commentor states that tritium production in excess of 2000 targets per year would generate
additional spent fuel. The commentor requests clarification concerning whether any of the three
TVA nuclear power plants is capable of managing their existing and projected spent fuel load
and whether adding to it would only complicate the situation.

8/06.05 The commentor asks when DOE would use two or more facilities to avoid exceeding the
Bellefonte plant's spent fuel generation limits. The commentor believes the analyses that will
determine DOE's choice to use one or more reactors for tritium production should be made
public because of the implications for TVA ratepayers and U.S. taxpayers.

9/06.06 The commentor is unclear concerning what the dots mean in the "measle chart" on page 3-12 of
the CLWR Draft EIS and on page 18 of the CLWR Draft EIS Summary. The commentor would
like to see the actual numbers, instead of dots, that were used to analyze the associated impacts
of each alternative.

10/23.05 The commentor believes cost overruns are likely if TVA plants are used for tritium production.
The commentor asks whether the CLWR Final EIS will include information concerning the
potential liability of ratepayers for cost overruns. If not, the commentor asks why, when a TVA
cost overrun in completing the Bellefonte plant would have socioeconomic impacts on TVA's
debt reduction plan and, consequently, on area ratepayers. The commentor requests DOE to
guarantee that the CLWR Final EIS will contain more discussion and analysis of the potential
risks and consequences of cost overruns. The commentor believes that not doing so would be
a mischaracterization of the NEPA process.

11/02.02 The commentor believes DOE has not made a compelling argument for the United States' near-
term need for tritium, and that the CLWR Draft EIS is flawed because the numbers for the
current U.S. tritium inventory are not provided.

12/03.01 The commentor believes that, before U.S. taxpayers are asked to pay several billion dollars for
tritium production, the amount of tritium in U.S. inventories should be declassified and made
publicly available so that citizens can determine when a real need for tritium will arise.

13/02.01 The commentor believes the United States should aggressively pursue the START II Treaty,
which would extend the required date for new tritium production to 2016, or up to 2020, or to
2030.
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14/05.02 The commentor believes the No Action Alternative discussed in the CLWR Draft EIS does not
fully consider no action (i.e., avoiding new tritium production at this time); thus, it is not a true
No Action Alternative under NEPA.

15/01.04 The commentor believes the discussion of nonproliferation impacts and issues in the CLWR
Draft EIS is woefully inadequate. The commentor believes the United States' violation of its
own nonproliferation policy, a policy that the United States seeks to impose on other countries,
is hypocritical and encourages other nations to do likewise. The commentor points out that Janes
Defense Review reports that India got its weapons tritium from a commercial reactor. The
commentor believes the United States' nonproliferation concerns have significantly increased
since the CLWR Draft EIS was issued, and there should be greater discussion about
nonproliferation in the CLWR Final EIS.

16/01.09 The commentor disagrees with the conclusions of the authors of the Interagency Review of the
Nonproliferation Implications of Alternative Tritium Production Technologies Under
Consideration by the Department of Energy, and says this document cites no clear historic
examples of using commercial nuclear facilities for military purposes. The commentor believes
that by basing its assumptions about the nonproliferation impacts of CLWR tritium production
on the examples cited in the Interagency Review, DOE is making an illogical argument and
defying current U.S. nonproliferation policy.

17/23.06 The commentor is disconcerted as a TVA ratepayer to learn that, first, Chairman Crowell stated
in TVA's 1996 Integrated Resource Plan that TVA will not engage in further nuclear power
plant construction without a full partner, and now, under one of DOE's tritium production
scenarios, TVA would invest $4.5 billion (essentially its current expenditures for construction
of Bellefonte) into the partnership with DOE, resulting in someone else (DOE) completing the
reactor at no additional cost to the ratepayers. The commentor believes DOE's CLWR tritium
production proposal is nothing more than a thinly veiled attempt to subsidize TVA's attempts to
complete the Bellefonte reactor with taxpayer money.

18/23.07 The commentor believes DOE needs to understand how delicate and fragile the contractual
situation is with TVA's distributors, as well as the liabilities related to TVA's ability to meet the
obligations of its 10-year debt [reduction] plan and the restructuring of the electric utility
environment. The commentor believes these issues are significant and should be addressed
socioeconomically to evaluate their long-term implications for the Tennessee Valley and for U.S.
taxpayers.

19/06.04 The commentor asks whether the CLWR Final EIS will include information about the
contractual agreements between TVA and DOE and the potential impacts of TVA's contract
obligations.

20/01.02 The commentor thinks the real battle is yet to come before $2 billion is appropriated by the
Congress for this project.

Commentor 701 (Ernest Haston)

1/04.01 The commentor requests a comparison of the technical risks associated with the CLWR tritium
production option and the APT option. The commentor asks whether the technical risks for the
two options will be included in the CLWR Final EIS or only in the final decision.
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obligations of its 10-year debt [reduction] plan and the restructuring of the electric utility 
environment. The commentor believes these issues are significant and should be addressed 
socioeconomically to evaluate their long-term implications for the Tennessee Valley and for U.S. 
taxpayers. 

The commeIitor asks whether the CL WR Final EIS will include information about the 
contractual agreements between TVA and DOE and the potential impacts of TVA's contract 
obligations. 

The commentor thinks the real battle is yet to come before $2 billion is appropriated by the 
Congress for this project. 

Commentor 701 (Ernest Haston) 

1/04.01 
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The commentor requests a comparison of the technical risks associated with the CL WR tritium 
production option and the APT option. The commentor asks whether the technical risks for the 
two options will be included in the CL WR Final EIS or only in the final decision. 



Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

2/11.13 The commentor suggests the use of a device that measures wind velocities to gather data on
prevailing winds in the region near the Watts Bar site (this device is already available at the
plant).

Commentor 702 (Ralph Hutchison)

1/05.23 The commentor asks that DOE not try to intimidate or dismiss the public by saying, "Well, we're
not going to do that," because commentors can only refer to the information they've been given.

2/05.30 The commentor states that the analyses of DOE's "most likely scenario" (2,000 TPBARs) are
not in the CLWR Draft EIS, although some analyses apparently have been done. The commentor
states that if DOE has a scenario other than those presented in the EIS, a scenario based on
undeveloped, undetermined, secret information, the public can't comment on it, and that is a
frustrating problem.

3/05.04 The commentor asks if DOE is going to pursue both the primary and back-up options (CLWR
or APT) for tritium production; what the terms "primary" and "back-up" mean; and whether both
options have been or will be developed.

4/23.16 The commentor asks whether DOE's economic analysis includes the costs of pursuing the
CLWR and APT options as both primary and back-up alternatives to each other.

5/23.15 The commentor asks what percentage of the accelerator program would DOE actually pay
for-i.e., of the nine billion total, how much is for the design, and vice-versa.

6/05.10 The commentor asks whether there is any incremental release of tritium from the TPBARs being
tested in the Lead Test Assembly tests at Watts Bar.

7/01.02 The commentor wonders whether DOE is aware that the vote on the Markey-Graham
Amendment was close and the U.S. House of Representatives was "pretty solidly in support of
Markey-Graham."

8/01.05 The commentor wonders whether the Interagency Review panel (on nonproliferation issues
associated with CLWR tritium production), DOE, etc., have decided it is permissible for India,
Iraq, and North Korea to produce tritium in their commercial reactors for use in nuclear weapons.

9/01.01 The commentor thinks that many people are concerned about the United States' possession of
nuclear weapons.

10/14.05 The commentor asserts that DOE would like the public to believe tritium production would have
little or no environmental impacts, but says the CLWR Draft EIS states that, under the "normal
operations, no accident scenario" for tritium production operations at Watts Bar, releases to the
air would be 60 times higher than current levels, while total tritium releases to water would be
five times greater than normal. In addition, under normal operations, the annual radiation dose
for people living as far as 50 miles away from the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant would triple as a
result of tritium production. The commentor further states that during accident conditions tritium
releases to the air at Watts Bar would increase by nearly 300 times, and tritium releases to water
would be nearly 30 times higher than normal. The commentor feels it is unfair for DOE to
communicate information in the public meetings that is not found in the EIS. The commentor
believes that DOE should highlight the actual expected releases of tritium to the environment to
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prevailing winds in the region near the Watts Bar site (this device is already available at the 
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The commentor asks that DOE not try to intimidate or dismiss the public by saying, "Well, we're 
not going to do that," because commentors can only refer to the information they've been given. 

The commentor states that the analyses of DOE's "most likely scenario" (2,000 TPBARs) are 
not in the CL WR Draft EIS, although some analyses apparently have been done. The commentor 
states that if DOE has a scenario other than those presented in the EIS, a scenario based on 
undeveloped, undetermined, secret information, the public can't comment on it, and that is a 
frustrating problem. 

The commentor asks if DOE is going to pursue both the primary and back-up options (CLWR 
or APT) for tritium production; what the terms "primary" and "back-up" mean; and whether both 
options have been or will be developed. 

The commentor asks whether DOE's economic analysis includes the costs of pursuing the 
CLWR and APT options as both primary and back-up alternatives to each other. 

The commentor asks what percentage of the accelerator program would DOE actually pay 
for-i.e., of the nine billion total, how much is for thedesign, and vice-versa. 

The commentor asks whether there is any incremental release of tritium from the TPBARs being 
tested in the Lead Test Assembly tests at Watts Bar. 

The commentor wonders whether DOE is aware that the vote on the Markey-Graham 
Amendment was close and the U.S. House of Representatives was "pretty solidly in support of 
Markey-Graham. " 

The commentor wonders whether the Interagency Review panel (on nonproliferation issues 
associated with CLWR tritium production), DOE, etc., have decided it is permissible for India, 
Iraq, and North Korea to produce tritium in their commercial reactors for use in nuclear weapons. 

The commentor thinks that many people are concerned about the United States' possession of 
nuclear weapons. 

The commentor asserts that DOE would like the public to believe tritium production would have 
little or no environmental impacts, but says the CL WR Draft EIS states that, under the "normal 
operations, no accident scenario" for tritium production operations at Watts Bar, releases to the 
air would be 60 times higher than current levels, while total tritium releases to water would be 
five times greater than normal. In addition, under normal operations, the annual radiation dose 
for people living as far as 50 miles away from the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant would triple as a 
result of tritium production. The commentor further states that during accident conditions tritium 
releases to the air at Watts Bar would increase by nearly 300 times, and tritium releases to water 
would be nearly 30 times higher than normal. The commentor feels it is unfair for DOE to 
communicate information in the public meetings that is not found in the EIS. The commentor 
believes that DOE should highlight the actual expected releases oftritium to the environment to 
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inform the public that, while the TPBARs were reported to be virtually leakproof a year or so
ago, they are now assumed to leak 1 Curie of tritium per year, which is a lot of tritium.

11/01.04 The commentor states that the attempt made in the CLWR Draft EIS to skirt the significant
nonproliferation concerns of the public by citing four instances of "exceptions to the practice of
differentiating between the U.S. civilian and miliary facilities," each of which involved military
facilities used for civilian purposes, is disingenuous, outrageous, and absurd. The commentor
states that, while some people believe it is appropriate for us to do what we demand of others,
our government seems to arrogate to itself the privilege of doing whatever it chooses and denying
that same privilege to other countries. The commentor objects to the statement in the CLWR
Draft EIS declaring that the TVA reactors are technically owned by the U.S. Government,
making them roughly comparable to past instances of government-owned dual-purpose nuclear
facilities. The commentor believes this statement insults the public's intelligence and is
duplicitous. The commentor states that on page F-10 of the CLWR Draft EIS, the response to
the third comment on that page, DOE's assertion that tritium production is consistent with and
is fully supported by the commitments of the United States under a variety of treaties, including
the Nonproliferation Treaty, is a lie. The cormmentor reports that the International Court of
Justice ruled in 1996 that the United States is not upholding its treaty obligations under the
Nonproliferation Treaty, and production of tritium for the sole purpose of maintaining a large
arsenal into the next century directly contradicts the United States' obligation under Article VI
of the treaty.

12/21.03 The commentor states that, given the half-life of tritium, at least half of any tritium produced in
the year 2005 would not be available when it is truly needed in 2016, so DOE would have to
produce twice as much tritium in 2005 to meet its needs in 2016. The commentor believes that
it doesn't make sense to produce tritium until it's needed, and earlier, unnecessary tritium
production only increases the risks and the likelihood of environmental impacts.

13/22.01 The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS does not consider the risks of an attack by
hostile forces on the proposed plants, but should do so because they would be making materials
essential to the U.S. arsenal of nuclear weapons and would be the least protected and safeguarded
of all U.S. nuclear weapons facilities.

14/05.05 The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS says conversion of the Bellefonte plant to fossil
fuel is independent of this EIS, but also says such conversion would not occur until after a
decision is made regarding the role of Bellefonte 1 and 2 in tritium production-indicating that
conversion is dependent on the outcome of this EIS and the Bellefonte conversion EIS has been
held up pending completion of this CLWREIS. The commentor believes the CLWR EIS should
acknowledge this fact.

15/13.08 The commentor states that, regarding environmental justice, it's not enough to assert that the
impacts are not being disproportionately visited on people of color or low-income communities,
nor is it adequate to disguise the adverse impacts on specific populations by describing a wide
circle around the plant and making generalizations about the population living there. For
example, the closest community to the Sequoyah plant is Soddy-Daisy, whose population is at
less than half the income level for Hamilton County, which is circumscribed by a large circle.

16/20.02 The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS fails to include a comparison of the eventual
costs of decontaminating and decommissioning Bellefonte as a nuclear site and as a fossil fuel
electricity generating plant-which it should do, since those are the two possible futures for the
plant.
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infonn the public that, while the TPBARs were reported to be virtually leakproof a year or so 
ago, they are now assumed to leak 1 Curie of tritium per year, which is a lot of tritium. 

The commentor states that the attempt made in the CL WR Draft EIS to skirt the significant 
nonproliferation concerns of the public by citing four instances of "exceptions to the practice of 
differentiating between the U.S. civilian and miliary facilities," each of which involved military 
facilities used for civilian purposes, is disingenuous, outrageous, and absurd. The commentor 
states that, while some people believe it is appropriate for us to do what we demand of others, 
our government seems to arrogate to itself the privilege of doing whatever it chooses and denying 
that same privilege to other countries. The commentor objects to the statement in the CL WR 
Draft EIS declaring that the TV A reactors are technically owned by the U.S. Government, 
making them roughly comparable to past instances of government-owned dual-purpose nuclear 
facilities. The commentor believes this statement insults the public's intelligence and is 
duplicitous. The commentor states that on page F-IO of the CLWR Draft EIS, the response to 
the third comment on that page, DOE's assertion that tritium production is consistent with and 
is fully supported by the commitments of the United States under a variety of treaties, including 
the Nonproliferation Treaty, is a lie. The comri1entor reports that the International Court of 
Justice ruled in 1996 that the United States is not upholding its treaty obligations l\nder the 
Nonproliferation Treaty, and production of tritium for the sole purpose of maintaining a large 
arsenal into the next century directly contradicts the United States' obligation under Article VI 
of the treaty. 

The commentor states that, given the half-life of tritium, at least half of any tritium produced in 
the year 2005 would not be available when it is truly needed in 2016, so DOE would have to 
produce twice as much tritium in 2005 to meet its needs in 2016. The commentor believes that 
it doesn't make sense to produce tritium until it's needed, and earlier, unnecessary tritium 
production only increases the risks and the likelihood of environmental impacts. 

The commentor states that the CL WR Draft EIS does not consider the risks of an attack by 
hostile forces on the proposed plants, but should do so because they would be making materials 
essential to the U.S. arsenal of nuclear weapons and would be the least protected and safeguarded 
of all U.S. nuclear weapons facilities. 

The commentor states that the CL WR Draft EIS says conversion of the Bellefonte plant to fossil 
fuel is independent of this EIS, but also says such conversion would not occur until after a 
decision is made regarding the role of Bellefonte 1 and 2 in tritium production-indicating that 
conversion is dependent on the outcome of this EIS and the Bellefonte conversion EIS has been 
held up pending completion of this CLWREIS. The commentor believes the CLWR EIS should 
acknowledge this fact. 

The commentor states that, regarding environmental justice, it's not enough to assert that the 
impacts are not being disproportionately visited on people of color or low-income communities, 
nor is it adequate to disguise the adverse impacts on specific populations by describing a wide 
circle around the plant and making generalizations about the population living there. For 
example, the closest community to the Sequoyah plant is Soddy-Daisy, whose population is at 
less than half the income level for Hamilton County, which is circumscribed by a large circle. 

The commentor states that the CL WR Draft EIS fails to include a comparison of the eventual 
costs of decontaminating and decommissioning Bellefonte as a nuclear site and as a fossil fuel 
electricity generating plant-which it should do, since those are the two possible futures for the 
plant. 
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17/01.10 The commentor states that the response to the final comment on page F- 12 of the CLWR Draft
EIS asserts that, "moral and ethical issues are beyond the scope of the Environmental Impact
Statement." The commentor reminds DOE that NEPA clearly states an EIS must consider the
whole of the human environment. The commentor believes that decisions to protect the natural
environment and wildlife are moral ones, as are the inclusion of environmental justice concerns
and economic issues, and it is possible to consider and even quantify the effects of many moral
decisions. The commentor states that moral and ethical issues are already abundant in this EIS,
and the issues raised in the scoping meeting, while uncomfortable to contemplate and difficult
to quantify, deserve full consideration throughout this decision-making process. The commentor
asks that DOE not forget that the CLWR EIS is about the making of weapons of mass
destruction, which is a monstrous thing.

Commentor 703 (Ann Harris)

1/11.01 The commentor asks for a description of TVA's current wastewater program and procedures for
cleaning up the reactor coolant wastewater prior to releasing it into the river; the schedule for
testing the program to ensure its reliability; the criteria the NRC uses to monitor the program; and
where this criteria may be found.

2/11.04 The commentor asks: (1) who is ultimately accountable for determining how much tritium can
be released into the Tennessee River; (2) who has the authority to determine whether the
procedures for the current wastewater program are correct; and (3) is the current program capable
of providing complete and accurate numbers for the amounts of tritium that would be released
into the river.

3/03.03 The commentor asks where in the CLWR EIS is it explained that, to meet its annual tritium
production requirements, DOE probably would use a combination of the Watts Bar, Sequoyah,
and Bellefonte Nuclear Plants. The commentor feels this information is hidden in the document.

4/18.05 The commentor asks whether transporting TPBARs from three different reactors in two states
would increase the opportunities for a transportation accident.

5/18.06 The commentor asks whether DOE plans for a single truck to pick up irradiated TPBARs at each
reactor and transport them collectively to the Savannah River Site.

6/24.13 The commentor asks for clarification concerning the cumulative effects of using three reactors
simultaneously at three different sites.

7/19.06 The commentor asks why DOE assumed the failure of two TPBARS, which the commentor
understands to be the national average, instead of the failure rate experienced by TVA alone.

8/14.03 The commentor asks whether DOE's analyses of the impacts of tritium production on the
affected environment are based on current prevailing winds. The commentor points out that,
according to the National Weather Service, 90 percent of the prevailing winds in the local area
come straight up from Alabama to the [Tennessee] state line and do not expand widely. The
commentor states that the graphics in the CLWR Draft EIS used to illustrate the area should be
corrected because the lines run 50 miles in any one direction and do not reflect the national
average for these valleys.
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The commentor states that the response to the final comment on page F -12 of the CL WR Draft 
EIS asserts that, "moral and ethical issues are beyond the scope of the Environmental Impact 
Statement." The commentor reminds DOE that NEPA clearly states an EIS must consider the 
whole ofthe human environment. The commentor believes that decisions to protect the natural 
environment and wildlife are moral ones, as are the inclusion of environmental justice concerns 
and economic issues, and it is possible to consider and even quantify the effects of many moral 
decisions. The commentor states that moral and ethical issues are already abundant in this EIS, 
and the issues raised in the scoping meeting, while uncomfprtable to contemplate and difficult 
to quantify, deserve full consideration throughout this decision-making process. The commentor 
asks that DOE not forget that the CL WR EIS is about the making of weapons of mass 
destruction, which is a monstrous thing. 

Commentor 703 (Ann Harris) 
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The commentor asks for a description ofTY A's current wastewater program and procedures for 
cleaning up the reactor coolant wastewater prior to releasing it into the river; the schedule for 
testing the program to ensure its reliability; the criteria the NRC uses to monitor the program; and 
where this criteria may be found. 

The commentor asks: (1) who is ultimately accountable for determining how much tritiumcan 
be released into the Tennessee River; (2) who has the authority to determine whether the 
procedures for the current wastewater program are correct; and (3) is the current program capable 
of providing complete and accurate numbers for the amounts of tritium that would be released 
into the river. 

The commentor asks where in the CL WR EIS is it explained that, to meet its annual tritium 
production requirements, DOE probably would use a combination of the Watts Bar, Sequoyah, 
and Bellefonte Nuclear Plants. The commentor feels this information is hidden in the document. 

The commentor asks whether transporting TPBARs from three different reactors in two states 
would increase the opportunities for a transportation accident. 

The commentor asks whether DOE plans for a single truck to pick up irradiated TPBARs at each 
reactor and transport them collectively to the Savannah River Site. 

The commentor asks for clarification concerning the cumulative effects of using three reactors 
simultaneously at three different sites. 

The commentor asks why DOE assumed the failure of two TPBARS, which the commentor 
understands to be the national average, instead of the failure rate experienced by TVA alone. 

The commentor asks whether DOE's analyses of the impacts of tritium production on the 
affected environment are based on current prevailing winds. The commentor points out that, 
according to the National Weather Service, 90 percent of the prevailing winds in the local area 
come straight up from Alabama to the [Tennessee] state line and do not expand widely. The 
commentor states that the graphics in the CL WR Draft EIS used to illustrate the area should be 
corrected because the lines run 50 miles in anyone direction and do not reflect the national 
average for these valleys. 
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9/05.17 The commentor suggests DOE should not use five- and six-year old documentation for the
CLWR EIS because Bellefonte hasn't had an EIS in this decade; the EIS for Watts Bar is three
years old; and there have been some major weather changes recently.

10/14.02 The commentor reports that, according to the International Geological Society and the National
Geology Group, it's improper to use a 50-mile radius around each of the TVA plants for impact
analyses in this particular region. The commentor, therefore, believes the maximum
meteorological impact assumed in the CLWR EIS in order to multiply that impact for the entire
50-mile radius is understated. The commentor suggests shaping these areas more like an oblong
than a circle to account for the narrow corridor in which the prevailing winds move.

11/23.10 The commentor asks for clarification on DOE's position that, if TVA has an overrun on their bid
for tritium production, DOE will not share in it and the overrun will be handled by TVA. The
commentor asks what TVA will do in the case of a cost overrun.

12/15.01 The commentor wants DOE to address in the CLWR EIS how replacement costs for damage to
private property would be handled if an accident occurs.

13/09.06 The commentor wants DOE to address in the CLWR EIS how TVA, the NRC, and DOE will
establish a safe work environment where workers are free to raise safety issues. The commentor
wants DOE to address in the EIS how workers will be protected from management abuse to the
greatest and furthest extent of the law. The commentor asks the source for the numbers quoted
in the EIS regarding abused employees that have been harmed as a result of raising safety issues
at TVA.

Commentor 704 (Michelle Conlon)

1/05.18 The commentor believes the EIS process is very one-sided and thinks DOE and other Federal
agencies may need to review it.

2/05.19 The commentor would like to see DOE's presentation of the CLWR EIS information to the
public accompanied by a presentation from an independent reviewer.

3/14.23 The commentor thinks the DOE presentation failed to sufficiently emphasize the high
radioactivity of tritium.

4/03.01 The commentor asks whether the amount of tritium currently stored in U.S. Government
inventories is public knowledge, and if not, why not. The commentor believes the public needs
to know the exact amount to make an informed decision about CLWR tritium production.

5/19.12 The commentor asks why DOE says the TPBARs would be under less stress in the reactor core
than standard burnable absorber rods.

6/01.12 The commentor asks why DOE and the Federal Government are moving so quickly on tritium
production, and why Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson believes he has to make the technology
decision before the end of the calendar year.

7/24.06 The commentor asks whether DOE plans to proceed with extracting tritium from the irradiated
TPBARs immediately after their arrival at the Savannah River Site and, if not, how long the
irradiated TPBARs might be stored at the site.
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The commentor suggests DOE should not use five- and six-year old documentation for the 
CLWR EIS because Bellefonte hasn't had an EIS in this decade; the EIS for Watts Bar is three 
years old; and there have been some major weather changes recently. 

The commentor reports that, according to the International Geological Society and the National 
Geology Group, it's improper to use a 50-mile radius around each of the TV A plants for impact 
analyses in this particular region. The commentor, therefore, believes the maximum 
meteorological impact assumed in the CLWR EIS in order to multiply that impact for the entire 
50-mile radius is understated. The commentor suggests shaping these areas more like an oblong 
than a circle to account for the narrow corridor in which the prevailing winds move. 

The commentor asks for clarification on DOE's position that, if TVA has an overrun on their bid 
for tritium production, DOE will not share in it and the overrun will be handled by TVA. The 
commentor asks what TV A will do in the case of a cost overrun. 

The commentor wants DOE to address in the CL WR EIS how replacement costs for damage to 
private property would be handled if an accident occurs. 

The commentor wants DOE to address in the CL WR EIS how TV A, the NRC, and DOE will 
establish a safe work environment where workers are free to raise safety issues. The commentor 
wants DOE to address in the EIS how workers will be protected from management abuse to the 
greatest and furthest extent of the law. The commentor asks the source for the numbers quoted 
in the EIS regarding abused employees that have been harmed as a result of raising safety issues 
at TVA. 

Commentor 704 (Michelle Conlon) 
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The commentor believes the EIS process is very one-sided and thinks DOE and other Federal 
agencies may need to review it. 

The commentor would like to see DOE's presentation of the CL WR EIS information to the 
public accompanied by a presentation from an independent reviewer. 

The commentor thinks the DOE presentation failed to sufficiently emphasize the high 
radioactivity of tritium. 

The commentor asks whether the amount of tritium currently stored in u.S. Government 
inventories is public knowledge, and ifnot, why not. The commentor believes the public needs 
to know the exact amount to make an informed decision about CL WR tritium production. 

The commentor asks why DOE says the TPBARs would be under less stress in the reactor core 
than standard burnable absorber rods. 

The commentor asks why DOE and the Federal Government are moving so quickly on tritium 
production, and why Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson believes he has to make the technology 
decision before the end of the calendar year. 

\ 
The commentor asks whether DOE plans to proceed with extracting tritium from the irradiated 
TPBARs immediately after their arrival at the Savannah River Site and, if not, how long the 
irradiated TPBARs might be stored at the site. 
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8/02.02 The commentor questions the need to produce tritium by 2005 to 2007 if the plan calls for
storing the tritium while it decays (i.e., wouldn't it be better to produce tritium only when it is
actually needed?).

9/05.10 The commentor asks how many TPBARs were inserted into the Watts Bar reactor to conduct the
Lead Test Assembly tests. The commentor is pleased to note that another person thought it was
important for DOE to report the results of the Watts Bar Lead Test Assembly test because the
commentor believes such information is critical to the EIS process.

10/24.22 The commentor asks how many TPBARs were inserted into the Advanced Test Reactor.

11/06.04 The commentor points to text in the CLWR EIS Summary document that describes DOE's dual
track approach for tritium production and asks when DOE plans to exercise its option to purchase
irradiation services.

12/23.01 The commentor wishes to make it clear that the ratepayers in Tennessee are ultimately
responsible for the costs currently being incurred by TVA for the construction of Bellefonte
(TVA issues bonds, but the bonds are the responsibility of the ratepayers). The commentor states
that, as a result, the Federal Government's argument that it already owns the TVA plants is thin.

13/21.04 The commentor asks when the NRC's review of the Production Core Topical Report and its
plant-specific reviews will be available to the public.

14/07.06 The commentor states that constructing the Bellefonte plant as a natural gas facility is just as
viable as completing Bellefonte as some nuclear facility with tritium production, and both would
create jobs.

15/07.02 The commentor doesn't believe that residents of the Tennessee Valley need this project to
survive. The commentor, as a young person, doesn't want to live with this legacy in the
Tennessee Valley and encourages DOE not to proceed with the decision to produce tritium in
a civilian nuclear power plant.

16/23.10 The commentor is extremely uncomfortable with ratepayers in the Tennessee Valley being asked
to subsidize DOE's nuclear power program.

Commentor 705 (Bill Monroe)

1/21.01 The commentor asks whether TVA would expect the operational technical specification limits
to remain the same under tritium production.

Commentor 706 (Greg DeCamp)

1/06.03 The commentor requests clarification about which of the 18 CLWR tritium production
alternatives remains practically viable after the expiration of TVA's irradiation services offer
(i.e., how many of the 18 options are really practical at this point?). The commentor asks if TVA
and DOE are in agreement that, despite TVA's withdrawal/expiration of its offer to sell/lease the
irradiation services of the Watts Bar plant, all five of the TVA reactors are still being considered
for tritium production.

2/23.08 The commentor asks if TVA's offer for tritium production includes a fixed price.
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The commentor questions the need to produce tritium by 2005 to 2007 if the plan calls for 
storing the tritium while it decays (i.e., wouldn't it be better to produce tritium only when it is 
actually needed?). 

The commentor asks how many TPBARs were inserted into the Watts Bar reactor to conduct the 
Lead Test Assembly tests. The commentor is pleased to note that another person thought it was 
important for DOE to report the results of the Watts Bar Lead Test Assembly test because the 
commentor believes such information is critical to the EIS process. 

The commentor asks how many TPBARs were inserted into the Advanced Test Reactor. 

The commentor points to text in the CLWR EIS Summary document that describes DOE's dual 
track approach for tritium production and asks when DOE plans to exercise its option to purchase 
irradiation services. 

The commentor wishes to make it clear that the ratepayers in Tennessee are ultimately 
responsible for the costs currently being incurred by TV A for the construction of Bellefonte 
(TV A issues bonds, but the bonds are the responsibility of the ratepayers). The commentor states 
that, as a result, the Federal Government's argument that it already owns the TV A plants is thin. 

The commentor asks when the NRC's review of the Production Core Topical Report and its 
plant-specific reviews will be available to the public. 

The commentor states that constructing the Bellefonte plant as a natural gas facility is just as 
viable as completing Bellefonte as some nuclear facility with tritium production, and both would 
create jobs. 

The commentor doesn't believe that residents of the Tennessee Valley need this project to 
survive. The commentor, as a young person, doesn't want to live with this legacy in the 
Tennessee Valley and encourages DOE not to proceed with the decision to produce tritium in 
a civilian nuclear power plant. 

The commentor is extremely uncomfortable with ratepayers in the Tennessee Valley being asked 
to subsidize DOE's nuclear power program. 

Commentor 705 (Bill Monroe) 

1I2l.0 1 The commentor asks whether TVA would expect the operational technical specification limits 
to remain the same under tritium production. 

Commentor 706 (Greg DeCamp) 

1106.03 

2/23.08 

The commentor requests clarification about which of the 18 CL WR tntlUm production 
alternatives remains practically viable after the expiration of TVA's irradiation services offer 
(i.e., how many of the 18 options are really practical at this point?). The commentor asks if TV A 
and DOE are in agreement that, despite TV A's withdrawaVexpiration of its offer to selVlease the 
irradiation services of the Watts Bar plant, all five of the TVA reactors are still being considered 
for tritium production. 

The commentor asks if TVA's offer for tritium production includes a fixed price. 

2-207 



Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

3/23.09 The commentor thinks the CLWR EIS would benefit from including more information about the
actual costs of the various alternatives and the implications of the costs for the specific economic
proposals being considered (e.g., if the project costs $1.9 billion, who will be responsible for
supplying the rest of the money if the costs exceed the fixed price?).

4/23.10 The commentor asks if TVA plans to pass on the cost of an overrun on its fixed price contract
with DOE to ratepayers and, if not, is TVA subsidized by some other means.

5/24.10 The commentor asks for clarification of a statement found in the CLWR Draft EIS summary that
indicates no design changes would be necessary to complete Bellefonte for tritium production.
The commentor suggests the clarification be added to the summary document for the CLWR
Final EIS.

Commentor 707 (Michelle Caratoo)

1/06.05 The commentor asks to know if DOE's preferred choice for tritium production would involve
several different sites. The commentor believes it might simplify the process if all the necessary
activities were performed at one site.

2/18.07 The commentor believes the additional shipping requirements for tritium production are likely
to cause accidents and traffic problems. The commentor believes the transportation accident risk
found in the CLWR Draft EIS is exceedingly low-less than one fatal accident per hundred
thousand years is unrealistic. The commentor wonders whether other agencies like the
Tennessee Emergency Management Agency or Federal Emergency Management Agency have
plans to deal with any accidents, because accidents are inevitable in any line of work.

3/02.02 The commentor asks if the new tritium produced between 2005 and 2007 would likely decay if
it has to wait 20 years before it's used and, if so, wouldn't it be better to produce it only when it
is actually needed. The commentor asks why new tritium production couldn't wait until 2017
if the United States does not need tritium until 2020. The commentor thinks that, if we don't
need tritium until 2020, perhaps we can spend a little more time investigating different ways to
make it, and maybe the accelerator or some other way would be a simpler procedure.

4/24.03 The commentor asks if the amount of tritium now possessed by the United States is losing its
efficiency or is leaking somewhat and, if so, is there no way to prevent this loss.

5/01.04 The commentor considers the Nonproliferation Treaty to be something important that the country
has signed and believes we need to start keeping our treaties.

6/01.09 The commentor doesn't want other countries to use their civilian nuclear facilities for military
purposes, so the United States needs to set a good example and do likewise. The commentor
doesn't recall any other place in the United States where new nuclear facilities to produce energy
or military products are being used. The commentor wonders why TVA is opening a new facility
at this time. The commentor believes this activity is contrary to the current national trend, and
there is probably a good reason for that trend.

7/08.02 The commentor is concerned that there is so much left from past [weapons] projects to clean up,
such as at Oak Ridge and other facilities. The commentor wonders who is responsible for doing
that and whether that's something we also could be working on at the same time.
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The commentor thinks the CL WR EIS would benefit from including more information about the 
actual costs of the various alternatives and the implications of the costs for the specific economic 
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supplying the rest of the money if the costs exceed the fixed price?). 

The cornmentor asks if TVA plans to pass on the cost of an overrun on its fixed price contract 
with DOE to ratepayers and, if not, is TV A subsidized by some other means. 
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The commentor asks to know if DOE's preferred choice for tritium production would involve 
several different sites. The commentor believes it might simplifY the process if all the necessary 
activities were performed at one site. 

The commentor believes the additional shipping requirements for tritium production are likely 
to cause accidents and traffic problems. The commentor believes the transportation accident risk 
found in the CL WR Draft EIS is exceedingly low-less than one fatal accident per hundred 
thousand years is unrealistic. The commentor wonders whether other agencies like the 
Tennessee Emergency Management Agencyor Federal Emergency Management Agency have 
plans to deal with any accidents, because accidents are inevitable in any line of work. 

The commentor asks if the new tritium produced between 2005 and 2007 would likely decay if 
it has to wait 20 years before it's used and, if so, wouldn't it be better to produce it only when it 
is actually needed. The commentor asks why new tritium production couldn't wait until 2017 
if the United States does not need tritium until 2020.- The commentor thinks that, if we don't 
need tritium until 2020, perhaps we can spend a little more time investigating different ways to 
make it, and maybe the accelerator or some other way would be a simpler procedure. 

The commentor asks if the amount of tritium now possessed by the United States is losing its 
efficiency or is leaking somewhat and, if so, is there no way to prevent thiS loss. 

The commentor considers the Nonproliferation Treaty to be something important that the country 
has signed and believes we need to start keeping our treaties. 

The commentor doesn't want other countries to use their civilian nuclear facilities for military 
purposes, so the United States needs to set a good example and do likewise. The commentor 

. doesn't recall any other place in the United States where new nuclear facilities to produce energy 
or military products are being used. The commentor wonders why TV A is opening a new facility 
at this time. The commentor believes this activity is contrary to the current national trend, and 
there is probably a good reason for that trend. 

The commentor is concerned that there is so much left from past [weapons] projects to clean up, 
such as at Oak Ridge and other facilities. The commentor wonders who is responsible for doing 
that and whether that's something we also could be working on at the same time. 



Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

8/23.13 The commentor believes it doesn't make sense to start a new project when the previous ones
haven't been completed and these would probably take a great number of brilliant engineering
minds and many jobs to clean up. The commentor would like to see the U.S. Government work
on that, starting now-perhaps with the use of Superfund monies The commentor would like
part of the Federal budget to be spent developing more renewable energy resources for the
present and the future instead of starting new nuclear projects.

9/05.24 The commentor invites DOE to do a presentation on CLWR tritium production in Nashville,
Tennessee.

10/12.01 The commentor is concerned that TVA is divesting some of its recreational properties, like the
Land Between the Lakes, and putting so much energy into this project. The commentor would
like TVA to keep that project and maybe turn it over to the Wildlife Resources Agency or some
,other agency to maintain. The commentor believes it is not fair to take land from private citizens
for valley uses and then just dump it to some other agency; the land should go back to the people
or some other thing like that.

11/23.11 The commentor is concerned about TVA's debt-maybe TVA should take a little breather before
starting another project and incurring more debt.

12/20.04 The commentor is concerned that the costs for eventually mothballing and decontaminating
TVA's plants will be very high and this issue was not addressed in the CLWR Draft EIS.

13/24.02 The commentor is concerned that, whether we're producing electricity or making tritium, it seems
like we pick the most complicated processes-like nuclear energy, which is a very complicated
way to make steam or heat or boil water. The commentor wonders if using highly complicated
processes make mistakes and failures more likely. The commentor suggests more time should
be spent figuring out how to make the process (nuclear power) safe, or it should be abandoned
until we can find a safer way to do this.

14/20.01 The commentor wonders who will be responsible for the cleanup of this project, because many
jobs could be created by cleaning up past projects.

15/13.05 The commentor believes tritium production may not be the best way to create jobs.

16/04.04 The commentor states that burning uranium and mixed oxide fuels, as is occurring at Oak Ridge,
is not an acceptable way of dealing with the waste. The commentor would like to see the
development of a better way of dealing with it.

17/14.24 The commentor believes the cancer fatalities listed under environmental impacts in the EIS are
exceedingly low and inaccurate, if recent newspaper stories are true.

18/20.03 The commentor thinks DOE and TVA should consider the long-term effects and the cleanup and
the decontamination aspects of CLWR tritium production, which are all parts of the process,
before starting such a project.

Commentor 708 (Bill Griffith)

1/07.03 The commentor and his employer have reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS and offer their
compliments to DOE on its thoroughness. The commentor also agrees with the EIS conclusions

2-209

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents 

8/23.13 The commentor believes it doesn't make sense to start a new project when the previous ones 
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on that, starting now-perhaps with the use of Superfund monies The comment or would like 
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Land Between the Lakes, and putting so much energy into this project. The commentor would 
like TV A to keep that project and maybe turn it over to the Wildlife Resources Agency or some 

,other agency to maintain. The commentor believes it is not fair to take land from private citizens 
for valley uses and then just dump it to some other agency; the land should go back to the people 
or some other thing like that. 

11/23.11 The commentor is concerned about TV A's debt-maybe TVA should take a little breather before 
starting another project and incurring more debt. 

12/20.04 The commentor is concerned that the costs for eventually mothballing and decontaminating 
TV A's plants will be very high and this issue was not addressed in the CL WR Draft EIS. 

13/24.02 The commentor is concerned that, whether we're producing electricity or making tritium, it seems 
like we pick the most complicated processes-like nuclear energy, which is a very complicated 
way to make steam or heat or boil water. The commentor wonders if using highly complicated 
processes make mistakes and failures more likely. The commentor suggests more time should 
be spent figuring out how to make the process (nuclear power) safe, or it should be abandoned 
until we can find a safer way to do this. . 

14/20.01 The commentor wonders who will be responsible for the cleanup of this project, because many 
jobs could be created by cleaning up past projects. 

15113.05 The commentor believes tritium production may not be the best way to create jobs. 

16/04.04 The commentor states that burning uranium and mixed oxide fuels, as is occurring at Oak Ridge, 
is not an acceptable way of dealing with the waste. The commentor would like to see the 
development of a better way of dealing with it. 

17/14.24 The commentor believes the cancer fatalities listed under environmental impacts in the EIS are 
exceedingly low and inaccurate, if recent newspaper stories are true. 

18/20.03 The commentor thinks DOE and TV A should consider the long-term effects and the cleanup and 
the decontamination aspects of CL WR tritium production, which are all parts of the process, 
before starting such a project. . 

Commentor 708 (Bill Griffith) 

1/07.03 The commentor and his employer have reviewed the CL WR Draft EIS and offer their 
compliments to DOE on its thoroughness. The commentor also agrees with the EIS conclusions 
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concerning the public safety and environmental impacts of CLWR tritium production at the
Bellefonte nuclear power station.

Commentor 709 (Fred Boggess)

1/07.03 The commentor and his labor union agree with the conclusions of the CLWR Draft EIS and
support completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it is both economical
and good for the taxpayers and ratepayers of the valley.

Commentor 710 (Leroy Beasley)

1/07.04 The commentor believes the Bellefonte plant is probably the safest and the best documented
nuclear plant that TVA has, and that the plant would "stand head and shoulders" above most of
the nuclear plants designed in America. The commentor has no concerns about the safety of
TVA's other nuclear plants.

2/07.03 The commentor and his organization have reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS, and they accept and
support its conclusions about the completion of the Bellefonte nuclear plant.

Commentor 711 (Louvain Edmondson)

1/07.04 The commentor and his organization are confident that TVA's nuclear plants are safe. The
commentor recognizes the need for tritium to preserve the U.S. nuclear deterrent. The
commentor takes issue with charges that TVA is always "over budget and over schedule," citing
record performance at the Sequoyah plant. The commentor brought a petition to the last public
meeting with 450 signatures of people, mostly engineers, who had read the CLWR Draft EIS
summary and agreed with its conclusions. The commentor has brought an additional 69
signatures to present to this meeting and states that his organization, the engineers at the
Sequoyah plant, and many people from the Bellefonte plant are in full support of CLWR tritium
production. The commentor believes CLWR tritium production is the right thing for the people
of the valley and of the nation because all the people can benefit from it and it will save the
ratepayers a lot of money.

Commentor 712 (Linda Ewald)

1/10.03 The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of the increased risk of environmental
contamination.

2/14.04 The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of human health hazards.

3/16.04 The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of nuclear waste production.

4/01.10 The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of the immorality of its use in nuclear
weapons.

5/02.02 The commentor believes the United States does not need tritium by the year 2005. By DOE's
calculations, the United States can maintain its current, huge arsenal without producing tritium
until 2016. The commentor believes that if the [U.S. nuclear] arsenal is reduced, as experts
claim it can and should be, no new tritium would be needed until 2032. The commentor believes
that Federal funding to begin tritium production by 2005 would be wasted because, with
tritium's decay rate, half of the tritium produced would be gone by the time it is actually used.
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concerning the public safety and environmental impacts of CL WR tritium production at the 
Bellefonte nuclear power station. 

Commentor 709 (Fred Boggess) 

1107.03 The commentor and his labor union agree with the conclusions of the CL WR Draft EIS and 
support completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it is both economical 
and good for the taxpayers and ratepayers of the valley. 

Commentor 710 (Leroy Beasley) 

1107.04 

2/07.03 

The commentor believes the Bellefonte plant is probably the safest and the best documented 
nuclear plant that TV A has, and that the plant would "stand head and shoulders" above most of 
the nuclear plants designed in America. The commentor has no concerns about the safety of 
TV A's other nuclear plants. 

The commentor and his organization have reviewed the CL WR Draft EIS, and they accept and 
support its conclusions about the completion of the Bellefonte nuclear plant. 

Commentor 711 (Louvain Edmondson) 

1107.04 The commentor and his organization are confident that TV A's nuclear plants are safe. The 
commentor recognizes the need for tritium to preserve the U.S. nuclear deterrent. The 
commentor takes issue with charges that TVA is always "over budget and over schedule," citing 
record performance at the Sequoyah plant. The commentor brought a petition to the last public 
meeting with 450 signatures of people, mostly engineers, who had read the CL WR Draft EIS 
summary and agreed with its conclusions. The commentor has brought an additional 69 
signatures to present to this meeting and states that his organization, the engineers at the 
Sequoyah plant, and many people from the Bellefonte plant are in full support of CL WR tritium 
production. The commentor believes CL WR tritium production is the right thing for the people 
of the valley and of the nation because all the people can benefit from it and it will save the 
ratepayers a lot of money. 
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The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of the increased risk of environmental 
contamination. 

The commentor i~ opposed to tritium production because of human health hazards. 

The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of nuclear waste production. 

The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of the immorality of its use in nuclear' 
weapons. 

The commentor believes the United States does not need tritium by the year 2005. By DOE's 
calculations, the United States can maintain its current, huge arsenal without producing tritium 
until 2016. The commentor believes that if the [U.S. nuclear] arsenal is reduced, as experts 
claim it can and should be, no new tritium would be needed until 2032. The commentor believes 
that Federal funding to begin tritium production by 2005 would be wasted because, with 
tritium's decay rate, half of the tritium produced would be gone by the time it is actually used. 



Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

6/23.13 The commentor suggests the $2 billion for tritium production would be better used to create
20,000 valuable jobs.

7/01.04 The commentor believes that CLWR tritium production would be a violation of the 1970 Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty. The commentor thinks it is hypocritical for the United States to criticize
other nations for their use of commercial reactors to produce nuclear weapons material while we
make plans to produce tritium in our civilian reactors. The commentor states that, as a taxpayer,
a ratepayer, and a human being, she does not want to support the production of tritium or any
other nuclear weapons material. The commentor thinks that weapons of mass destruction
threaten all of creation, and DOE's CLWR tritium production proposal sets a precedent that will
destroy the United States' national nonproliferation efforts. The commentor urges the
individuals with the power to make decisions to consider the long-term consequences of tritium
production and whether the short-term gain is worth the risks to our health, our home, and our
future.

Commentor 713 (Steve Tanner)

1/05.20 The commentor commends DOE and TVA for the thoroughness and depth of the CLWR Draft
EIS. The commentor believes that all the potential impacts have been identified and thoroughly
evaluated.

2/23.15 The commentor believes the APT option is a way for some people to fund their own retirements
through a pork barrel program paid for by taxpayer dollars.

3/01.02 The commentor believes that political considerations are the only reason for proposing to site the
accelerator in South Carolina. The commentor is pleased that, in making decisions about tritium
production, some members of Congress have kept DOE on the steady path of determining what
is best for the United States and have supported basing the decision on merit, not politics.

4/01.04 The commentor believes that, until total world nuclear disarmament is achieved, the right action
is for the United States to maintain a safe and reliable nuclear deterrent, which will require
tritium. The commentor believes that building an accelerator as a new nuclear defense
production facility that is part of the nuclear weapons complex is not the right action because:
(1) the accelerator facility would be capable of producing fissile materials such as plutonium and
uranium and would be controlled by the nuclear weapons complex; (2) it probably would not be
subject to International Atomic Energy Agency accountability inspections; and (3) it would use
technology that is not under current export controls, carries high risk and has major proliferation
implications. The commentor believes that DOE's purchase of irradiation services through a
financial arrangement with TVA that allows the completion of Bellefonte is consistent with the
direction the United States has been taking regarding military versus civilian technology uses.
The commentor thinks that DOE's dual-use technology policy recognizes that the nation can no
longer afford to maintain two distinct industrial bases and allows the armed forces to exploit
commercial industry's rate of innovation to meet defense needs.

5/07.01 The commentor believes the right action for tritium production is to use a CLWR because it
would support the dual-use technology policy. The commentor believes tritium production
would not violate any laws, treaties, or policies. The commentor believes tritium production
would provide greater government control in the DOE nuclear weapons complex, which is
managed by private sector companies who are in business for profit, while TVA reactors are
managed and operated by government employees.
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The commentor suggests the $2 billion for tritium production would be better used to create 
20,000 valuable jobs. 

The commentor believes that CL WR tritium production would be a violation of the 1970 Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Treaty. The commentor thinks it is hypocritical for the United States to criticize 
other nations for their use of commercial reactors to produce nuclear weapons material while we 
make plans to produce tritium in our civilian reactors. The commentor states that, as a taxpayer, 
a ratepayer, and a human being, she does not want to support the production of tritium or any 
other nuclear weapons material. The commentor thinks that weapons of mass destruction 
threaten all of creation, and DOE's CL WR tritium production proposal sets a precedent that will 
destroy the United States' national nonproliferation efforts. The commentor urges the 
individuals with the power to make decisions to consider the long-term consequences of tritium 
production and whether the short-term gain is worth the risks to our health, our home, and our 
future. 

Commentor 713 (Steve Tanner) 

1/05.20 
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The commentor commends DOE and TV A for the thoroughness and depth of the CL WR Draft 
EIS. The commentor believes that all the potential impacts have been identified and thoroughly 
evaluated. 

The commentor believes the APT option is a way for some people to fund their own retirements 
through a pork barrel program paid for by taxpayer dollars. 

The commentor believes that political considerations are the only reason for proposing to site the 
accelerator in South Carolina. The commentor is pleased that, in making decisions about tritium 
production, some members of Congress have kept DOE on the steady path of determining what 
is best for the United States and have supported basing the decision on merit, not politics. 

The commentor believes that, until total world nuclear disarmament is achieved, the right action 
is for the United States to maintain a safe and reliable nuclear deterrent, which will require 
tntlUm. The commentor believes that building an accelerator as a new nuclear defense 
production facility that is part of the nuclear weapons complex is not the right action because: 
(1) the accelerator facility would be capable of producing fissile materials such as plutonium and 
uranium and would be controlled by the nuclear weapons complex; (2) it probably would not be 
subject to International Atomic Energy Agency accountability inspections; and (3) it would use 
technology that is not under current export controls, carries high risk and has major proliferation 
implications. The commentor believes that DOE's purchase of irradiation services through a 
financial arrangement with TV A that allows the completion of Bellefonte is consistent with the 
direction the United States has been taking regarding military versus civilian technology uses. 
The commentor thinks that DOE's dual-use technology policy recognizes that the nation can no 
longer afford to maintain two distinct industrial bases and allows the armed forces to exploit 
commercial industry'S rate of innovation to meet defense needs. 

The commentor believes the right action for tritium production is to use a CL WR because it 
would support the dual-use technology policy. The commentor believes tritium production 
would not violate a~y laws, treaties, or policies. The commentor believes tritium production 
would provide greater government control in the DOE nuclear weapons complex, which is 
managed by private sector companies who are in business for profit, while TV A reactors are 
managed and operated by government employees. 
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6/06.05 The commentor recommends that DOE identify the Bellefonte facility (backed up by the
Watts Bar as needed) as its Preferred Alternative in the CLWR Final EIS.

7/04.01 The commentor requests DOE to move expeditiously to eliminate any further funding of the APT
project or, at a minimum, rename that project the "Fund Our Retirement Production of Tritium"
project.

Commentor 714 (Clyde Caldwell)

1/07.03 The comnentor states that he, together with his union and the members of his local trades and
labor council, favors completing the Bellefonte plant because it is a win-win situation for the
country, TVA, and the citizens of this valley. The commentor informs DOE that TVA has a $4.5
million investment sitting in northern Alabama and, because of the number of construction
workers required, completing and operating Bellefonte for tritium production will provide
employment and associated economic benefits not only for northern Alabama, but also for
eastern Tennessee and all the way to Birmingham (in central Alabama). The commentor states
that completion of the Bellefonte plant would allow TVA to recoup part of its $4.5 million
investment while producing badly-needed tritium to secure public safety and security. The
commentor states that the Bellefonte plant is one of the highest quality plants that's ever been
built in the nuclear industry. The commentor, because of the lessons learned in completing the
Watts Bar plant, does not anticipate significant problems in completing the Bellefonte plant and
encourages DOE to use the Bellefonte facility for tritium production. The commentor is not
concerned about the safety of TVA nuclear plants. The commentor states that safety is not a
major concern of the people he represents because they intend to operate the [TVA] plants and
build them as safely as they can be built. The commentor believes that nuclear is a clean, safe
power source. The commentor points out that, although he's heard about the danger of tritium,
he has some tritium on his watch face and has seen it in nursery decorations and other things for
children. The commentor believes tritium production is necessary because the United States
cannot defend itself without nuclear weapons.

2/24.11 The commentor wants to make it clear that TVA will own the facility and at no time will it be
sold or given to DOE.

Commentor 715 (Ronald Forster)

1/07.03 The commentor and his company have reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS and agree wholeheartedly
with the safe production of tritium in a CLWR. The commentor, after investigating regional
electricity rates, believes an increase in TVA's rates would be justified in return for enabling
TVA to pay off some debt, change the liability of the Bellefonte plant into an electricity-
producing asset, and use the revenues from Bellefonte to repay some of the tax monies used to
complete the plant. The commentor, as a taxpayer, wants to see things completed sooner rather
than later and believes the Bellefonte plant would be completed sooner for tritium production
than the accelerator. The commentor believes the United States needs to have the availability
of a tritium production source and needs to make the decision about where to produce it. The
commentor believes completion of the Bellefonte plant makes sense to meet the increasing need
for electricity in the area and to help stabilize rates. The commentor believes that $2 billion to
complete Bellefonte for tritium production, relying on a well documented technology that works
better than expected, versus $9 billion to build an accelerator for tritium production, using an
untested, unknown, experimental version of the technology, should be a logical decision for
taxpayers.
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The commentor recommends that DOE identify the Bellefonte facility (backed up by the 
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project. 
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million investment sitting in northern Alabama and, because of the number of construction 
workers required, completing and operating Bellefonte for tritium production will provide 
employment and associated economic benefits not only for northern Alabama, but also for 
eastern Tennessee and all the way to Birmingham (in central Alabama). The commentor states 
that completion of the Bellefonte plant would allow TV A to recoup part of its $4.5 million 
investment while producing badly-needed tritium to secure public safety and security. The 
commentor states that the Bellefonte plant is one of the highest quality plants that's ever been 
built in the nuclear industry. The commentor, because of the lessons learned in completing the 
Watts Bar plant, does not anticipate significant problems in completing the Bellefonte plant and 
encourages DOE to use the Bellefonte facility for tritium production. The commentor is not 
concerned about the safety of TV A nuclear plants. The commentor states that safety is not a 
major concern of the people he represents because they intend to operate the [TV A] plants and 
build them as safely as they can be built. The commentor believes that nuclear is a clean, safe 
power source. The commentor points out that, although he's heard about the danger of tritium, 
he has some tritium on his watch face and has seen it in nursery decorations and other things for 
children. The commentor believes tritium production is necessary because the United States 
cannot defend itself without nuclear weapons. 

The commentor wants to make it clear that TV A will own the facility and at no time will it be 
sold or given to DOE. 

Commentor 715 (Ronald Forster) 
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The commentor and his company have reviewed the CL WR Draft EIS and agree wholeheartedly 
with the safe production of tritium in a CL WR. The commentor, after investigating regional 
electricity rates, believes an increase in TVA's rates would be justified in return for enabling 
TV A to payoff some debt, change the liability of the Bellefonte plant into an electricity
producing asset, and use the revenues from Bellefonte to repay some of the tax monies used to 
complete the plant. The commentor, as a taxpayer, wants to see things completed sooner rather 
than later and believes the Bellefonte plant would be completed sooner for tritium production 
than the accelerator. The commentor believes the United States needs to have the availability 
of a tritium production source and needs to make the decision about where to produce it. The 
commentor believes completion ofthe Bellefonte plant makes sense to meet the increasing need 
for electricity in the area and to help stabilize rates. The commentor believes that $2 billion to 
complete Bellefonte for tritium production, relying on a well documented technology that works 
better than expected, versus $9 billion to build an accelerator for tritium production, using an 
untested, unknown, experimental version of the technology, should be a logical decision for 
taxpayers. 
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Commentor 716 (Jennifer Stephens)

1/07.03 The commentor favors completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production to "bring the
jobs back home" so that area workers won't be forced to leave their families and seek
employment in other states. The commentor States that, in addition to jobs, completion of
Bellefonte for tritium production would benefit the local economy because workers will spend
the money they earn at home, not on the road. The commentor states that, if tritium is not
produced at Bellefonte, it will be produced somewhere else and all of the socioeconomic benefits
will go to some other area of the country. The commentor does not want this to happen anymore.

Commentor 717 (James Roberson)

1/07.04 The commentor supports TVA management and employees in operating a tritium-producing
facility because they have proven they can handle related plants and projects for the people of
the United States. The commentor states that the Tennessee Valley has expertise available [to
support tritium production].

Commentor 718 (Rex Wilson)

1/07.03 The commentor and his labor union urge the completion of Bellefonte and the use of Sequoyah
and Watts Bar as backup units. The commentor appreciates TVA for bringing electricity to the
area. The commentor believes TVA is fair with people. The commentor urges DOE to do the
right thing and select Bellefonte, finish it, use it, and then use Watts Bar and Sequoyah as backup
units to bring some jobs in the area.

Commentor 719 (Mark Wheeler)

1/03.01 The commentor asks if the U.S. tritium supply is classified. The commentor wonders how
persons who have access to that classified information can say we need more tritium by 2005,
but others who don't have access can come up with figures like 2016 and 20 years and 30 years
down the road. The commentor is not willing to make an assumption and risk national security.

2/23.15 The commentor understands the cost of the Bellefonte option is estimated at about $2 billion, and
the accelerator at the Savannah River Site would cost about $9 billion. The commentor suggests
the cost estimates for each option indicate which is the best.

3/07.03 The commentor believes that, as tritium production will occur somewhere, it should be done in
the local area where area residents can benefit from it. The commentor and his labor union
strongly. support tritium production at Bellefonte because it will be safe, great for the country,
and great for the Tennessee Valley.

4/05.20 The commentor thinks the CLWR Draft EIS does an excellent job covering the options and
statistics.

5/07.04 The commentor, who works at the Sequoyah plant, has absolutely no safety concerns and is very
impressed with the plant's redundant safety systems. The commentor, speaking as an official of
his labor union, states that the workers know how safe the plant is and if they thought anything
was unsafe, they would be opposed to building these plants.'
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the local area where area residents can benefit from it. The commentor and his labor union 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

Commentor 720 (Terry Johnson)

1/01.01 The commentor believes the United States' nuclear deterrence policy and program has worked,
and we need to continue to make it work.

2/08.02 The commentor thinks one of the biggest problems affecting CLWR tritium production is that,
because of past history, we don't trust each other.
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The commentor believes the United States' nuclear deterrence policy and program has worked, 
and we need to continue to make it work. 

The commentor thinks one of the biggest problems affecting CL WR tritium production is that, 
because of past history, we don't trust each other. 



Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

The following commentors (800 through 835) made comments at the
December 14, 1998, public meeting concerning TVA's latest proposals
to DOE for use of Watts Bar, Sequoyah, and Bellefonte.
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Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

Public Hearing - Evensville, Tennessee
December 14, 1998

Commentor 800 (John Johnson)

1/24.24 The commentor asks what "point of departure" means as used in the slide presentation.

2/23.02 The commentor asks that, given the costs of $11 billion and 23 years to complete the Watts Bar
Plant, why does DOE think they can complete the Bellefonte Plant for less.

3/16.01 The commentor asks what DOE will do with the nuclear waste generated by tritium production.

4/05.31 The commentor states that it is bad timing to hold the meeting during the holiday season and
complains that he did not receive any personal notice of the meeting, although he is on the
stakeholder mailing list.

5/01.04 The commentor states that he is opposed to tritium production because it violates the spirit of the
Nonproliferation Treaty and sends a wrong message to other countries.

6/01.01 The commentor states that the Cold War is over. The commentor urges DOE to obtain tritium from
existing nuclear weapons. The commentor states that tritium production will subvert the human race
to the will of the national security state, serves the imperatives of technology, is all about money,
greed, and death, and demands that DOE cease and desist in its tritium production plans at once.

7/24.21 The commentor asks what DOE will do if TVA is dismantled as a result of deregulation.

8/24.19 The commentor asks if DOE and TVA are in Y2K compliance.

9/08.02 The commentor states that DOE's track record belies its promises.

Commentor 801 (Ronnie Boles)

1/06.03 The. commentor asks whether TVA has a legal or contractual obligation to partner with DOE on any
of the current tritium proposals.

Commentor 802 (Michelle Conlon)

1/05.27 The commentor asks whether DOE still has the option to buy a reactor.

2/23.23 The commentor asks what effect irradiation services at Watts Bar and Sequoyah Plants will have
on ratepayers, and whether electric rates would change.

3/05.10 The commentor asks what will be done with the TPBARs used in the Lead Test Assembly
demonstration at Watts Bar and when will it be completed. Since tritium will not be extracted from
the TPBARs used in the lead test assembly demonstration, how will we know the production
process works without extracting the tritium.

4/05.31 The commentor criticizes the process and states that it appears there has been a lot of discussion
after the public comment period was closed. The commentor suggests DOE do things differently
in the future. The commentor complains that she did not get copies of Chairman Crowell's letter
before this meeting and says this is unfair.
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5/01.15 The commentor warns Vice President Gore about the damage his support for the proposed action
will do to his presidential campaign in 2000.

The commentor submits the following document along with her written statement: Zerriffi, Hisham
and Herbert Scoville, Jr., Tritium: The Environmental, Health, Budgetary, and Strategic Effects of
the Department of Energy's Decision to Produce Tritium, Institute for Energy and Environmental
Research, Takoma Park, Maryland, January 1996.

Commentor 803 (Steven Smith)

1/23.24 The commentor asks for clarification regarding the [cost] numbers given for the Watts Bar and
Sequoyah Plants in the presentation. What is the breakdown that led to TVA's estimate of $85
million for irradiation services. The commentor further suggests that TVA is inflating the taxpayer
costs to make the Bellefonte option more attractive.

2/01.07 The commentor asks why DOE cannot use off-spec blended-down HEU at Sequoyah for tritium
production.

3/08.02 The commentor states that every place DOE has made tritium is now a nuclear waste site, and asks
why DOE cannot be honest about it.

4/24.31 The commentor asks why TVA proposed only 25 years, noting that the Watts Bar Plant came on line
in 1986-1987, and should theoretically have 30 years left for tritium production.

5/05.31 The commentor complains that there was not enough time to respond to the meeting notice.

6/01.04 The commentor states that he is opposed to the use of CLWRs for tritium production since,
regardless of which option is chosen, the nonproliferation issue remains.

7/01.15 The commentor warns Vice President Gore about the damage his support for the proposed action
will do to his presidential campaign in 2000.

8/23.05 The commentor states that the Bellefonte option is a risk to ratepayers because of the danger of cost
overruns. The commentor warns that ratepayers will "foot the bill" if Bellefonte cannot be
completed for under $2 billion, and the commentor believes it cannot be done.

9/05.05 The commentor states that TVA should submit to the record its three scenarios for Bellefonte from
its completion plan.

10/07.03 The commentor states that only those persons in Alabama who will benefit directly from completion
of Bellefonte support this option; a silent majority oppose it.

11/02.01 The commentor states that DOE should not commit to using Bellefonte while arms reduction efforts
are moving ahead.

Commentor 804 (Cheryll Dyer)

1/05.27 The commentor asks if TVA is overseen by the state and OSHA regulations, and would this
oversight cease if TVA partners with DOE to produce tritium.
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Commentor 805 (Ralph Gait)

1/01.04 The commentor asks whether it is true that the United States promoted the Nonproliferation Treaty
to encourage the world's weapons states to stop production and reduce their stockpiles and to
persuade nonweapons states to not make nuclear weapons. The commentor asks whether the U.S.
Government is violating the Nonproliferation Treaty by making new nuclear weapons. The
commentor asks whether the United States is working towards further reductions or maintaining the
high level of the stockpile. The commentor asks whether the United States is required to wait for
the Russians to ratify the START II treaty before making the agreed-upon reductions. Does the
United States have to wait for the international community to agree to arms reduction before it can
reduce its nuclear weapons stockpiles. The commentor asks whether U.S. law takes precedence
over the Nonproliferation Treaty.

Commentor 806 (Mike Womacks)

1/23.25 The commentor asks how TVA can reduce its estimated costs for completing the Bellefonte Plant
for tritium production. The commentor asks whether ratepayers would have to pay more to make
up the $.5 billion difference.

2/23.07 The commentor asks whether residents of Scottsboro, Alabama, would see their rates go up or down
as a result of tritium production at Bellefonte.

3/13.05 The commentor states that citizens of Jackson County will not receive the benefit of either short-
or long-term jobs.

4/01.02 The commentor states that congressional support is not universal, and the majority of local citizens
are not in favor of using Bellefonte for tritium production.

5/23.22 The commentor asks why TVA did not include the negative EIS comments in their latest offer letter
to DOE.

6/13.06 The commentor states that, if Bellefonte is used, local property values will go down and taxes will
go up and that the local school system cannot support the extra students.

7/07.06 The commentor states that he supports Bellefonte being converted to a natural gas facility.

8/02.01 The commentor states that the United States has enough nuclear bombs, so it is not necessary to
make more tritium.

9/07.07 The commentor suggests that if it is necessary to make tritium, DOE use an existing facility rather
than contaminate a new area.

Commentor 807 (Linda Ewald)

1/01.13 The commentor asks what is special nuclear material, and why tritium is not a special nuclear
material.

Commentor 808 (Ernie Chaput)

1/05.29 The commentor asks if the Secretary would make the technology decision before the final tritium
production EISs (CLWR and APT) are completed.
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2/05.32 The commentor asks how DOE can make a technology decision when the EIS has not been
completed and questions on the safety analysis and environmental impacts in the CLWR Draft EIS
have not been addressed. The commentor asks whether the Secretary could change his decision
after the final EISs (CLWR and APT) are published. The commentor suggests that DOE is ahead
of the NEPA process in making the technology decision before the safety issues are identified and
publicly addressed in the final CLWR and APT EISs.

3/03.04 The commentor, citing the 2.5 kilogram requirement, says that the CLWR Draft EIS isn't clear as
to how many reactors would be needed. The commentor asks whether the Bellefonte option refers
to Bellefonte only, or to Bellefonte and another reactor, and would two reactors be used for tritium
production in all cases. The commentor asks where in the CLWR Draft EIS does it mention a 12-
month cycle for tritium production at Bellefonte? The commentor asks whether DOE submitted
materials to the NRC for review and whether the NRC is reviewing the 12-month cycle option.

4/24.31 The commentor asks why TVA's irradiation services proposal is for 25 years when the original
programmatic proposal was for 40 years. The commentor also asks whether the requirements had
changed.

Commentor 809 (Gary Drinkard)

1/23.23 The commentor asks whether residents of Rhea County would receive a tax break for the risks
associated with tritium production at Watts Bar and Sequoyah.

2/05.31 The commentor notes that the meeting was called hastily, suggesting that DOE prefers the Watts Bar
and Sequoyah option and speculating whether DOE was tipping its hand.

3/05.29 The commentor asks why "input from area residents" was not included in the decision criteria
shown in the presentation.

Commentor 810 (Fred Boggess)

1/21.08 The commentor asks whether the license to finish the Bellefonte unit is still in effect.

2/23.26 The commentor also asks whether TVA has begun paying back the principal on the debt.

3/23.27 The commentor asks whether DOE has determined which reactor method is the most economical
way to produce tritium over the 25- or 30-year production period.

Commentor 811 (Ann Harris)

1/01.06 The commentor asks why DOE has not made it clear that the IAEA does not do any kind of
evaluations - they accept the word of the U.S. reactors.

2/19.14 The commentor asks who is going to fabricate the tritium rods that DOE would use in the Watts Bar
reactor. The commentor asks whether DOE will examine the fabricator's past performance
specifically with regards to cladding. The commentor notes there is massive decay of the cladding
in the rods that would cut down on the production of Watts Bar, and suggests that DOE would
derate the plant even more. The commentor also asks whether one-cycle use would cut power
production at Watts Bar.
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1101.06 The commentor asks why DOE has not made it clear that the IAEA does not do any kind of 
evaluations - they accept the word of the u.S. reactors. 

2/19.14 The commentor asks who is going to fabricate the tritium rods that DOE would use in the Watts Bar 
reactor. The commentor asks whether DOE will examine the fabricator's past performance 
specifically with regards to cladding. The commentor notes there is massive decay of the cladding 
in the rods that would cut down on the production of Watts Bar, and suggests that DOE would 
derate the plant even more. The commentor also asks whether one-cycle use would cut power 
production at Watts Bar. 
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3/24.25 The commentor notes that both EPA and the Occupational, Safety, and Health Administration say
they have Memorandums of Understanding with TVA that allow an exchange of paperwork instead
of onsite inspections. The commentor asks where he can obtain copies of these Memorandums of
Understanding.

4/01.14 The commentor asks DOE to consider buying the 14 kilograms of tritium available from a Canadian
source.

5/14.04 The commentor expresses concern that tritiated water is readily absorbed by the human body and
by metal. The commentor is concerned that using Watts Bar for tritium production will turn it into
a superfund site, since the Watts Bar Plant metal structures will absorb the tritium.

6/14.25 The commentor quotes statistics on the dangers of tritium and calls it "nuclear thalidomide."

7/09.10 The commentor expresses concern about the safety of the primary coolant system at the Sequoyah
and Watts Bar Plants, saying the systems are badly designed and are virtually inoperable at any
given time.

8/01.15 The commentor warms Vice President Gore about the damage his support for the proposed action
will do to his presidential campaign in 2000.

Commentor 812 (Jackie Kittrell)

1/05.26 The commentor asks what steps will occur once the Secretary makes his technology decision at the
end of the month, and will there be opportunities for public input during this process.

2/21.07 The commentor asks what would be the NRC time line for licensing once a decision has been made
to use Watts Bar for tritium production.

Commentor 813 (Jimmy Wilkey, Rhea County Executive)

1/24.27 The commentor asks if TVA was the only organization to offer a bid in response to DOE's Request
for Proposals for CLWR tritium production.

2/13.07 The commentor asks whether the economic impact of using Watts Bar or Sequoyah for tritium
production would be positive or negative. The commentor also asks that the welfare of the citizens
of Rhea County be included in DOE's deliberations and notes that Bellefonte would have greater
and more positive economic impact.

Commentor 814 (Ronald Forster)

1/24.26 The commentor asks whether tritium production would shorten the life span of the Watts Bar or
Sequoyah units.

2/07.08 The commentor states that he favors the completion of the Bellefonte Plant for tritium production
because it would produce additional electricity, provide economic benefits to the region, and enable
a payback of taxpayer dollars. The commentor states that he is opposed to tritium production at
Watts Bar and Sequoyah because it could reduce plant operating lifetimes and would offer no real
economic benefits.
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3/24.25 The commentor notes that both EPA and the Occupational, Safety, and Health Administration say 
they have Memorandums of Understanding with TV A. that allow an exchange of paperwork instead 
of onsite inspections. The commentor asks where he can obtain copies of these Memorandums of 
Understanding. 

4/01.14 The commentor asks DOE to consider buying the 14 kilograms of tritium available from a Canadian 
source. 

5114.04 The commentor expresses concern that tritiated water is readily absorbed by the human body and 
by metal. The commentor is concerned that using Watts Bar for tritium production will tum it into 
a superfund site, since the Watts Bar Plant metal structures will absorb the tritium. 

6/14.25 The commentor quotes statistics on the dangers of tritium and calls it "nuclear thalidomide." 

7/09.10 The commentor expresses concern about the safety of the primary coolant system at the Sequoyah 
and Watts Bar Plants, saying the systems are badly designed and are virtually inoperable at any 
given time. 

8/01.15 The commentor warns Vice President Gore about the damage his support for the proposed action 
will do to his presidential campaign in 2000. 

Commentor 812 (Jackie Kittrell) 

1/05.26 The commentor asks what steps will occur once the Secretary makes his technology decision at the 
end of the month, and will there be opportunities for public input during this process. 

2/21.07 The commentor asks what would be the NRC time line for licensing once a decision has been made 
to use Watts Bar for tritium production. 

Commentor 813 (Jimmy Wilkey, Rhea County Executive) 

1124.27 The commentor asks if TVA was the only organization to offer a bid in response to DOE's Request 
for Proposals for CL WR tritium production. 

2/13.07 The commentor asks whether the economic impact of using Watts Bar or Sequoyah for tritium 
production would be positive or negative. The commentor also asks that the welfare of the citizens 
of Rhea County be included in DOE's deliberations and notes that Bellefonte would have greater 
and more positive economic impact. 

Commentor 814 (Ronald Forster) 

1124.26 The commentor asks whether tritium production would shorten the life span of the Watts Bar or 
Sequoyah units. 

2/07.08 The commentor states that he favors the completion of the Bellefonte Plant for tritium production 
because it would produce additional electricity, provide economic benefits to the region, and enable 
a payback of taxpayer dollars. The commentor states that he is opposed to tritium production at 
Watts Bar and Sequoyah because it could reduce plant operating lifetimes and would offer no real 
economic benefits. 
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Commentor 815 (H. M. Fagan)

1/24.27 The commentor asks how many organizations are qualified to do this job that didn't want it. The
commentor asks why TVA bid on DOE tritium production. The commentor asks why TVA had no
competition.

2/06.03 The commentor asks whether this is a case of two government agencies (DOE and TVA)
"scratching each other's back" to produce tritium. The commentor asks whether the Savannah River
Site and some other utilities were considered as potential sites.

3/09.03 The commentor notes that TVA is expanding its responsibilities from power production to weapons
production, and asks whether tritium production would influence TVA to move further into
weapons and defense-related activities.

4/14.04 The commentor asks how tritium production would affect TVA's ability to maintain current levels
of public health risk around its reactors. The commentor asks whether tritium production is going
to increase the amount of radiation leakage and risk to the public from dangerous materials at
Watts Bar.

Commentor 816 (Carol Womacks)

1/24.28 The commentor asks when the last environmental impact study was done using Bellefonte as a
nuclear reactor without tritium production.

2/23.12 The commentor asks how the $2.9 billion will be dispersed if tritium production takes place at the
Watts Bar Plant.

Commentor 817 (Chris Lugo)

1/05.21 The commentor asks whether the public has the right to say no if DOE chooses the Watts Bar and
Sequoyah Plants for tritium production, and, if so, how is this done. The commentor also asks what
their legal recourse would be.

2/01.09 The commentor asks whether tritium production in a CLWR would violate the Atomic Energy Act,
and who decided it would be acceptable to produce tritium in a CLWR.

3/02.01: The commentor states that tritium production is about death and bombs and that the whole cycle of
consequences resulting from the use of nuclear weapons should be considered in making a decision
about tritium production. The commentor states that he is opposed to tritium production in general.

Commentor 818 (Patty Fagan)

1/08.03 The commentor asks where tritium has been produced before, and requests a list of these places.

2/14.04 The commentor asks how safe is tritium. The commentor expresses belief that TVA had made
fishing in local waters impossible, and is concerned about the effects of tritium production on
regional air and water.
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Commentor 815 (H. M. Fagan) 

1124.27 The commentor asks how many organizations are qualified to do this job that didn't want it. The 
commentor asks why TV A bid on DOE tritium production. The commentor asks why TV A had no 
competition. 

2/06.03 The commentor asks whether this is a case of two government agencies (DOE and TV A) 
"scratching each other's back" to produce tritium. The commentor asks whether the Savannah River 
Site and some other utilities were considered as potential sites. 

3/09.03 The commentor notes that TVA is expanding its responsibilities from power production to weapons 
production, and asks whether tritium production would influence TV A to move further into 
weapons and defense-related activities. 

4/14.04 The commentor asks how tritium production would affect TVA's ability to maintain current levels 
of public health risk around its reactors. The commentor asks whether tritium production is going 
to increase the am'ount of radiation leakage and risk to the public from dangerous materials at 
Watts Bar. 

Commentor 816 (Carol Womacks) 

1124.28 The commentor asks when the last environmental impact study was done using Bellefonte as a 
nuclear reactor without tritium production. 

2/23.12 The commentor asks how the $2.9 billion will be dispersed if tritium production takes place at the 
Watts Bar Plant. 

Commentor 817 (Chris Lugo) 

1105.21 The commentor asks whether the public has the right to say no if DOE chooses the Watts Bar and 
Sequoyah Plants for tritium production, and, if so, how is this done. The commentor also asks what 
their legal recourse would be. 

2/01.09 The commentor asks whether tritium production in a CL WR would violate the Atomic Energy Act, 
and who decided it would be acceptable to produce tritium in a CL WR. 

3/02.01: The commentor states that tritium production is about death and bombs and that the whole cycle of 
consequences resulting from the use of nuclear weapons should be cons'idered in making a decision 
about tritium production. The commentor states that he is opposed to tritium production in general. 

Commentor 818 (Patty Fagan) 

1108.03 The commentor asks where tritium has been produced before, and requests a list of these places. 

2/14.04 The comrnentor asks how safe is tritium. The commentor expresses belief that TVA had made 
fishing in local waters impossible, and is concerned about the effects of tritium production on 
regional air and water. 
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Commentor 819 (Don Clark)

1/08.04 The commentor notes past tritium leaks at Brookhaven National Laboratory, and asks why the
tritium was allowed to get into the groundwater. The commentor also asks why the tritium leaks
were not discovered at Brookhaven National Laboratory for 20 years; what are DOE and
Brookhaven National Laboratory doing about the leaks, and what can they do about it.

The commentor submits the following documents along with his written statement:

"Nuclear Regulatory Commission Public Hearing, Testimony of Donald B. Clark," Sweetwater,
Tennessee, August 7, 1997.

"U.S. Department of Energy CLWR Environmental Impact Statement Public Meeting, Testimony
of Donald B. Clark," Evensville, Tennessee, February 26, 1998.

Ferguson, Charles, and Frank Von Hippel, "U.S. Tritium Production Plan Lacks Strategic

Rationale," Defense News 29 (December 7-13, 1998).

"Nation Shirks Duty to Nuclear Victims,"The Tennessean, September 29, 1998.

Commentor 820 (Roy Priest for U.S. Congressman Bud Cramer)

1/07.08 The commentor states that Congressman Cramer supports the Bellefonte option on the grounds that
it is more cost-effective, offers economic benefits such as cost recovery over the lifetime of the
contract, and is very much supported by state and local officials and area residents. The Watts Bar
and Sequoyah irradiation services option would offer none of these benefits.

Commentor 821 (Charles Dotson)

1/07.03 The commentor states that the Bellefonte option is the cheapest and most effective choice over the
long term, and it would create jobs and help the economy.

Commentor 822 (Calvin Underwood)

1/07.08: The commentor states that he supports the Bellefonte option because of the positive impacts it
would have on ratepayers, taxpayers, and the area workforce. Only this option would increase jobs.
The Bellefonte option is the only option fully compatible with the programmatic requirements.
Bellefonte offers a dedicated facility with a flexible schedule that can adapt to programmatic
changes in requirements. It would be difficult to deal with such changes at a nondedicated baseload
plant like Watts Bar or Sequoyah. Also, cost factors favor Bellefonte-it would be the best option
for DOE, TVA, the United States, and TVA ratepayers.

Commentor 823 (Steve Tanner)

1/07.08 The commentor notes that DOE has stated the selection criteria being considered. One criteria not
listed, which is stated in public law, involves the "liabilities and benefits of the technologies,
including benefits like revenues." They (the commentor's family) believe TVA's Watts Bar and
Sequoyah option would not be the best choice for tritium production for three reasons.
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Commentor 819 (Don Clark) 

1108.04 The commentor notes past tritium leaks at Brookhaven National Laboratory, and asks why the 
tritium was allowed to get into the groundwater. The commentor also asks why the tritium leaks 
were not discovered at Brookhaven National Laboratory for 20 years; what are DOE and 
Brookhaven National Laboratory doing about the leaks, and what can they do about it. 

The commentor submits the following documents along with his written statement: 

"Nuclear Regulatory Commission Public Hearing, Testimony of Donald B. Clark," Sweetwater, 
Tennessee, August 7, 1997. 

"u.S. Department of Energy CL WR Environmental Impact Statement Public Meeting, Testimony 
of Donald B. Clark," Evensville, Tennessee, February 26,1998. 

Ferguson, Charles, and Frank Von Hippel, "U.S. Tritium Production Plan Lacks Strategic 
Rationale," Defense News 29 (December 7-13, 1998). 

"Nation Shirks Duty to Nuclear Victims,"The Tennessean, September 29, 1998. 

Commentor 820 (Roy Priest for U.S. Congressman Bud Cramer) 

1107.08 The commentor states that Congressman Cramer supports the Bellefonte option on the grounds that 
it is more cost-effective, offers economic benefits such as cost recovery over the lifetime of the 
contract, and is very much supported by state and local officials and area residents. The Watts Bar 
and Sequoyah irradiation services option would offer none of these benefits. 

Commentor 821 (Charles Dotson) 

1107.03 The commentor states that the Bellefonte option is the cheapest and most effective choice over the 
long term, and it would create jobs and help the economy. 

Commentor 822 (Calvin Underwood) 

1107.08: The commentor states that he supports the Bellefonte option because of the positive impacts it 
would have on ratepayers, taxpayers, and the area workforce. Only this option would increase jobs. 
The Bellefonte option is the only option fully compatible with the programmatic requirements. 
Bellefonte offers a dedicated facility with a flexible schedule that can adapt to programmatic 
changes in requirements. It would be difficult to deal with such changes at a nondedicated baseload 
plant like Watts Bar or Sequoyah. Also, cost factors favor Bellefonte-it would be the best option 
for DOE, TV A, the United States, and TV A ratepayers. 

Commentor 823 (Steve Tanner) 

1107.08 The commentor notes that DOE has stated the selection criteria being considered. One criteria not 
listed, which is stated in public law, involves the "liabilities and benefits of the technologies, 
including benefits like revenues." They (the commentor's family) believe TV A's Watts Bar and 
Sequoyah option would not be the best choice for tritium production for three reasons. 
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First, the offer commits two baseload nuclear plants to a mission that would no longer be solely
power production. This would place a liability on TVA and would increase risks to TVA's ability
to produce reliable, low-cost power for its customers, the ratepayers.

Second, there are no direct benefits from the Watts Bar/Sequoyah offer to Hamilton or Rhea
Counties or the State of Tennessee. The offer provides no new jobs and no increase in the tax base.
It does not salvage use of an existing government asset; provides no revenue-sharing to DOE; and
does not add the positive environmental benefit of new power generation without emission of
greenhouse gases.

Third, the overall cost is higher than that of the Bellefonte option. Although the Watts Bar offer
comes with low annual payments, the total long-term cost is higher than the Bellefonte offer and the
term is shorter.

The commentors, therefore, believe that Bellefonte would be the best choice for tritium production
because it meets the selection criteria; offers the lowest cost to taxpayers; does not come with the
liabilities and risks of a baseload plant; and provides distinct local and national economic benefits.

The commentors point out that DOE must not forget that it has other missions in addition to national
security. DOE's core mission statement begins with the words, "To foster a secure and reliable
energy system that is environmentally sustainable ..... During the Fiscal Year 1999 budget process,
DOE states that it had established five key goals that drive all its strategic planning and budgetary
decisions. Three of these goals are directly supported by the selection of Bellefonte, but are not
supported by the selection of Watts Bar and Sequoyah.

Selection of Bellefonte would:

" Promote clean, efficient energy and enhance energy security through provision of new nuclear
power generation capacity.

" Stabilize and protect the environment by preventing new fossil-fueled generation that would
result in greenhouse gas emissions.

" Stimulate U.S. economic productivity through job creation and multiregional economic
development.

The commentors contend that the Secretary of Energy should not select merely an acceptable option,
but should select the option that, using the Vice President's words, is in the "best interest of all
citizens."

Commentor 824 (Joseph Imhof)

1/01.09 The commentor states that he opposes the use of commercial facilities for weapons use.

2/07.08 The commentor believes the best policy is one that entails the least amount of harm to the fewest
humans and biological entities. Therefore, the impact of tritium production should be minimal. The
commentor believes existing facilities should be used for tritium production whenever possible
without impacting new areas of population and generating additional expense to U.S. taxpayers.
Use of existing facilities would avoid creating new health risks and environmental concerns. The
commentor believes Watts Bar should be the main unit for tritium production, with Sequoyah as a
backup facility. Bellefonte should be considered for use as a natural gas electric power production
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First, the offer commits two baseload nuclear plants to a mission that would no longer be solely 
power production. This would place a liability on TVA and would increase risks to TV A's ability 
to produce reliable, low-cost power for its customers, the ratepayers. 

Second, there are no direct benefits from the Watts BarlSequoyah offer to Hamilton or Rhea 
Counties or the State of Tennessee. The offer provides no new jobs and no increase in the tax base. 
It does not salvage use of an existing government asset; provides no revenue-sharing to DOE; and 
does not add the positive environmental benefit of new power generation without emission of 
greenhouse gases. 

Third, the overall cost is higher than that of the Bellefonte option. Although the Watts Bar offer 
comes with low annual payments, the total long-term cost is higher than the Bellefonte offer and the 
term is shorter. 

The commentors, therefore, believe that Bellefonte would be the best choice for tritium production 
because it meets the selection criteria; offers the lowest cost to taxpayers; does not come with the 
liabilities and risks of a baseload plant; and provides distinct local and national economic benefits. 

The commentors point out that DOE must not forget that it has other missions in addition to national 
security. DOE's core mission statement begins with the words, "To foster a secure and reliable 
energy system that is environmentally sustainable, .... " During the Fiscal Year 1999 budget process, 
DOE states that it had established five key goals that drive all its strategic planning and budgetary 
decisions. Three of these goals are directly supported by the selection of Bellefonte, but are not 
supported by the selection of Watts Bar and Sequoyah. 

Selection of Bellefonte would: 

• Promote clean, efficient energy and enhance energy security through provision of new nuclear 
power generation capacity. 

• Stabilize and protect the environment by preventing new fossil-fueled generation that would 
result in greenhouse gas emissions. 

Stimulate U.S. economic productivity through job creation and multiregional economic 
development. 

The commentors contend that the Secretary of Energy should not select merely an acceptable option, 
but should select the .option that, using the Vice President's words, is in the "best interest of all 
citizens. " 

Commentor 824 (Joseph Imhof) 

1/01.09 The commentor states that he opposes the use of commercial facilities for weapons use. 

2/07.08 The commentor believes the best policy is one that entails the least amount of harm to the fewest 
humans and biological entities. Therefore, the impact of tritium production should be minimal. The 
commentor believes existing facilities should be used for tritium production whenever possible 
without impacting new areas of popUlation and generating additional expense to U.S. taxpayers. 
Use of existing facilities would avoid creating new health risks and environmental concerns. The 
commentor believes Watts Bar should be the main unit for tritium production, with Sequoyah as a 
backup facility. Bellefonte should be considered for use as a natural gas electric power production 
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facility, which would cost billions less than its completion as a nuclear power plant. Bellefonte
should not be considered for use as a coal-fired plant because this would make it a source of acid
rain and particulate matter, which would aggravate people with respiratory illnesses.

Commentor 825 (Ralph Hutchison)

1/01.01 The commentor is in favor of arms reduction and eventual nuclear disarmament.

2/14.05 The commentor states that, according to the CLWR Draft EIS, tritium production at Watts Bar
under normal operations would increase tritium released to the air by slightly less than 300 times.
Tritium released to area water sources without tritium production at Watts Bar is 639 Curies
compared to 17,649 Curies from tritium production. In addition, radiation doses to area residents
is 10 times higher than normal under tritium production.

3/02.01 The commentor submits a letter to the Secretary from himself and other area residents asking DOE
not to produce tritium at any of the TVA plant sites or at the Savannah River Site.

Commentor 826 (Jimmy Sandlin)

1/07.08 The commentor states that the people of Jackson County, Alabama, support tritium production at
Bellefonte and are opposed to tritium production at the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants because it would
compromise the region's power supply under moderate and extreme loading conditions. Tritium
production at Bellefonte would add 1,200 megawatts to the TVA power system, which would
decrease the risk of sharp price increases and increase stability. Selection of the
Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants would increase price instability because the generation capacity supplied
by the plants could be interrupted if DOE needs to extract tritium during extreme load conditions.
If TVA nuclear generation were not available, wholesale power costs would rise, thereby
jeopardizing municipal and cooperative electric distribution systems. The commentor states that the
Tennessee Valley Power Distributors unanimously support completion of Bellefonte for tritium
production.

Commentor 827 (Louvain Edmondson)

1/07.03 The commentor states that Bellefonte is the best choice for tritium production because there is
substantial congressional, state, and local support. Also, a dedicated unit is preferable to a baseload
plant that would lose power generation if put on a 12-month schedule, resulting in negative impacts
to ratepayers. Bellefonte would provide additional generation capacity without greenhouse gas
emissions, as well as economic benefits such as jobs and cost recovery via revenues.

Commentor 828 (Monica Blanton)

1/01.09 The conmuentor states that the United States should follow the nonproliferation policy it espouses
to other nations by not using commercial facilities for weapons production. The commentor states
that the proposed action blurs the line between civilian and military nuclear facilities.

2/23.13 The commentor states that the cost to produce tritium should not be a major factor in determining
where it is produced.

3/07.04 The commentor opposes tritium production at any of the TVA plants.
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facility, which would cost billions less than its completion as a nuclear power plant. Bellefonte 
should not be considered for use as a coal-fired plant because this would make it a source of acid 
rain and particulate matter, which would aggravate people with respiratory illnesses. 

Commentor 825 (Ralph Hutchison) 

1/01.01 The commentor is in favor of arms reduction and eventual nuclear disarmament. 

2/14.05 The commentor states that, according to the CLWR Draft EIS, tritium production at Watts Bar 
under normal operations would increase tritium released to the air by slightly less than 300 times. 
Tritium released to area water sources without tritium production at Watts Bar is 639 Curies 
compared to 17,649 Curies from tritium production. In addition, radiation doses to area residents 
is 10 times higher than normal under tritium production. 

3/02.01 The commentor submits a letter to the Secretary from himself and other area residents asking DOE 
not to produce tritium at any of the TVA plant sites or at the Sav~nnah River Site. 

Commentor 826 (Jimmy Sandlin) 

1/07.08 The commentor states that the people of Jackson County, Alabama, support tritium production at 
Bellefonte and are opposed to tritium production at the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants because it would 
compromise the region's power supply under moderate and extreme loading conditions. Tritium 
production at Bellefonte would add 1,200 megawatts to the TVA power system, which would 
decrease the risk of sharp price increases and increase stability. Selection of the 
Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants would increase price instability because the generation capacity supplied 
by the plants could be interrupted if DOE needs to extract tritium during extreme load conditions. 
If TVA nuclear generation were not available, wholesale power costs would rise, thereby 
jeopardizing municipal and cooperative electric distribution systems. The commentor states that the 
Tennessee Valley Power Distributors unanimously support completion of Bellefonte for tritium 
production. 

Commentor 827 (Louvain Edmondson) 

1/07.03 The commentor states that Bellefonte is the best choice for tritium production because there is 
substantial congressional, state, and local support. Also, a dedicated unit is preferable to a base load 
plant that would lose power generation if put on a 12-month schedule, resulting in negative impacts 
to ratepayers. Bellefonte would provide additional generation capacity without greenhouse gas 
emissions, as well as economic benefits such as jobs and cost recovery via revenues. 

Commentor 828 (Monica Blanton) 

1/01.09 The commentor states that the United States should follow the nonproliferation policy it espouses 
to other nations by not using commercial facilities for weapons production. The commentor states 
that the proposed action blurs the line between civilian and military nuclear facilities. 

2/23.13 The commentor states that the cost to produce tritium should not be a major factor in determining 
where it is produced. 

3/07.04 The commentor opposes tritium production at any of the TVA plants. 
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Commentor 829 (Mary Lentsch)

1/02.01 The commentor states that tritium production is unnecessary because reserve inventories are
available and can last until 2016. The commentor states that she trusts Secretary of Energy Bill
Richardson to say "NO" to tritium production.

2/01.09 The commentor states that the United States must maintain its respect among nations by following
the nonproliferation policies it has promoted, particularly the ban on the use of commercial facilities
for military nuclear purposes.

3/01.04 The commentor states that the United States cannot maintain its integrity if it violates the
Nonproliferation Treaty to produce tritium. The commentor states that interdependence among
nations in living up to their agreements is vital.

4/01.12 The commentor does not understand why there is such urgency for tritium production at the
Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants when the United States seems to be reducing its nuclear arsenal.

5/07.07 The commentor states that, if tritium is produced at the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants, all she can say
is "MERCY ME! OH LORD, HAVE MERCY!"

Commentor 830 (Dwight Wilhoit)

1/07.08 The commentor asks that the Secretary not do the cheap and easy thing in making his decision, but
do the fight thing-select Bellefonte for tritium production. Selection of Bellefonte is supported by
local residents and would help a depressed area by bringing thousands of jobs, while selection of
Watts Bar does nothing for the citizens of the Tennessee Valley.

Commentor 831 (Don Nelms)

1/07.03 The commentor states that he and his union support the use of the Bellefonte Plant for tritium
production. The commentor states that TVA was founded to provide jobs and electricity for
Americans, and DOE has the opportunity to help TVA continue to do so.

Commentor 832 (Carl Fowler)

1/06.03 The commentor states that he opposes the use of Hanford (Fast Flux Test Facility) for tritium
production for cost and environmental reasons.

2/07.01 The commentor opposes building the APT for tritium production for economic and schedule
reasons, and states it is an unproven technology.

3/07.08 The commentor opposes using Watts Bar and/or Sequoyah for tritium production because it would
not yield any economic benefit and the option has little support among area residents. The
commentor points out that tritium production would be secondary at Watts Bar and Sequoyah, but
the primary mission at Bellefonte. The commentor supports the completion and use of Bellefonte
for tritium production because it would bring substantial economic benefit to the region and there
is significant local, state, and congressional support for this option.
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1102.01 The commentor states that tritium production is unnecessary because reserve inventories are 
available and can last until 2016. The commentor states that she trusts Secretary of Energy Bill 
Richardson to say "NO" to tritium production. 

2/01.09 The commentor states that the United States must maintain its respect among nations by following 
the nonproliferation policies it has promoted, particularly the ban on the use of commercial facilities 
for military nuclear purposes. 

3/01.04 The commentor states that the United States cannot maintain its integrity if it violates the 
Nonproliferation Treaty to produce tritium. The commentor states that interdependence among 
nations in living up to their agreements is vital. 

4/01.12 The commentor does not understand why there is such urgency for tritium production at the 
Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants when the United States seems to be reducing its nuclear arsenal. 

5/07.07 The commentor states that, if tritium is produced at the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants, all she can say 
is "MERCY ME! OH LORD, HAVE MERCY!" 

Commentor 830 (Dwight Wilhoit) 

1/07.08 The commentor asks that the Secretary not do the cheap and easy thing in making his decision, but 
do the right thing-select Bellefonte for tritium production. Selection of Bellefonte is supported by 
local residents and would help a depressed area by bringing thousands of jobs, while selection of 
Watts Bar does nothing for the citizens of the Tennessee Valley. 

Commentor 831 (Don Nelms) 

1107.03 The commentor states that he and his union support the use of the Bellefonte Plant for tritium 
production. The commentor states that TV A was founded to provide jobs and electricity for 
Americans, and DOE has the opportunity to help TV A continue to do so. 

Commentor 832 (Carl Fowler) 

1106.03 The commentor states that he opposes the use of Hanford (Fast Flux Test Facility) for tritium 
production for cost and environmental reasons. 

2/07.01 The commentor opposes building the APT for tritium production for economic and schedule 
reasons, and states it is an unproven technology. 

3/07.08 The commentor opposes using Watts Bar and/or Sequoyah for tritium production because it would 
not yield any economic benefit and the option has little support among area residents. The 
commentor points out that tritium production would be secondary at Watts Bar and Sequoyah, but 
the primary mission at Bellefonte. The commentor supports the completion and use of Bellefonte 
for tritium production because it would bring substantial economic benefit to the region and there 
is significant local, state, and congressional support for this option. 
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Commentor 833 (Greg Wright)

1/07.08 The commentor, as a businessman, recognizes that there is little return on DOE's investment if it
uses the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants for tritium production, but there would be a high return
from selecting the Bellefonte plant for this purpose. Bellefonte would be an asset to the economy
in the southern region of the country; would increase TVA's electricity-generating capacity; and
would stabilize rates.

Commentor 834 (Mitchell Weir)

1/07.08 The commentor is against the selection of the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants and favors selection
of the Bellefonte plant on the basis of job creation.

Commentor 835 (Leaf Myczack)

1/05.31 The commentor complains that notification about the meeting was poor.

2/05.09 The commentor charges that the Lead Test Assembly demonstration was already underway when
DOE had the public meeting on that issue.

3/24.29 The commentor states that tritium is a weapons component and DOE should be honest about that
fact.

4/24.30 The commentor expresses concern about the impacts of tritium production on uranium mine workers
and people living in the vicinity of uranium mines.

5/07.04 The commentor opposes tritium production at any of the TVA plants.
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3. COMMENT SUMMARIES AND RESPONSES

This chapter presents summaries and responses to comments the Department of Energy received during the public'
corInmen Iperiod on th6eDrafitEhvironmentatlImpact Statermenfor the Production of ITritium in a CommeIrcial Light;
Water Reacior. Comments received in coiijunction with the Deember 14 'k1998, public meeting are also addressed':
i ha scnaIer.

All comments received during the public comment period are addressed in this chapter. The comments have
been summarized and organized under issue categories. Where possible, identical or similar comments
provided by more than one commentor are grouped together into one comment summary. The comment
summaries also are organized under comment summary-response codes. These codes are keyed to Table 1-7,
Comments Sorted by Summary-Response Code, and are presented in numerical order. Responses have been
prepared by the Department of Energy (DOE) and the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) for each of the
comment summaries. These responses indicate whether changes were made to the Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR EIS) and the
rationale behind those changes.

The comments summarized under each issue category are listed below each summary. The first numeral in
each comment number represents the document or public hearing commentor number, and the second numeral
after the dash represents the comment number. These comment numbers can be used in Chapter 2 to locate
the original comments. Section 1.3 further describes the organization of this Comment Response Document
and discusses the tables provided in Chapter 1 to assist the reader.

CATEGORY 01: POLICY ISSUES

01.01 Several commentors assert that DOE should not produce tritium or nuclear weapons. Other
commentors question why nuclear weapons require tritium. One commentor requests that the EIS be
withdrawn and that DOE not make a decision to select a new tritium production option. Several commentors
express the need to maintain a strong defense.

Comments Summarized: 2-4, 5-2, 7-2, 19-1, 30-2, 110-2, 112-1, 124-2, 136-11 137-2, 207-2, 212-3, 217-1,
223-2, 225-2, 232-6, 248-1, 250-6, 603-2, 702-9, 720-1, 800-6, 825-1

Response: In accordance with Section 91 of the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is required to carry out its atomic
weapon activities consistent with the express consent and direction from the President. This express consent
and .direction is contained in the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan, which is described in Volume 1,
Section 1.3.1 and Chapter 2 of this EIS. The issue of whether DOE should produce tritium or nuclear weapons
is beyond the scope of the CLWR EIS. Volume 1, Section 1.3.2 of the EIS discusses the tritium requirement
for U.S. nuclear weapons. As described in that section, all weapons in the U.S. stockpile require tritium to
function as designed. Without tritium, none of~the weapons in the stockpile would be capable of functioning
as designed, the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan requirements would not be met, and the nuclear deterrent
would degrade. Eventually the nuclear deterrent would be lost. The alternative of redesigning weapons to
require less or no tritium was evaluated but dismissed from further consideration for the reasons stated in
Section 3.1.3 of the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Tritium Supply and Recycling
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Final Programmatic EIS) (DOE 1995). [See also the
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response to Comment Summary 01.03.] DOE acknowledges the commentors' concerns that the United States
maintain a strong defense.

01.02 One commentor expresses pleasure that, in making decisions about tritium production, some members
of Congress have kept DOE on the steady path of determining what is best for the United States and have
supported basing the decision on merit, not politics. One commentor thinks the real battle is yet to come before
$2 billion is appropriated by Congress for this project. One commentor suggests that DOE would not get the
support of the Alabama delegation if the area doesn't gain anything. Another commentor suggests that, while
there is local political support for Bellefonte, it is by no means universal. Another commentor asks whether
DOE is aware that the vote on the Markey-Graham Amendment was close and in opposition to the CLWR
program.

Comments Summarized: 90-2, 232-2, 700-20, 702-7, 713-3, 806-4

Response: The actions of elected officials are beyond the scope of the CLWR EIS.

01.03 Several commentors contend that DOE does not need tritium because the nuclear weapons will work
without tritium, albeit at reduced yields. Another commentor states that, with new treaties limiting multiple-
warhead delivery systems to one warhead per delivery system, the additional weight capacity of the delivery
systems would allow a heavier warhead that could be designed to deliver the same yield without using tritium.
Another commentor suggests that a system whereby the decayed helium and hydrogen could be diverted prior
to weapon detonation might be used, thereby negating the need for tritium replenishment.

Comments Summarized: 3-1, 97-1, 110-4

Response: The alternative to redesign weapons to require less or no tritium was considered in Section 3.1.3
of the Final Programmatic EIS (DOE 1995), but dismissed as unreasonable. As explained in that section, the
nuclear warheads in the enduring stockpile were designed and built in an era when the tritium supply was
assured, when underground testing was being conducted, and when military needs required that the warheads
be optimized in terms of weight and volume. Replacing all of these warheads with new ones that would use
little or no tritium-for the sole purpose of reducing overall tritium demand would not be feasible. Without
underground nuclear testing to verify their safety and reliability, new warhead designs could not deviate
very far from existing designs, which require the use of tritium. Even with underground testing to facilitate
new designs and a fully operational production complex, it would still take many years to build enough nuclear
weapons to replace the entire stockpile. Furthermore, the design of a whole new weapons stockpile, the
resumption of the underground nuclear testing program necessary to prove the safety and reliability of such
a new stockpile, and the redesign of all delivery systems would undoubtedly have severe impacts on
negotiating additional bilateral arms reductions.

In regard to the suggestion of adding a new mechanism to purge the helium and hydrogen immediately prior
to detonation, nuclear weapons are designed to function using a specified amount of tritium. As explained in
Volume 1, Section 1.3.2 of the CLWR EIS, the implosion of the pit along with the onset of the fissioning
process heats the deuterium-tritium mixture to the point that the atoms undergo fusion. This is a very intricate
and precise process and is dependent upon a specified amount of tritium which interacts with other components
specifically designed for such an interaction. Either the specified amount of tritium is present to enable the
weapons to be capable of functioning as designed, or it isn't. This is why the tritium reservoirs must be
replenished on a regular basis.

01.04 Commentors suggest that production of tritium in a CLWR poses anuclear proliferation risk. Several
other commentors indicate that use of a CLWR to produce tritium violates the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty,
especially Article VI's commitment to total disarmament. Another commentor indicates that, if the CLWR
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program were to influence just one other country to do what is being proposed by the CLWR EIS, the U.S.
nuclear nonproliferation effort will be lost. Another commentor states that production of tritium in a CLWR
sends a message to other countries that the U.S. intends to keep its nuclear weapons well into the future.
Another commentor asks, "What moral authority does the United States have to damn Saddam Hussein for
building weapons of mass destruction while we, a signer of the Nonproliferation Treaty, plan to continue
production of nuclear weapons?" Another commentor refers DOE to an additional study, Getting on With
Tritium Production. A Report to Speaker Newt Gingrich, which concluded that CLWR production of tritium
does not violate any treaties, laws, or policies. Another commentor states that tritium production is necessary
to keep the United States strong while we move forward toward the goal of total nuclear disarmament. One
commentor says that the interagency nonproliferation review cited in Section 1.3.5 of the CLWR Draft EIS
was either bound by a predetermined outcome or prepared by a group which was astonishingly inept. The same
commentor also indicates that the United States is, not upholding its obligations under Article VI of the
Nonproliferation Treaty by maintaining a very large arsenal into the next century.

Comments Summarized: 32-2, 45-1, 46-1, 48-2, 53-1, 84-7, 89-2, 90-3, 94-6, 99-4, 100-3, 102-2, 109-4,
110-1, 115-3, 119-1, 132-3, 136-6, 137-6, 212-4, 217-2, 235-3, 239-5, 249-2,
250-4, 501-14, 503-1, 600-2, 604-2, 700-15, 702-11, 707-5, 712-7, 713-4, 800-5,
803-6 805-1, 829-3

Response: The issue of nonproliferation is addressed in Volume 1, Section 1.3.5 of the CLWR EIS. As
explained in that section, in order to fully investigate the potential impacts of the CLWR proposal on
nonproliferation efforts, a high-level interagency review was conducted. That effort resulted in the July.14,
1998, issuance of the Interagency Review of the Nonproliferation Implications of Alternative Tritium
Production Technologies Under Consideration by the Department of Energy, A Report to the Congress
(DOE 1998b). This report, prepared by top Administration officials from various government departments
including the Department of Defense, the Department of State, and the Department of Energy, concluded that
any nonproliferation issues associated, with the use of a CLWR to produce tritium were manageable and that
DOE should continue to pursue the CLWR option. The review further concluded that there are no legal or
treaty prohibitions against tritium production in a CLWR; reactors, making tritium can remain on the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) Safeguards List; and no bilateral "peaceful uses" agreements
would be violated so long as unrestricted fuel and components are used.

In regard to the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, nowhere does it specifically refer to tritium. Under the
Treaty, parties agree not to transfer nuclear weapons or other devices or control over. them, and not to assist,
encourage, or induce nonnuclear states to acquire nuclear weapons. Production of tritium in a CLWR by a
nuclear weapons state in no way conflicts with such an agreement.

In regard to the U.S. use of CLWRs to produce tritium and the influence this action might have on enticing
other countries to do the same, production of tritium in a CLWR fully supports the goals of Article VI of the
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, in which signatory nations agree to work toward total disarmament. Since
the end of the Cold War, the United States has significantly reduced the size of its nuclear weapons stockpile
and DOE has dismantled more than 12,000 nuclear weapons. At the present time, the United States is further
downsizing the nuclear weapons stockpile consistent with the terms of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty I
(START I), and DOE is continuing its dismantlement activities. The United States has ratified the START II
Treaty and is hopeful Russia will do likewise. Negotiations required for further reductions will stretch well
into the next century, and tritium production in a CLWR to support a reduced nuclear weapons stockpile, while
the United States actively pursues further nuclear weapons:reductions agreements, is consistent with the long-
range goal of total nucleair disarmament.

The United States is a declared weapons state, and the purpose of nonproliferation efforts is to keep
nonweapons states from acquiring nuclearlweapons while weap'ns states work towards the longer term goal

3-3

Chapter 3 - Comment Summaries and Responses 

program were to influence just one other country to do what is being proposed by the CLWR EIS, the U.S. 
nuclear nonproliferation effort will be lost. Another commentor states that production of tritium in a CLWR 
sends a message to other countries that the U.S. intends to keep its nuclear weapons well into the future. 
Another commentor asks, "What moral authority does the United States have to damn Saddam Hussein for 
building weapons of mass destruction while we, a signer of the Nonproliferation Treaty, plan to continue 
production of nuclear weapons?" Another commentor refers DOE to an additional study, Getting on With 
Tritium Production: A Report to Speaker NeWt Gingrich, which concluded that CL WR production of tritium 
does not violate any treaties, laws, or policies. Another commentor states that tritium production is necessary 
to keep the United States strong while we move forward toward the goal of total nuclear disarmament. One 
commentor says that the interagency nonproliferation review cited in Section 1.3.5 of the CL WR Draft EIS 
was either bound by a predetermined outcome or prepared by a group which was astonishingly inept. The same 
commentor also indicates that the United States is. not upholding its obligations under Article VI ohhe 
Nonproliferation Treaty by maintaining a very large arsenal into the next century. 

CommelltsSummarized: 32-2,45-1,46-1,48-2,53-1,84-7,89-2,90-3,94-6, 99-4,100-3,102-2,109-4, 
110-1, 115-3, 119-1, 132-3, 136-6, 137-6,212-4,217-2,235-3,239-5,249-2, 
250-4,501-14,503-1,600-2,604-2,700-15,702-11, 707-5, 712-7, 713-4, 800-5, 
803-6805-1,829-3 

Response: The issue of nonproliferation is addressed in Volume 1, Section 1.3.5 of the CLWR EIS. As 
explained in that section, in order to fully investigate the potential impacts of the CL WR proposal on 
nonproliferation efforts, a high-level interagency.r~view ,was conducted .. That effort resulted in the July .1'4, 
1998, issuance of the Interagency RevieW of the Nonproliferation Implications of Alternative Tritium 
Production Technologies Under Consideration by the Department of Energy, A Report to the Congress 
(DOE 1998b). This report, prepared by top Administration officials from various government departments 
including the Department of Defense, the Department of State, and the Department of Energy, concluded that 
any nonproliferation issues associated with the use of a CL WR to produce tritium were manageable and that 
l;:>OE should continue to pursue the CL WR option. The. review further conqluded that there are no legal or 
treaty prohibitions against tritium production in a CLWR; reactors making tritium can remain on the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) Safeguards List; and no bilateral "peaceful uses" agreements 
would be violated so long as tmrestricted fuel and components are used. 

In regard to the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, nowhere does it specifically refer to tritium. Under the 
Treaty, parties agree not to transfer nuclear weapons or other devices or coutrol over them, and not to assist, 
encourage, or induce nonnuclear s~ates to acquire nuslear weapqns. production of tritium in a CLWR by a 
nuclear. weapons state in no way conflicts with such an agreement. 

In regard to the U.S. use of CLWRs to produce tritium and the influence this action might have on enticing 
other countries to do the SlUlle, production 6ftritimn in a CLWR fully supports the goals of Article VI of the 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, in which signatory nations agree to work toward total disarmament. Since 
the end of the Cold War, the United States has significantly reduced the size of its nuclear weapons stockpile 
and DOE has dismantled more than 12,000 nuclear weapons. At the present time, the United States is further 
downsizing the nuclear weapons stockpile consistent with the tenns of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty I 
(ST ART I), and DOE is continuing its dismantlement activities. The United States has ratified the START II 
Treaty and is hopeful Russia will do likewise. Negotiations required for further reductions will stretch well 
into the next century, and tritium production in a CL WR to support a reduced nuclear weapons stockpile, while 
the United States actively pursues further nuClear weapons reductions agreements, is consistent with the long-
range goal of total nuclear disanmiment.. . , 

The United States is a declared weapons ~tate, and the purpose of nonproliferation efforts is to ke,ep 
flOflweapQns states from acquiring nuclear\~'eapol1s while weapons states work towlU.'ds the longer term goal 

3~3 



Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

of achieving total nuclear disarmament. Other declared nuclear weapons states already produce tritium in
reactors that also produce electricity for commercial use. Nonweapons states which have agreed not to
manufacture nuclear weapons are not likely to be encouraged to do so as a result of the U.S. decision to
produce tritium in a CLWR. As for rogue states bent on obtaining nuclear weapons at any cost, it is doubtful
that U.S. production of tritium in a CLWR will have any' influence on their nuclear weapons endeavors.

In regard to the commentor who referred DOE to Getting on with Tritium' Production: A Report to Speaker
Newt Gingrich, dated September 29, 1995, the Department has reviewed this document and is aware of this
report's finding that production of tritium in a CLWR would not violate any treaties, laws, or policies.

01.05 The commentor wonders whether the Interagency Review Panel (on nonproliferation issues associated
with CLWR tritium production), the Department of Energy, etc., have decided it is permissible for India, Iraq,
and North Korea to produce tritium in their commercial reactors for use in nuclear weapons.

Comment Summarized: 702-8

Response: No. The goal of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty is to prevent nations such as Iraq, North
Korea, and India from having a nuclear weapons program at all, regardless of where materials might be made.

01.06 The commentor wants additional clarification concerning the statement in Section 1.3.5(3) of the
CLWR Draft EIS that any reactors used to produce tritium would "remain eligible for IAEA safeguards." The
commentor also asks for an explanation of the safeguards provided by the IAEA.

Comments Summarized: 94-7, 811-1

Response: The TVA reactors will remain on the U.S. list of facilities eligible for IAEA safeguards. Under
the 1980 U.S./IAEA Safeguards Agreement, the United States has sole authority to decide which U.S. facilities
are eligible for safeguards and the IAEA has sole authority to decide which eligible facilities will be selected
for safeguards. Although the IAEA does not monitor the production of tritium, the IAEA has advised the U.S.
government that the use of any CLWR to produce tritium would not preclude the IAEA from applying
safeguards at such facilities. All relevant U.S. agencies have agreed that, if tritium is produced at a TVA
facility, the TVA facility will be maintained on the list of installations eligible for IAEA inspection.

IAEA safeguards are designed to safeguard, the flow of special nuclear and source material under the
U.S./IAEA Agreement and to detect the withdrawal of significant quantities of nuclear material from activities
while such material is being safeguarded. Safeguard procedures are based upon material accountancy with
containment and surveillance as important complementary measures. Material control system records and
design information are made available to the IAEA for examination and verification. The IAEA may make
routine, ad hoc, or special inspections to verify information received. During inspections, the IAEA may make
use of statistical techniques and random sampling in evaluating the flow of nuclear material.

01.07 The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS indicates that DOE would provide blended-down
highly enriched uranium to be used for reactor fuel. The commentor believes that such a use of weapons
material is inappropriate, as the Department has already acknowledged by removing such a proposal from the
Storage and Disposition of Weapons - Usable Fissile Materials Final Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (DOE 1996). Another commentor asks why DOE cannot use "off-spec" blended-down highly
enriched uranium at Sequoyah for tritium production.

Comments Summarized: 94-24, 803-2
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of achieving total nuclear disarmament. Other declared nuclear weapons states already produce tritium in 
reactors that also produce electricity for commercial use. Nonweapons states which have agreed not to 
manufacture nuclear weapons are not likely to be encouraged to do so as a result of the u.s. decision to 
produce tritium in a CL WR. As for rogue states bent on obtaining nuclear weapons at any cost, it is doubtful 
that U.S. production of tritium in a CL WR will have any infl~ence on their nuclear weapons endeavors. 

In regard to the commentor who referred DOE to Getting on with Tritium' Production: A Report to Speaker 
NeWt Gingrich, dated September 29, 1995, the Department has reviewe.d this document and is aware of this 
report's finding that production of tritium in a CLWR would not violate any treaties, laws, or policies. 

01.05 The commentor wonders whether the Interagency Review Panel (on nonproliferation issues associated 
with CLWR tritium production), the Department of Energy, etc., have decided it is permissible for India, Iraq, 
and North Korea to produce tritium in their commercial reactors for use in nuclear weapons. 

Comment Summarized: 702-8 

Response: No. The goal ofthe Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty is to prevent nations such as Iraq, North 
Korea, and India from having a nuclear weapons program at all, regardless of where materials might be made. 

01.06 The commentor wants additional clarification concerning the statement in Section 1.3.5(3) of the 
CL WR Draft EIS that any reactors used to produce tritium would "remain eligible for IAEA safeguards." The 
commentor also"asks for an explanation of the safeguards provided by the IAEA. 

Comments Summarized: 94-7, 811-1 

Response: The TV A reactors will remain on the U.S. list of facilities eligible for IAEA safeguards. Under 
the 1980 U.S.IIAEA Safeguards Agreement, the United States has sole authority to decide which U.S. facilities 
are eligible for safeguards and the IAEA has sole authority to decide which eligible facilities will be selected 
for safeguards. Although the IAEA does not monitor the production of tritium, the IAEA has advised the U.S. 
government that the use of any CLWR to produce tritium would not preclude the IAEA from applying 
safeguards at such facilities. All relevant U.S. agencies have agreed that, if tritium is produced at a TVA 
facility, the TVA facility will be maintained on the list of installations eli~ible for IAEA inspection. 

IAEA safeguards are designed to safeguard. the flow of special nuclear and source material under the 
U.S.IIAEA Agreement and to detect the withdrawal ofsigTIificant quantities of nuclear material from activities 
while such material is being safeguarded. Safeguard procedures are based upon material accountancy with 
containment and surveillance as important complementary measures. Material control system records and 
design information are made available to the IAEA for examination and verification. The IAEA may make 
routine, ad hoc, or special inspections to verifyinformation receiyed. During inspections, the IAEA may make 
use of statistical techniques and random sampling in evaluating the flow of nuclear material. 

01.07 The commentor states that the CL WR Draft EIS indicates that DOE would provide blended-down 
highly enriched" uranium to be used for reactor fuel. The commentor believes that such a use of weapons 
material is inappropriate, as the Department has already acknowledged by removing such a proposal from the 
Storage and Disposition of Weapons - Usable Fissile Materia/sFinal Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (DOE 1996). Another comment or asks why DOE cannot use "off-spec" blended-down highly 
enriched uranium at Sequoyah for tritium production. 

Comments Summarized: 94-24, 803-2 
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Response: DOE has amended the language in Volume 1, Section 5.2.7 of the CLWR EIS to indicate that any
highly enriched uranium provided by DOE for downblending into CLWR fuel would come from highly
enriched uranium set aside for national security purposes, and would not come from highly enriched uranium
that has been declared excess to weapons needs.

"Off-spec" blended-down highly enriched uranium is material that does not meet the standard specifications
for commercial nuclear reactor fuel. The fuel contains higher than usual amounts of a material that inhibits
the fission process. "Off-spec" fuel still can be used in nuclear fuel if the fuel is at a somewhat higher
commercial fuel enrichment level. While there is no legal prohibition, using "off-spec" highly enriched
uranium in a tritium production reactor could be judged to be inconsistent with U.S. commitments to refrain
from using the material to manufacture nuclear weapons.

01.08 The commentor requests information on the Congressional or Presidential positions on nonproliferation
at the time Atomic Energy Commission regulatory authority was given to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) and the rest of the military support mission was given to the Energy Research and
Development Administration (and then to DOE).

Comment Summarized: 4-7

Response: The delegation of Atomic Energy Commission regulatory authority for commercial reactors to the
NRC and the delegation of the remaining Atomic Energy Commission authority to the Energy Research and
Development Administration- (and then to DOE) did not constitute a policy decision to separate commercial
power from weapon production.

01.09 Commentors contend that it goes against long-standing national policy to produce materials for nuclear
weapons at a commercial facility. Several commentors indicatethat the nonproliferation study referred to in
the CLWR Draft EIS only addresses military-to-civilian instances, and that this is not the same as civilian-to-
military-that crossing the line from military-to-civilian use of a reactor is not remotely comparable to crossing
the line the other way. Additional commentors state that it would be hypocritical for the United States to
manufacture tritium in a CLWR while at the same time formally trying to prohibit other countries such as
India, Pakistan, or North Korea from doing the same thing. Another commentor believes that a CLWR is not
capable of serving "two masters," i.e., operating in both a civilian and military mode at the same time. Another
commentor states "Use of a commercial plant to produce weapons material would set a precedent for Iraq,
China, and any other country to disguise weapons development as civilian activity." Another commentor
indicates that Section 57.e of the Atomic Energy Act prohibits the government from using commercial nuclear
power plants to facilitate the development of nuclear weapons. Another commentor states that it is
disingenuous of DOE to pretend it misunderstood the publics concern, and that it is absurd to imagine the
United States would threaten another nuclear power to prevent them from converting a military installation
toa peaceful purpose or would disable their efforts to use military technology for civilian purposes. This
commentor states the real concern always has been that nations would be able to disguise weapons
development as civilian activity, and this is precisely what DOE is proposing with the CLWR program.
Another commentor states that producing tritium in a commercial reactor is "illegal and counterproductive to
life on earth."

Comments Summarized: 2-1, 4-8, 6-3, 7-1, 9-1, 13-5, 14-1, 20-1, 25-4, 32-1, 41-1, 44-11, 51-1, 52-1, 95-1,
99-1, 100-4, 102-1, 110-5, 113-1, 117-1, 120-2, 124-1, 132-5, 135-1, 136-7,206-1,
207-1, 208-3, 218-1, 235-2, 239-2, 245-1, 250-3, 501-15, 504-1, 505-1, 700-16,
707-6,817-2, 824-1, 828-1, 829-2

Response: There is no U.S. policy; law, or treaty that prohibits the production of tritium which will ultimately
be used in weapons in a comrnmercial reactor. Although Section 57.e of theAtomic Energy Act of 1954, as
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Response: DOE has amended the language in Volume 1, Section 5.2.7 of the CLWR EIS to indicate that any 
highly enriched uranium provided by DOE for downblending into CL WR fuel would come from highly 
enriched uranium set aside for national security purposes, and would not come from highly enriched uranium 
that has been declared excess to weapons needs. 

"Off-spec" blended-down highly enriched uranium is material that does not meet the standard specifications 
for commercial nuclear reactor fuel. The fuel contains higher than usual amounts of a material that inhibits 
the fission process. "Off-spec" fuel still can be used in nuclear fuel if the fuel is at a somewhat higher 
commercial fuel enrichment level. While there is no legal prohibition, using "off-spec" highly enriched 
uranium in a tritium production reactor could be judged to be inconsistent with U.S. commitments to refrain 
from using the material to manufacture nuClear weapons. 

01.08 The commentor requests information on the Congressional or Presidential positions on nonproliferation 
at the time Atomic Energy Commission regulatory authority was given to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) and the rest of the military support mission was given to the Energy Research and 
Development Administration (and then toDOE). 

Comment Summarized: 4-7 

Response: The delegation of Atomic Energy Commission regulatory authority for commercial reactors to the 
NRC and the delegation of the remaining Atomic Energy Commission authority to the Energy Research and 
Development Administration (and then to DOE) did not constitute a policy decision to separate commercial 
power from weapon production. 

01.09 Commentors contend that it goes against long-standing national policy to produce materials for nuclear 
weapons at a commercial facility. Several commentors indicate~that the nonproliferation study referred to in 
the CLWR DraftEIS only addresses military-to-civilian instances, and that this is not the same as civilian-to
military-that crossing the line from military-to-civilian use of a reactor is not remotely comparable to crossing 
the line the other way. Additional copunentors state that it would be hypocritical for the United States to 
manufacture tritium in a.CL WR while at the same time formally trying to prohibit gther countries such as 
India, Pakistan, or North Korea from doing the same thing. Another commentor believes that it CL WR is not 
capable ofservihg "two masters," i.e., operating in both a civilian and military mode at the same time. Another 
commentor states "Use of a cOffi!Tlercial plant to produce weapons material would set a precedent for Iraq, 
China, and any other country to disguise weapons development as civilian activity." Another commentor 
indicates that Section 57.e of the Atomic Energy Act prohibits the government from using commercial nuclear 
power plants to facilitate the development of nuclear weapons. . Another commentor states that it is 
disingelll,lous of DOE to pretend it misunderstood the pubJic?s concern, and that it is absurd to imagine the 
United States would threaten another nuclear power to prevent them from converting a military installation 
to 'a peaceful purpose or would disable their efforts to use military technology for civilian purposes. This 
commentor states the real concern always has been that nations would be able to disguise weapons 
development as civilian activity, and this is precisely what DOE is proposing with the CL WR program. 
Another commentor states that producing tritium in a commercial reactor is "illegal and counterproductive to 
life on earth." 

Comments Summarized: 2-1,4-8,6-3,7-1,9-1,13-5,14-1,20-1,25-4,32-1, 41-1, 44-11,51-1,52-1,95-1, 
99-1,100-4,102-1,110-5,113-1,117-1,120-2,124-1, 132-5, 135-1, 136-7,206-1, 
207-1,208-3,218-1,235-2,239-2,245-1,250-3, 501-15, 504-1, 505-1, 700-16, 
707-6,817-2,824-1,828-1,829-2 

Response: There is no U.S. policy; law, or treaty that prohibits the production of tritium which will ultimately 
be used in weapons in a commercial reactor. Although Section 57.e of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
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amended, prohibits the use of special nuclear materials produced in an NRC-licensed facility (a commercial
reactor), tritium is not considered a special nuclear material as defined by Section 11 .aa of the Atomic Energy
Act.

Additionally, production of tritium in a U.S. commercial reactor is not inconsistent with U.S. opposition to
such production by India, Pakistan, or North Korea. The United States is a declared weapons state, and the
purpose of the nonproliferation efforts is to keep nonweapons states from acquiring nuclear weapons while
weapons states work toward the longer-term goal of achieving total nuclear disarmament. In addition, several
other nations operate dual-purpose reactors which serve both civilian and military needs.

The commentors are correct in that the CLWR Draft EIS only gives examples of military-to-civilian joint uses
of reactors. The CLWR Final EIS has been amended to include examples of civilian-to-military joint uses of
reactors. These additional examples of civilian-to-military uses may be found in Volume 1, Section 1.3.5 of
the CLWR EIS.

In regard to the ability of a CLWR to operate in both a civilian and military capacity at the same time, the
tritium-producing burnable absorber rods (TPBARs), as described in Volume 1, Section 3.1.2, replace the
existing burnable neutron absorber rods of a normal reactor operation. They absorb excess neutrons and
extend fuel life in the same way as the burnable absorber rods they replace. TPBARs do not affect the normal
operation of the reactor, but they produce tritium, all of which is internally captured in the TPBAR getter.

01.10 Commentors allege that tritium should not be produced in a CLWR because the use of nuclear weapons
is morally and ethically wrong. Another commentor alleges that moral and ethical issues are already present
in abundance in the CLWR Draft EIS and, while uncomfortable to contemplate and difficult to quantify, they
deserve full consideration throughouttthis decisionmaking process. Another commentor states that security
will be generated not by nuclear energy and nuclear weapons, but by developing a reverence for life.

Comments Summarized: 84-5, 94-27, 136-8, 223-3, 248-5, 501-16, 603-3, 702-17, 712-4

Response: The CLWR EIS assesses the potential environmental impacts associated with tritium production
at one or more CLWRs. While one could opine that moral and ethical issues are integral to every issue
addressed in an EIS, the focus of an EIS is on potential environmental impacts. Strictly moral and ethical
issues are outside the scope of the CLWR EIS.

01.11 The commentor expresses disappointment that the Senate approved CLWRs for tritium production, but
is pleased that DOE will not receive funding for it in Fiscal Year 1999. The commentor also expresses hope
that DOE will be more thorough in considering the CLWR Program's impact on national and international
obligations, human health, and the environment.

Comment Summarized: 102-5

Response: The commentor is referred to Volume 1, Chapter 1 for a discussion of a number of national and
international concerns, and to Chapter 5 for a thorough evaluation of the environmental consequences of the
proposed action.

01.12 The commentor asks why DOE and the Federal Government are moving so quickly on tritium
production, and why Secretary Richardson believes he has to make the technology decision before the end of
the calendar year.

Comments Summarized: 212-2, 235-4, 704-6, 829-4
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amended, prohibits the use of special nuclear materials produced in an NRC-licensed facility (a commercial 
reactor), tritium is not considered a special nuclear material' as defined by Section ll.aa of the Atomic Energy 
Act. 

Additionally, production of tritium in a U.S. commercial reactor is not inconsistent with U.S. opposition to 
such production by India, Pakistan, or North Korea. The United States is a declared weapons state, and the 
purpose of the nonproliferation efforts is t6 keep nonweapons states from acquiring nuclear weapons while 
weapons states work toward the longer-term goal of achieving total nuclear disarmament. In addition, several 
other nations operate dual-purpose reactors which serve both civilian and military needs. 

The commentors are correct in that the CL WR Draft EIS only gives examples of military-to-civilian joint uses 
of reactors. The CL WR Final EIS has been amended to include examples of civilian-to-military joint uses of 
reactors. These additional examples of civilian-to-military uses may be found in Volume 1, Section 1.3.5 of 
the CLWR EIS. 

In regard to the ability of a CL WR to operate in both a civilian and military capacity at the same time, the 
tritium-producing burnable absorber rods (TPBARs), as described in Volume 1, Section 3.1.2, replace the 
existing burnable neutron absorber rods of a normal reactor operation. They absorb excess neutrons and 
extend fuel life in the same way as the burnable absorber rods they replace. TPBARs do not affect the normal 
operation of the reactor, but they produce tritium, all of which is internally captured in the TPBAR getter. 

01.10 Commentors allege that tritium should not be produced in a CLWR because the use of nuclear weapons 
is morally and ethically wrong. Another commentor alleges that moral and ethical is~ues are already present 
in abundance in the CLWR Draft EIS and, while uncomfortable to contemplate and difficult to quantify, they 
deserve full consideration throughout:this decisionmaking process. Another commentor states that security 
will be generated not by nuclear energy and nuclear weapons, but by developing a reverence for life. 

Comments Summarized: 84-5,94-27, 136-8,223-3,248-5,501-16,603-3, 702-17, 712-4 

Response: The CL WR EIS assesses the potential environmental impacts associated with tritium production 
at one or more CL WRs. While one could opine that moral and ethical issues are integral to every issue 
addressed in an EIS, the focus of an EIS is on potential environmental impacts. Strictly moral and ethical 
issues are outside the scope of the CL WR EIS. 

01.11 The commentor expresses disappointment that the Senate approved CL WRs for tritium production, but 
is pleased that DOE will not receive funding for it in Fiscal Year 1999. The commentor also expresses hope 
that DOE will be more ,thorough in considering the CL WR Program's impact on national and international 
obligations, human health, and the environment. 

Comment Summarized: 102-5 

Response: The commentor is referred to Volume I, Chapter I for a discussion of a number of national and 
international concerns, arid to Chapter 5 for a thorough evaluation of the environmental consequences of the 
proposed action. 

01.12 The commentor asks why DOE and the Federal Government are moving so quickly on tritium 
production, and why Secretary Richardson believes he has to make the technology decision before the end of 
the calendar year. 

Comments Summarized: 212-2,235-4, 704-6, 829-4 
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Response: All nuclear weapons in the United States stockpile must contain tritium to be capable of performing
as designed. Because it decays, the tritium contained in nuclear weapons must be replenished periodically.
The United States has not produced new tritium since 1988. International arms control agreements in recent
years have led to reductions in the size of the nuclear weapons stockpile. This, in turn, has allowed DOE to
recycle tritium from dismantled weapons for use in the remaining stockpile. However, due to the decay of
tritium, the current inventory of tritium will not be sufficient to meet national defense requirements past
approximately 2005. The most recent Presidential direction, which is contained in the 1996 Nuclear Weapons
Stockpile Plan and an accompanying Presidential Decision Directive, mandates that new tritium must be
available by approximately 2005 if a CLWR is the selected option for tritium production. In order for DOE
to obtain tritium from a CLWR by that date, it is necessary first to make the CLWR tritium technology decision
by December 1998, as mandated by the Fiscal Year 1998 Authorization Act. Subsequent to the tritium
technology decision, the following events would need to occur before approximately 2005: (1) TPBARs must
be fabricated; (2) an NRC license amendment to allow irradiation of the TPBARs in a CLWR must be
obtained; (3) TPBARs must be irradiated in a CLWR, removed, and cooled; (4) irradiated TPBARs must be
transported to the Savannah River Site; and (5) tritium must be extracted at the proposed Tritium Extraction
Facility at Savannah River.

01.13 The commentor asks for a definition of special nuclear material and wants to know why tritium is not

a special nuclear material.

Comments Summarized: 212-5, 807-1

Response: As indicated in Volume 1, Chapter 10, the Glossary, "special nuclear material" is defined in
Section 11 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. Accordingly, special nuclear material means: (1) plutonium,
uranium enriched in the isotope 233 or in the isotope 235, and any other material which the NRC determines
to be special nuclear material; or (2) any material artificially enriched by any of the foregoing. Section 51 of
the Atomic Energy Act further states that, "The Commission [i.e., NRC] may determine from time to time that
other material is special nuclear material in addition to that specified in the definition as special nuclear
material. Before making such determination, the Commission must find that the determination that such
material is special nuclear material is in the interest of the common defense and security, and the President
must have expressly assented in writing to the determination."

The NRC has not classified tritium as special nuclear material, Tritium, therefore, is not legally classified or
regulated as special nuclear material under the Atomic Energy Act.

01.14 The commentors suggest that DOE could buy tritium from either Russia or Canada. One commentor
notes that, if money alone is the issue, DOE could buy tritium from Russia; however, this commentor felt that
such a move would leave our weapons program vulnerable to a foreign power. Another commentor points out
that 14 kilograms of tritium have been extracted in Canada since 1988 and suggests that DOE should acquire
it at $30,000 per gram rather than produce it.

Comments Summarized: 240-2, 241-1,253-1, 811-4

Response: In the Final Programmatic EIS (DOE 1995), DOE considered the purchase of tritium from other
sources, including foreign nations. Conceptually, the purchase of tritium from foreign governments could
fulfill the tritium requirement. However, while there is no national policy against purchase of defense
materials from foreign sources, DOE determined that the uncertainties associated with obtaining tritium from
foreign sources rendered this alternative unreasonable for an assured long-term supply. Consequently, in this
tiered CLWR EIS, the purchase of tritium from foreign sources is still considered an unreasonable alternative.
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Response: All nuclear weapons in the United States stockpile must contain tritium to be capable of performing 
as designed. Because it decays, the tritium contained in nuclear weapons must be replenished periodically. 
The United States has not produced new tritium since 1988. International arms control agreements in recent 
years have led to reductions in the size of the nuclear weapons stockpile. This, in tum, has allowed DOE to 
recycle tritium from dismantled weapons for use in the remaining stockpile. However, due to the decay of 
tritium, the current inventory of tritium will not be sufficient to meet national defense requirements past 
approximately 2005. The most recent Presidential direction, which is contained in the 1996 Nuclear Weapons 
Stockpile Plan and an accompanying Presidential Decision Directive, mandates that new tritium must be 
available by approximately 2005 if a CL WR is the selected option for tritium production. In order for DOE 
to obtain tritium from a CL WR by that date, it is necessary first to make the CL WR tritium technology decision 
by December 1998, as mandated by the Fiscal Year 1998 Authorization Act. Subsequent to the tritium 
technology decision, the following events would need to occur before approximately 2005: (1) TPBARs must 
be fabricated; (2) an NRC license amendment to allow irradiation of the TPBARs in a CL WR must be 
obtained; (3) TPBARs must be irradiated in a CLWR, removed, and cooled; (4) irradiated TPBARs must be 
transported to the Savannah River Site; and (5) tritium must be extracted at the proposed Tritium Extraction 
Facility at Savannah River. 

01.13 The commentor asks for a definition of special nuclear material and wants to know why tritium is not 
a special nuclear material. 

Comments Summarized: 212-5,807-1 

Response: As indicated in Volume 1, Chapter 10, the Glossary, "special nuclear material" is defined in 
Section 11 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. Accordingly, special nuclear material means: (1) plutonium, 
uranium enriched in the isotope 233 or in the isotope 235, and any other material which the NRC determines 
to be special nuclear material; or (2) any material artificially enriched by any of the foregoing. Section 51 of 
the Atomic Energy Act further states that, "The Commission [i.e., NRC] may determine from time to time that 
other material is special nuclear material in addition to that specified in the definition as special nuclear 
material. Before making such determination, the Commission must find that the determination that such 
material is special nuclear material is in the interest of the common defense and security, and the President 
must have expressly assented in writing to the determination." 

The NRC has not classified tritium as special nuclear materiaL Tritium, therefore, is not legally classified or 
regulated as special nuclear material under the Atomic Energy Act. 

01.14 The commeIitors suggest that DOE could buy tritium from either Russia or Canada. One commentor 
notes that, if money alone is the issue, DOE could buy tritium from Russia; however, this commentor felt that 
such amove would leave our weapons program vulnerable to a foreign power. Another commentor points out 
that 14 kilograms of tritium have been extracted in Canada since 1988 and suggests that DOE should acquire 
it at $30,000 per gram rather than produce it. 

Comments Summarized: 240-2,241-1,253-1,811-4 

Response: In the Final Programmatic EIS (DOE 1995), DOE considered the purchase of tritium from other 
sources, including foreign nations. Conceptually, the purchase of tritium from foreign governments could 
fulfill the tritium requirement. However, while there is no national policy against purchase of defense 
materials from foreign sources, DOE determined that the uncertainties associated with obtaining tritium from 
foreign sources rendered this alternative unreasonable for an assured long-term supply. Consequently, in this 
tiered CLWR EIS, the purchase of tritium from foreign sources is still considered an unreasonable alternative. 
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01.15 Several commentors feel that the Vice President's office has influenced this decision and has been too
involved in moving TVA's agenda.. They believe that this will compromise the Vice President's ability to
stand before the world community in the future and argue against weapons of mass destruction if he is elected
to a higher office. Another commentor suggests that the Vice President's support of the proposed action will
damage his chances in the 2000 presidential election.

Comments Summarized: 249-3, 802-5, 80377, 811-8

Response: Energy Secretary Bill Richardson announced that the CLWR will be the primary technology for
tritium production because it is a proven technology; it has the flexibility to meet a range of future needs; and
it is the best deal for the taxpayer. He also explained that the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants are the Preferred
Alternative because they would provide tritium when needed, at cost, without a large. capital expense. The
political aspirations of the Vice President are beyond the scope of the CLWR EIS.

CATEGORY 02: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR TRITIUM

02.01 Several commentors question the need for tritium. One commentor asserts that, "DOE claimed in 1988
that national security would be jeopardized if tritium production did not resume swiftly, however, no crisis has
resulted." Several commentors state that the United States should shift away from a dependency on nuclear
weapons. Other commentors question the need for nuclear weapons and whether the United States needs as
many nuclear weapons as it has. Several: commentors assert that the United States should be reducing its
nuclear weapons stockpile, rather than producing more tritium.

Comments Summarized: 2-2, 5-1, 6-1, 9-2, 13-3, 20-2, 21-1, 47-1, 48-1,:53-2, 94-5, 108-3, 109-2, 111-1,
112-4, 119-2, 1221, 125-1, 137-4, 208.2, 235-1, 239-3, 248-3, 249-1, 507-1, 700-
13, 803-11, 806-8, 817-3, 825-3, 829-1

Response: Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has significantly reduced the size of its nuclear
weapons stockpile and DOE has dismantled more than 12,000 nuclear weapons. At the present time, the
United States is further downsizing its nuclear weapons stockpile, consistent with the terms of the START I
Treaty, and DOE is continuing dismantlement. The United States ratified the START II Treaty and is hopeful
that Russia will do likewise. Additionally, the United States is committed to further weapons reduction in
accordance with the Nonproliferation Treaty., As stated in Volume 1, Section 1.3.3 of the CLWR EIS,
reductions in the size of the nuclear weapons stockpile, brought on by international arms control agreements,
have enabled DOE to fulfill its tritium requirements by recycling tritium removed from weapons. This source
of tritium is presently being utilized and already has been factored into the tritium requirement projections,
which indicate a need for a new supply of tritium by approximately 2005. While future arms control
reductions may change the requirements, DOE is responsible for meeting the current requirements set forth
by the President. The need for nuclear weapons and the issue of how many nuclear weapons the United States
should maintain in its nuclear deterrent are beyond the scope of the CLWR EIS. The need for a new tritium
supply is explained in Volume 1, Chapter 2 of the CLWR EIS. [See also the response to Comment Summary
02.02 for additional information.]

02.02 Several commentors question the need for tritium by 2005. One commentor specifically questions
whether the 2005 date comes from the Presidential directive or from DOE's extrapolation from the Presidential
directive. Several commentors assert that DOE does not need tritium until 2016 to maintain START II levels
and, by then, the United Statesilikely will need less tritium due to additional multilateral stockpile reductions.
Several commentors also opine that a scenario of 1,000 warheads would be more than enough for national
defense and this scenario would not require additional tritium until 2032. One commentor questions how it
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01.15 Several commentors feel that the Vice President's office has influenced this decision and has been too 
involved in moving TVA's agenda. They believe that this will compromise the Vice President's ability to 
stand before the world community in the future and argue against weapons of mass destruction ifhe is elected 
to a higher office. Another commentor suggests that the Vice President's support of the proposed action will 
damage his chances in the :WOO presidential election. 

Comments S,lmmar;zed: 249~3, 802-5, 803"7, 811-8 

Response: Energy Secretary Bill Richardson announced that the CL WR will be the primary technology for 
tritium production because it is a proven technology; it has the flexibility to meet a range of future needs; and 
it is the best deal for the taxpayer. He also explained that the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants are the. Preferred 
Alternative because. they would provide tritium when needed, at cost, Wit!lOut a large capital expense. The 
political aspirations oftheVice President are beyond the scope of the CLWR EIS. 

CA TEGORY 02: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR TRITIUM 

02.01 Several commentors question the need for tritium. One commentor asserts that, "DOE claimed in 1988 
that niltioflal security would be jtltlpardized if tritium pl'Oduction did not resume swifily, however, no crisis has 
resulted." Several commentors state that the United States should shift away from a dependency on nuclear 
weapons. Other commentors question the need for nuclear weapons and whether the United States needs as 
many ,nuclear weapons a~, it has. Several commentors ~ssert that the United States should be reducing its 
nuclear weapons stockpile, rather than producing more tritium. 

Comments Summarized: 2-2,5-1,6-1,9-2,>13-3,20-2,21-1,47-1,48-1,'53-2, 94-5, 108-3, 109-2, Ill-I, 
112-4, 119-2. 122.1, 125-1', 137-4.208.2.235.1,239.3,248.3,249·1,507.1,100. 
13, 8Q3-11, 806-8, 817-3, 825-3, 829-1 

Response: Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has significantly reduced the size of its nuclear 
weapons stQokpile and DOE has dismantled more than 12,000 nuolear weapons. At the present tim~, the! 
United States is further dowl1sizing its nuclear weapons stockpile, consistent with the terms of the START I 
Treaty, and DOE is continuing dismantlement. The United States ratified the START II Treaty and is hopeful 
that Russia wlll do likewise. Additionally, the United Statesis committed to further weapons reduction in 
accordance with the Nonproliferation Treaty. As stated in Volume 1, Section 1.3.3 of the CL WR EIS, 
reductions in the size of the nuclear weapons stockpile, brought on by international anns control agreements, 
have enabled DOE to fulfill its tritium requirements by recycling tritium removed from weapons. This source 
of tritium is presently being utilizE;d and already has been factored into the tritium requirement projections. 
which indicate a tll'cd for a new supply of tritium by approximately 2005. While future arms control 
reductions may change the requirements, DOE is responsible for meeting the current requirements set forth 
by the President. The need for nuclear weapons and the issue of how many nuclear weapons the United States 
should maintain in its nuclear deterrent are beyond the scope of the CL WR EIS. The need for a new tritium 
supply is explaine<i in Volume 1, Chapter 2 of the CL WR EIS. [See also the response to Comment Summary 
02.02 for ndditional infomlatiot1.] .. ., 

02.02 Several commentors question tile need for tritium by 2005. One commentor specifically questions 
whether the 2005 date comes from the Presidentialdil'ective or from DOE's extrapolation from the Presidential 
directive. Several commentors assert that DOE does not need tritium until 2016 to maintain START II levels 
and, by then, the United States 'likely will need Jess tritium due to additional multilateral stockpile reductions. 
Several commentors also opine that a scenario of 1,000 warheads would be more than enough for national 
defense and this scenario would 'not require additional tritium unti12032. One commcntor questions how it 
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is possible that tritium is needed by 2005 for the CLWR alternative, but not until 2007 for the accelerator
alternative. The commentor asserts that the need date for tritium should be independent of the tritium supply
source.

Comments Summarized: 84-6, 94-2, 99-2, 100-2, 110-3, 115-4, 116-9, 132-4, 136-9, 137-5, 250-2, 604-1,
700-11, 704-8, 707-3, 712-5

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 2 of the CLWR EIS, the need for a new tritium supply is based
on the 1996 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile!Plan and an accompanying Presidential Decision Directive. The
approximate 2005 date comes directly from the Presidential Decision Directive, not from DOE's extrapolation
from the Presidential Decision Directive.: The 1996 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan, which represents the
latest official guidance for tritium requirements, is based on a START I-level stockpile size of approximately
6,000 accountable weapons. A Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan for 1997 and 1998 was not issued. The
potential impacts of future arms control agreements were accounted for in the development of the 1996
Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan. Commentors' assertions that new tritium is not needed until 2016 are
erroneous and are not based on the current Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan requirements. The issue of
whether a stockpile of 1,000 warheads would be more than enough to secure national defense is beyond the
scope of the CLWR EIS. The purpose of the CLWR EIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of the
reasonable CLWR alternatives for providing the tritium necessary to support the enduring stockpile, as defined
by the President in the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan. Concerning whether the need for tritium is
independent of the supply source, the reason the year 2007 was mandated for accelerator tritium production
is that is the earliest date by which the accelerator could be built and begin operation. In such a case, tritium
requirements from approximately 2005 until 2007 would have' been met by withdrawals from the tritium
reserve. The tritium reserve then would have been replenished by producing tritium quantities greater than
the decay requirements. The Secretary's December 22, 1998, announcement that the CLWR would be the
primary supply tritium technology means that DOE will not have to withdraw from the tritium reserve.

CATEGORY 03: TRITIUM REQUIREMENTS

03.01 Several commentors opine that the classified tritium requirements should be declassified. One
commentor states that a meaningful review of the CLWR EIS is not possible due to the classification issues.
Another commentor asserts that DOE is hiding behind classifications and that the citizenry should be entitled
to the same information as DOE. Lastly, one commentor opines that, if the tritium requirements were
declassified, they would show that tritium is not needed as soon as DOE claims. Another commentor is not
willing to risk national security,to declassify tritium requirements.

Comments Summarized: 700-12, 704-4, 719-1

Response: Tritium requirements are classified to protect national security. While DOE's philosophy is to
disclose as much information to the public as possible, this does not include classified information. Volume 1,
Chapter. 2 of the CLWR EIS provides unclassified information regarding the tritium requirements. As
discussed in that chapter, the President directed DOE to provide a new tritium supply source by approximately
2005 in Order to meet the requirements set forth in the most recent NuclearWeapons Stockpile Plan. The
unclassified tritium requirements information presented in Chapter 2 is consistent with the classified tritium
requirements.

03.02 Commentors question whether the Bellefonte plant could meet tritium requirements by approximately
2005. Commentors further question what would happen if Bellefonte were not on line in time to support the
tritium requirements.
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Comments Summarized: 500-2, 502-2

Response: If TVA were not able to provide the necessary tritium by approximately 2005 using Bellefonte
Unit 1, then TVA would produce tritium in Watts Bar 1 and/or Sequoyah 1 and/or 2 to meet the tritium
requirements.

03.03 Several commentors state that the CLWR Draft EIS is unclear about the number of TPBARs and the
number of reactors required to meet tritium demands. One commentor states that the CLWR EIS should
explain that 3 kilograms of tritium is the surge goal and that the "day-in, day-out goal is something lower."
One commentor questions why DOE needs 40 years of tritium production at 3 kilograms per year.

Comments Summarized: 44-7, 45-7, 86-13, 116-10, 501-9, 503-11, 504-4, 700-6, 703-3

Response: As described in Volume 1, Section 3.2.1 of the EIS, the CLWR program is being designed to
produce up to 3 kilograms of tritium per year. The text in Section 3.2.1 has been modified to clarify that 3
kilograms of tritium represents an unclassified maximum requirement that only would be required if the tritium
reserve were ever lost/used. Producing up to 3 kilograms of tritium would involve the irradiation of up to
6,000 TPBARs in an 18-month cycle. The maximum number of TPBARs that could be irradiated in a single
reactor without significantly disrupting the normal electricity-producing mode of operation is approximately
3,400 TPBARS per each 18-month cycle. Consequently, producing 3 kilograms of tritium without significantly
disrupting the normal electricity-producing mode of operation would require more than one reactor. (It should
be noted, however, that producing 3 kilograms of tritium per year likely would be a short-term requirement
to reconstitute the tritium reserve. In such a case it is technically feasible to produce larger quantities of tritium
in a single reactor by changing some of the design parameters of the TPBARs and/or some of the technical
parameters of the host reactor, including shortening the operating cycle. Volume 1, Section 5.2.9 of the EIS
addresses the environmental impacts associated: with such a case. However, DOE does not foresee the
implementation of this mode of production in any of the reactor units considered in the CLWR EIS. Regarding
why the EIS evaluates a 40-year period, this represents the operational life of the new tritium production source
(as presented in Volume 1, Chapter 2 and Section 3.2.1 of the EIS). Forty years was selected for several
reasons: (1) it is consistent with the period of analysis analyzed in the Accelerator Production of Tritium (APT)
EIS (DOE 1997b, DOE 1999a) (thus facilitating a common basis comparison between the two technologies);
(2) it is the length of time for the NRC's initial operating license for nuclear power plant operation; and (3)
it represents a bounding period of time to ensure that the CLWR EIS assesses all reasonably foreseeable
impacts. However, because the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan requirements do not extend beyond an 11-
year period (see Volume 1, Section 1,3.1 of the EIS), the 40-year time period for analysis does not purport to
translate into national security requirements beyond the Plan's requirements.

03.04 The commentor, citing the 2.5 kilogram requirement, asks how many reactors would be needed. The
commentor asks whether the Bellefonte option refers to Bellefonte only, or Bellefonte and another reactor, and
whether two reactors would be used for tritium production in all cases. The commentor asks where in the
CLWR Draft EIS does it mention a 12-month cycle for tritium production at Bellefonte. The commentor also
asks whether DOE submitted materials to the NRC for review, and whether the NRC is reviewing the 12-
month cycle option.

Comment Summarized: 808-3

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Section 3.2.1 of the CLWR EIS, for the purposes of the analysis DOE
assumed that the CLWR program would be designed to produce up to 3 kilograms of tritium per year. Steady-
state tritium requirements, which are classified and would vary depending upon the specific requirements of
the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan, are less than 3 kilograms of tritium per year. Considering the current
design of the TPBARs and the efficiency of the tritium extraction process, the analysis assumption of 3
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kilograms of tritium per year would involve the irradiation of up to 6,000 TPBARs in an 18-month refueling
cycle. Since the maximum number of TPBARs that could be irradiated at each reactor unit without
significantly disturbing the electricity-producing mode is 3,400 TPBARs, more than one reactor unit would
be needed to satisfy the analysis assumption. The combinations of reactor units that could be used for tritium
production form the reasonable alternatives discussed in Section 3.2.3 of the CLWR EIS. It is technically
feasible to produce larger quantities of tritium by changing some of the design parameters of the TPBARs and
some technical parameters of the host reactor, including shortening the refueling cycle. Volume 1,
Section 5.2.9 addresses the environmental impacts associated with such a case.

The NRC is currently reviewing a topical report titled, Tritium Production Core Topical Report, (WEC 1998).
The NRC is not reviewing anything regarding the length of the operating cycle.

CATEGORY 04: OTHER TRITIUM PRODUCTION OPTIONS

04.01 Several commentors express support for the APT at the Savannah River Site and opine several
advantages of the APT over CLWR production of tritium. One commentor questions whether DOE thinks that
tritium production in an accelerator is straightforward and safe. Commentors also request a comparison of the
technical risks associated with the CLWR and APT options. The commentor asks whether the technical risks
for the two options will be included in the CLWR Final EIS or only in the final decision. Commentors also
express opposition to an-APT at the Savannah River Site.

Comments Summarized: 1-1, 6-2, 16-1, 18-1, 43-1, 45-4, 90-6, 135-2, 139-2, 501-1, 503-7, 701-1, 713-7

Response: DOE acknowledges that there is both support for and opposition to the APT at the Savannah River
Site, which is the programmatic No Action Alternative to the CLWR program. The purpose of the CLWR EIS
is to evaluate the environmental impacts of the reasonable CLWR alternatives for providing .the tritium
necessary to support the enduring stockpile, as defined by the President in the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile
Plan. For completeness, Volume 1, Section 5.2.11 and Table 3-14 of the CLWR EIS provide a summary of
the environmental impacts associated with tritium production at an APT at the Savannah River Site. Specific
questions about APT safety and technology challenges are addressed in the APT EIS (DOE 1997b,
DOE 1999a).

04.02 One commnentor expresses support for a small advanced heavy water reactor for tritium production that
could be built at the Savannah River Site. The commentor opines that such a device would be the least costly
tritium production alternative, as well as the safest, most efficient, and most environmentally-sound.

Comments Summarized: 14-3,504-3

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Section 1.1.3, the CLWR EIS is a tiered document which follows the
Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS (60 FR 63878). As such, the scope of the CLWR EIS is
limited to evaluating the environmental impacts of the reasonable. CLWR alternatives for providing the tritium
necessary to support the enduring stockpile. Reactor alternatives that are not CLWRs are not reasonable
alternatives for the CLWR EIS. TheFinal Programmatic EIS evaluates the full range of reasonable technology
alternatives for tritium supply. A heavy water reactor was one of the reasonable alternatives evaluated. In
addition, Section A.3.1 of the Final Programmatic EIS described the potential technology innovations that
might be incorporated into any of the-reactor alternatives. For the heavy water reactor, the Final Programmatic
EIS described the potential technology innovations associated with a small advanced heavy water reactor. As
explained in the Comment Response Document (Volume III of the Final Programmatic EIS), if the heavy water
reactor were chosen in the Record of Decision, "site-specific analysis would consider these types of
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improvements." However, in the Record of Decision, DOE did not choose to build any new reactors and did
not choose the heavy water reactor technology. Consequently, no site-specific analysis of a small advanced
heavy water reactor has been done.

04.03 Commentors request DOE to provide tables comparing the environmental impacts of the CLWR and
APT options and the Tritium Extraction Facility. Another commentor questions how much of the APT costs
would be for design and how much would be for construction.

Comments Summarized: 4-9, 44-2, 501-4

Response: An environmental impact comparison table comparing the CLWR and APT options was provided
to the individual who made this comment at the Savannah River Site public hearing, and the CLWR Final EIS
has added a comparison of impacts table as suggested (see Volume 1, Chapter 3, Table 3-14). The costs
associated with the APT are contained in the official cost estimates which DOE made available at the public
hearings (DOE 1998c). Costs of the APT and the Tritium Extraction Facility are beyond the scope of the
CLWR EIS.

04.04 One commentor questions why the option of simultaneously burning mixed oxide fuel and producing
tritium in the same reactor was not discussed in the CLWR Draft EIS. Another commentor opines that burning
uranium and mixed oxide fuels is not an acceptable way to deal with the waste. Another commentor asks TVA
and DOE to guarantee that mixed oxide fuel will never be used at Bellefonte.

Comments Summarized: 127-2, 623-1,707-16

Response: As explained in Volume 1, Appendix F, Table F-3 of the CLWR EIS, TVA officials stated at the
public scoping meeting in Evensville, Tennessee, on February 26, 1998, that TVA has no intention of pursuing
the use of mixed oxide fuel at any TVA reactor that would be utilized for tritium production. Consequently,
the potential impacts associated with producing tritium while also burning mixed oxide fuel are not reasonably
foreseeable. The issue of burning uranium and mixed oxide fuels is not within the scope of the CLWR EIS.

04.05 The commentor states that he does not believe the summary of the APT Draft EIS (CLWR Draft EIS,
Section 5.2.11) captures the most significant impacts regarding dewatering and the presence of radium and
tritium contamination, as described in the APT Draft EIS, Section 3.3.2.2. The commentor also references a
previous EIS from DOE that resulted in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) expressing concern
about the lack of assurance that proposed operations would not lead to further adverse impacts. Volume 1,
Section 5.2.11 of the CLWR Draft EIS states that the APT would produce neutrons that have the potential to
penetrate shielding and be absorbed by the soil and groundwater. This indicates that there would be an adverse
impact from operation of the facility and, based on the EPA's previous concern, DOE should address the
impacts from the APT in the CLWR Final EIS.

Comment Summarized: 89-3

Response: As stated in the CLWR EIS, Section 5.2.11 presents a summary of the environmental impacts of
the APT. For a more detailed analysis of these potential impacts, the reader is referred to the APT EIS
(DOE 1997b, DOE 1999a). The APT EIS has been incorporated into the CLWR EIS by reference. DOE has
included in the CLWR EIS a summary of the most significant potential impacts from the APT. It is beyond
the scope of the CLWR EIS explicitly to address the impacts or the mitigation actions resulting from the
programmatic No Action Alternative, which is the construction and operation of the APT at the Savannah
River Site.
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improvements." However, in the Record of Decision, DOE did not choose to build any new reactors and did 
not choose the heavy water reactor technology. Consequently, no site-specific analysis of a small advanced 
heavy water reactor has been done. 

04.03 Commentors request DOE to provide tables comparing the environmental impacts of the CL WR and 
APT options and the Tritium Extraction Facility. Another commentor questions how much of the APT costs 
would be for design and how much would be for construction. 

Comments Summarized: 4-9,44-2,501-4 

Response: An environmental impact comparison table comparing the CL WR and APT options was provided 
to the individual who made this comment at the Savannah River Site public hearing, and the CL WR Final EIS 
has added a comparison ofiinpacts table as suggested (see Volume 1, Chapter 3, Table 3-14). The costs 
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CLWR EIS. 

04.04 One commentor questions why the option of simultaneously burning mixed oxide fuel and producing 
tritium in the same reactor was not discussed in the CL WR Draft EIS. Another commentor opines that burning 
uranium and mixed oxide fuels is not an acceptable way to deal with the waste. Another commentor asks TV A 
and DOE to guarantee that mixed oxide fuel will never be used at Bellefonte. 

Comments Summarized: 127-2,623-1,707-16 

Response: As explained in Volume I, Appendix F, Table F -3 of the CL WR EIS, TV A officials stated at the 
public scoping meeting in Evensville, Tennessee, on February 26, 1998, that TV A has no intention of pursuing 
the use of mixed oxide fuel at any TV A reactor that would be utilized for tritium production. Consequently, 
the potential impacts associated with producing tritium while also burning mixed oxide fuel are not reasonably 
foreseeable. The issue of burning uranium and mixed oxide fuels is not within the scope of the CLWR EIS. 

04.05 The commentor states that he does not believe the summary of the APT Draft EIS (CL WR Draft EIS, 
Section 5.2.11) captures the most significant impacts regarding dewatering and the presence of radium and 
tritium contamination, as described in the APT Draft EIS, Section 3.3.2.2. The commentor also references a 
previous EIS from DOE that resulted in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) expressing concern 
about the lack of assurance that proposed operations would not lead to further adverse impacts. Volume I, 
Section 5.2.11 of the CL WR Draft EIS states that the APT would produce neutrons that have the potential to 
penetrate shielding and be absorbed by the soil and groundwater. This indicates that there would be an adverse 
impact from operation of the facility and, based on the EPA's previous concern, DOE should address the 
impacts from the APT in the CL WR Final EIS. 

Comment Summarized: 89-3 

Response: As stated in the CL WR EIS, Section 5.2.11 presents a summary of the environmental impacts of 
the APT. For a more detailed analysis of these potential impacts, the reader is referred to the APT EIS 
(DOE 1997b, DOE 1999a). The APT EIS has been incorporated into the CLWR EIS by reference. DOE has 
included in the CL WR EIS a summary of the most significant potential impacts from the APT. It is beyond 
the scope of the CL WR EIS explicitly to address the impacts or the mitigation actions resulting from the 
programmatic No Action Alternative, which is the construction and operation of the APT at the Savannah 
River Site. 
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CATEGORY 05: NEPA PROCESS

05.01 One commentor questions the reason for the linkage between the CLWR EIS, the APT EIS,,and the
Tritium Extraction Facility EIS.

Comments Summarized: 4-5, 44-1

Response: The Preface to the CLWR EIS clarifies the relationship between the CLWR EIS, the APT EIS, and
the Tritium Extraction Facility HIS, The Preface also includes the announcement Secretary Richardson made
on December 22, 1998 (DOE 1998d). Based on that announcement, DOE now intends to produce tritium in
CLWRs. The APT would not be constructed at the Savannah River Site, but would be a backup option to
CLWRs. A new tritium extraction capability would be sited at the Savannah River Site to extract tritium from
CLWR TPBARs. The December 1995 Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS (60 FR 63878)
provides the programmatic umbrella for the site-specific actions assessed in the CLWR, APT, and Tritium
Extraction Facility EISs. As tiered National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents, these EISs analyze
the site-specific environmental impacts of implementing the actions proposed in each. In the Final
Programmatic EIS, the environmental impacts of all three of these projects were analyzed collectively. In
addition, this CLWR EIS presents a summary of the environmental impacts of the APT at the Savannah River
Site (see Volume 1, Section 5.2.11 and Table 3-14) and the impacts of the tritium extraction facility at the
Savannah River Site (see Section 5.3.4). The APT and Tritium Extraction Facility EISs have been
incorporated into the CLWR EIS by reference.

05.02 Two commentors question whether there is a "real no action alternative" for either the CLWR EIS or
the APT EIS. Another commentor states that it is very difficult to understand the decisions that DOE is talking
about, particularly when the EIS does not provide the reader with the no-action effects and merely tiers them
off to some other document.

Comments Suimmarized. 4,6, 501-5, 700-14

Response: The No Action Alternatives for the CLWR EIS and the APT EIS tier from the original December
1995' Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS (60 FR 63878). As explained in Volume 1,
Section 3.2.4 of the CLWR EIS, based on that Record of Decision, if tritium is not produced in a CLWR, it
will be produced in an accelerator. This approach is consistent with guidance from the Council on
Environmental Quality, which states that, "the no action' alternative may be thought of in terms of continuing
with the present course of action until that action is changed," (see 46 FR 18026). In the December 1995
Record of Decision for the Final Programmnatic EIS, the Secretary determined that DOE would produce tritium
either in a CLWR or in an APT at the Savannah River Site. The CLWR EIS No Action Alternative is not to
produce tritium in any of the TVA reactors. However, the alternative of nbt producing tritium (which DOE
has interpreted the commentor's question of a "true no action alternative" to mean) was analyzed in
Section -3.2.1 of the Final Programmatic EIS: Neither the Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS
nor the Secretary's announcement :on December 22, 1998, selected this No Action Alternative.

05.03 The commentor suggests that the 1995 Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS be re-opened
and re-evaluated based on information available today. The commentor advocates that DOE design, construct,
and operate two different tritium facilities at different sites to ensure redundancy, with one of the facilities
designed for electricity production.
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Comment Summarized: 41-7

Response: On December 22, 1998, Energy Secretary Richardson announced that DOE now intends to produce
tritium in CLWRs (DOE 1998d). The APT would not be constructed at the Savannah River Site, but would
be a backup option to CLWRs. The Secretary's announcement that the CLWR would be the primary tritium
supply technology reaffirms the 1995 Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS (60 FR 63878) to
construct and operate a new tritium extraction capability at the Savannah River Site, The Secretary considered
issues such as cost, technical realities, environmental impacts, policy, and statutory requirements in making
that announcement. DOE intends to issue a consolidated Record of Decision in April 1999 (see also the
Preface to the CLWR EIS).

05.04 One commentor states that the information on the primary and backup tritium sources is difficult to
understand-particularly the elements DOE requires as a facility and a backup and what that really means to
public citizens. Another commentor questions when DOE will select either of the tritium supply dual tracks
described in the CLWR EIS.

Comments Summarized: 44-3, 501-2, 702-3

Response: On December 22, 1998, Energy Secretary Richardson announced that DOE now intends to produce
tritium in CLWRs (DOE 1998d). The APT would not be constructed at the Savannah River Site, but would
be a backup option to CLWRs. The Secretary's announcement that the CLWR would be the primary tritium
supply technology reaffirms the 1995 Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS (60 FR 63878) to
construct and operate a new tritium extraction capability at the Savannah River Site. Volume 1,
Section 1.5.1.1 of the CLWR EIS has been revised to clarify the issue of the primary and backup tritium source
in accordance with the Secretary's announcement (see also the Preface).

05.05 Several commentors ask why the preparation of this EIS should impact the Bellefonte Conversion EIS.
One comrnentor opines that it would make more sense to complete the Conversion EIS so that the people living
near the sites can make a decision about what they, would like to see in their community. The commentor
suggests the CLWR EIS should incorporate the Conversion EIS in its entirety since they are connected actions.
The commentor points out that in Section 3.2.6.1, the CLWR Draft EIS states, "Such conversion [of Bellefonte
to fossil fuel] would be independent of this EIS and would not occur until after a decision were made regarding
the role of Bellefonte I and 2 in tritium production." This sentence asserts that the consideration of the
conversion to fossil fuel at Bellefonte is independent of the CLWR EIS at the same time that it states explicitly
that it is dependent on the outcome of this EIS. The commentor suggests that a comparison be made between
Bellefonte as a nuclear plant making tritium and Bellefonte as a fossil fuel plant. Other commentors question
why the CLWR Draft EIS did not include an alternative to complete the Bellefonte plant as a fossil fuel
electricity plant. One commentor specifically questions the validity of the CLWR EIS because this alternative
is not included. This commentor asserts that the EIS needs to compare the eventual decommissioning and
decontamination costs of Bellefonte as a nuclear site with the costs of Bellefonte as a fossil-fuel electricity
generation plant.

Comments Summarized: •94-11, 503-10, 702-14, 803-9

Response: It is a well-established principle under NEPA that the purpose and need of a proposed action
should delineate the limits of the reasonable alternatives to that action. That is, an alternative that does not
accomplish the agency's goals is not a reasonable alternative.

As explained in Volume 1, Chapter 3 of the CLWR EIS, the purpose of the EIS is to assess reasonable
alternatives for producing tritium in one or more CLWRs to satisfy the national security requirements directed
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Response: On December 22, 1998, Energy Secretary Richardson announced that DOE now intends to produce 
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supply technology reaffim1s the 1995 Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS (60 FR 63878) to 
construct und operate a new tritium extraction capability at the Savannah River Site. The Secretary considered 
issues such as cost, technical realities, environmental impacts, policy, and statutory requirements in making 
that announcement. DOE intends to issue a consolidated Record of Decision in April 1999 (sec also the 
Preface to the CLWR EIS). 
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public citizens. Another commentor questions when DOE will select either of the tritium supply dual tracks 
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construct and operate a new tritium extraction capability at the Savannah River Site. Volume I, 
Section 1.5.1.1 of the CL WR EIS has been revised to clarify the issue of the primary and backup tritium source 
in accordance with the Secretary's announcement (see also the Preface). 

05.05 Several commentors ask why the preparation of this EIS should impact the Bellefonte Conversion EIS. 
One commentor opines that it would lt1ake more sense to complete the ConversioJ1 EIS so that the people living 
near the sites can make a decision about what they, would like to see in their community. The commentor 
suggests the CL WR EIS should incorporate the Conversion EIS in its entirety since they are connected actions. 
The commentor points out that in Section 3.2.6.1, the CL WR Draft EIS states, "Such conversion [of Bellefonte 
to fossil fuel] would be independent of this EIS illl:d would not occur until after a decision were made regarding 
the role of Bellefonte 1 and 2 in tritium production." This sentence asserts that the consideration of the 
conversion to fossil fuel at Bellefonte is independent of the CL WR EIS at the same time that it states explicitly 
that it is dependent on the outcome of this EIS. The commentor suggests that a comparison be made between 
Bellefonte as a nuclear plant making tritium and Bellefonte as a fossil fuel plant. Other commentors question 
why the CL WR Draft EIS did not include an alternative to c~mplete the Bellefonte plant as a fossil fuel 
electricity plant. One commentor specifically questions the validity of the CLWR ElS because this alternative 
is not inCluded. This commentor asserts that the EIS needs to compare the eventual decommissioning and 
decontamination costs of Bellefonte as a nuclear site with the costs of Bellefonte as a fossil-fuel electricity 
generation plant. 
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Response: It is a weB-established principle under NEPA that the purpose and need of a proposed action 
should delineate the limits of the reasonable alternatives to that action. That is, an alternative that does not 
accomplish the agency's goals is not a reasonable alternative. ; 

As explained in Volume I, Chapter 3 of the CL WR EIS, the purpose of the EIS is to assess reasonable 
alternatives for producing tritium in one or mor~ CL WRs to satisfy the national security requirements directed 
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by the President. DOE believes that the CLWR EIS discusses all of the reasonable alternatives for producing
tritium in one or more CLWRs to satisfy such national security requirements.

Converting the Bellefonte plant to a fossil fuel electricity-generating plant is discussed in the CLWR EIS (see
Volume 1, Section 1.5.2.4). As discussed in that section, TVA has completed a Final EIS for the Bellefonte
Conversion Project (TVA 1997) that analyzes the reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts associated
with converting the Bellefonte plant to a fossil fuel plant. However, with respect to the CLWR EIS,
conversion of the Bellefonte plant to a fossil fuel electricity-generating plant would not accomplish DOE's
purpose and need as stated in the CLWR EIS. As such, conversion of the Bellefonte plant to a fossil fuel plant
is not a reasonable alternative for the CLWR EIS and, thus, is not analyzed in the CLWR EIS.

05.06 The commentor expresses the opinion that the completion of the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant be analyzed
in a separate EIS. Unless solely used for tritium production, this EIS should not suffice both for the completion
and commercial operation of the Bellefonte Plant.

Comment Summarized: 143-2

Response: TVA is a cooperating agency with DOE on the CLWR EIS. TVA plans to adopt the CLWR EIS
and issue a TVA Record of Decision. Upon adoption, the CLWR EIS would effectively update TVA's
Bellefonte environmental statement, which was revised in 1993. All remaining construction impacts, as well
as all operational impacts that relate to operation as a nuclear power plant, are addressed in this EIS. Additional
impacts peculiar to tritium production also are addressed. TVA has worked closely with DOE to ensure that
all aspects of completing and operating Bellefonte have been considered. Although DOE's purpose for
completing Bellefonte is tritium production, the CLWR EIS also discusses TVA's need for power and
concludes that power generation from Bellefonte could be used in lieu of other options analyzed in TVA's
Energy Vision 2020, Integrated Resource Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (IVA 1995).

05.07 One commentor asserts that'DOE has not addressed the full range of expected safety and environmental
impacts and, therefore, is deficient with respect to NEPA and implementation of Council on Environmental
Quality regulations. The commentor says that the CLWR EIS has not identified and assessed the worldwide
environmental impacts that would result from a Federal action to approve the CLWR option. The commentor
also opines that, "Adoption! of the CLWR option would undermine international nonproliferation objectives
and result in a higher probability that some nations will initiate or continue production of materials for nuclear
weapons in commercial reactors."

Comments Summarized: 45-5,503-8

Response: The CLWR EIS has been prepared in accordance with Council on Environmental Quality
regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508) and DOE's NEPA regulations (10 CFR 1021) and procedures. To the extent
that potential environmental impacts could be identified for the alternatives analyzed, they are included in the
CLWR EIS. This analysis includes the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental consequences of the
production of tritium in three operating CLWRs and the completion and operation of two partially completed
CLWRs. The proposed action does not have any worldwide impacts. The proposed action is not expected to
have any impact upon the nuclear weapons endeavors of other nations;ý would not violate or impact any
international treaties or agreements; would not have any impact on ongoing negotiations to further reduce
nuclear weapons stockpiles; and would not promote nuclear proliferation. [See also the response to Comment
Summary 01.04 for additional information.]

05.08 The commentor states that in, the CLWR Draft EIS, Section 1.4, NEPA Strategy, DOE proposes an
action that may prove to be unwise and untenable-that tritium will be produced in one of two ways even if
other EISs (i.e., APT and Tritium Extraction Facility) demonstrate the impacts to be drastic or prohibitive. The
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concludes that power generation from Bellefonte could be used in lieu of other options analyzed in TV A's 
Energy Vision 2020, Integrated Resource Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (TV A 1995). 

05.07 One commentor asserts that DOE has not addressed the full range of expected safety and environmental 
impacts and, therefore, is deficient with I'espect to NEPA and implementation of Council on Environmental 
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that potential environmental impacts could be identified for the alternatives analyzed, they are included in the 
CL WR ElS. This lU}alysis includes the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental consequences of the 
production of tritium in three operating CLWRs arid the completion and operation of two partially completed 
CLWRs. The proposed action does not have any worldwide impacts. The proposed action is not expected to 
have any impact upon the nuclear weapons endeavors of other nations;' would not violate or impact any 
international treaties or agreements; would not have any impact on ongoing negotiations to further reduce 
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commentor says that DOE apparently leaves itself no room to back out of a position that runs counter to the
intent of NEPA. The commentor also asks whether the 1995 Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic
EIS (60 FR 63878) stands regardless o' the outcome of the EISs which tier [sic] from it.

Comment Summarized: 94-9

Response: On December 22, 1998, Secretary Richardson announced that DOE intends to produce tritium in
CLWRs (DOE 1998d). The APT would not be constructed at the Savannah River Site, but would be a backup
option to CLWRs. The Secretary's announcement that the CLWR wouldbe the primary tritium supply
technology reaffirms the 1995 Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS (60 FR 63878) to construct
and operate a new tritium extraction capability at the Savannah River Site. The CLWR EIS assesses the
environmental impact of tritium production at each of the TVA sites and the transportation impacts associated
with transferring TPBARs to the Savannah River Site. In accordance with the Secretary's announcement,
Volume 1, Section 3.2.7 of the CLWR EIS has been revised to indicate DOE's Preferred Alternative for
tritium production. In preparing both the Programmatic EIS and the project-specific EISs (CLWR EIS, APT
EIS, Tritium Extraction Facility EIS), no drastic or prohibitive environmental impacts were identified.
Moreover, the NEPA regulations do not mandate that an agency select the most environmentally beneficial
alternative. See also the Preface to the CLWR EIS for a discussion of DOE's intent to issue a consolidated
Record of Decision.

05.09 The commentor notes that opportunities did not exist for the public to participate in the development
of the NRC's environmental assessment of the Watts Bar Lead Test Assembly. Another commentor charges
that the Lead Test Assembly tests were already underway when the public meeting was held.

Comments Summarized: 94-10, 835-2

Response: The public had several opportunities to state their concerns to the NRC prior to the start of the Lead
Test Assembly demonstration in September 1997. On December 23, 1996 (62 FR 67584), the NRC
announced it would hold a public hearing for public comment regarding a topical report entitled, "Report on
the Evaluation of Tritium-Producing Burnable Absorber Rod Lead Test Assembly." The time and place of the
public hearing was announced on January 27, 1997, and the public hearing was held in Washington, D.C., on
February 25, 1997.

On July 23, 1997 (62 FR 39557), NRC announced another public hearing in Sweetwater, Tennessee, on
August 7, 1997, regarding TVA's proposal to insert lead test assemblies containing TPBARs at the Watts Bar
Nuclear Plant. The purpose of the hearing was to provide an opportunity for public comment on the technical
issues and to ensure that the public is aware of the NRC staff s review activities and has an opportunity to
provide comments on them.

Also, on June 11, 1997 (62 FR 31853), the NRC announced that the "Report on the Evaluation of the Tritium-
Producing Burnable Absorber Rod Lead Test Assembly" (NRC 1997) was available from the NRC for public
inspection. Any member of the public could request and obtain a copy of the document and provide comments.
Finally, on September 11, 1997, the NRC issued its "Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant
Impact" (62 FR 47835) for the license amendment to allow the insertion of the lead test assemblies into the
Watts Bar Nuclear Plant for testing. In addition, as part of the license amendment process for the lead test
assembly demonstration, NRC issued a Notice of Opportunity for Hearing (62 FR 30644). No comments were
received and the amendment was issued on September 15, 1997.(62 FR 52596). Each of these actions by the
NRC involved the public.

05.10 One commentor requests DOE to provide information on the benefits DOE or TVA have obtained from
the Watts Bar Lead Test Assembly demonstration. Another commentor suggests that data from the Lead Test
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commentor says that DOE apparently leaves itself no room to back out of a position that runs counter to the 
intent ofNEPA. The commentor also asks whether the 1995 Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic 
EIS (60 FR 63878) stands regardless of the outcome of the ElSs which tier [sic] from it. 

Comment Summarized: 94-9 

Response: On December 22, 1998, Secretary Richardson announced that DOE intends to produce tritium in 
CL WRs (DOE 1998d). The APT would not be constructed at the Savannah River Site, but would be a backup 
option to CLWRs. The Secretary's announcement that the CLWR would,be the primary tritium supply 
technology reaffirms the 1995 Record of Decision for the Final P~ogrammatic ElS( 60 FR 63878) to construct 
and operate a new tritium extraction capability at the Savannah River Site. The CL WR EIS assesses the 
environmental impact of tritium production at each of the TVA sites and the transportation impacts associated 
with transferring TPBARs to the Savannah River Site. In accordance with the Secretary's announcement, 
Volume 1, Section 3.2.7 of the CLWR ElS has been revised to indicate DOE's Preferred Alternative for 
tritium production. In preparing both the Programmatic EIS and the project-specific EISs (CLWR EIS, APT 
EIS, Tritium Extraction Facility EIS), no drastic or prohibitive environmental impacts were identified. 
Moreover, the NEPA regulations do not mandate that an agency select the most environmentally beneficial 
alternative. See also the Preface to the CLWR EISfor a discussion of DOE's intent to issue a consolidated 
Record of Decision. 

05.09 The commentor notes that opportunities did not exist for the public to participate in the development 
of the NRC's environmental assessment of the Watts Bar Lead Test Assembly. Another commentor charges 
that the Lead Test Assembly tests were already unde!'Way when the public meeting was held. 

Comments Summarized: 94-10,835-2 

Response: The public had several opportunities to state their concerns to the NRC prior to the start of the Lead 
Test Assembly demonstration in September 1997. On December 23, 1996 (62 FR 67584), the NRC 
announced it would hold a public hearing for public comment regarding a topical report entitled, "Report on 
the Evaluation of Tritium-Producing Burnable Absorber Rod Lead Test Assembly." The time and place of the 
public hearing was announced on January 27, 1997, and the public hearing was held in Washington, D.C., on 
February 25, 1997. 

On July 23, 1997 (62 FR 39557), NRC announced another public hearing in Sweetwater, Tennessee, on 
August 7, 1997, regarding TV A's proposal to insert lead test assemblies containing TPBARs at the Watts Bar 
Nuclear Plant. The purpose of the hearing was to provide an opportunity for public comment on the technical 
issues and to ensure that the public is aware of the NRC staff s review activities and has an opportunity to 
provide comments on them. . 

Also, on June II, 1997 (62 FR 31853), the NRC announced that the "Report on the Evaluation of the Tritium
Producing Buniable Absorber Rod Lead Test Assembly" (NRC 1997) was available from the NRC for public 
inspection. Any member of the public could request and obtain a copy of the document and provide comments. 
Finally, on September 11, 1997, the NRC issued its "Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant 
Impact" (62 FR 47835) for the license amendment to allow the insertion of the lead test assemblies into the 
Watts Bar Nuclear Plant for testing. In addition, as part of the license amendment process for the lead test 
assembly demonstration, NRC issued a Notice of Opportunity for Hearing (62 FR 30644). No comments were 
received and the amendment was issued on September 15, 1997. (62 FR 52596). Each of these actions by the 
NRC involved the public. 

05.10 One commentor requests DOE to provide information on the benefits DOE or TV A have obtained from 
the Watts Bar Lead TestAssembly demonstration. Another commentor suggests that data from the Lead Test 
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Assembly demonstration should be reviewed and analyzed before the CLWR Final EIS is completed.
Commentors question whether it is reasonable to make a tritium technology decision before concluding the
Lead Test Assembly demonstration at Watts Bar. Another commentor requests that DOE delay reissuing
another Draft EIS until such time as complete tests have been run on the TPBARs currently at Watts Bar.
Another commentor asks what will be done with the TPBARs used in the Lead Test Assembly tests at Watts
Bar and when will it be done. This comnmentor also asks how DOE will know that the production process
works if tritium is not extracted from the TPBARs used in the Lead Test Assembly tests. Another commentor
asks whether there is any incremental release of tritium from the TPBARs being tested in the Lead Test
Assembly demonstration. Another commentor asks how many TPBARs were inserted into the Watts Bar
reactor.

Comments Summarized: 4-4, 116-4, 128-1, 143-3, 702-6, 704-9, 802-3

Response: As described in Volume 1, Section 1.5.1.2 of the CLWR EIS, DOE and TVA are currently
conducting a Lead Test Assembly demonstration to confirm and provide confidence to regulators and the
public that tritium production in a CLWR is technically straightforward and safe. This confirmatory
demonstration, which involves irradiating 32 TPBARs in Watts Bar Unit 1, began in September 1997. Once
irradiation is completed (approximately March 1999), the TPBARs will be removed and undergo post-
irradiation examination. The TPBARs will be examined extensively, both in a nondestructive and destructive
manner, including some extraction testing. The benefits received to date from the Lead Test Assembly
demonstration are: (1) the design and fabrication of the TPBARs were successfully completed to meet all
requirements; (2)Watts Bar was successfully licensed by the NRC for the irradiation demonstration; (3) the
CLWR program has demonstrated all aspects of the program, from TPBAR design through actual insertion
and irradiation in a CLWR; and (4) routine monitoring shows that TPBARs are performing as intended
(i.e., tritium effluents in the reactor coolant system are as expected and neutron flux levels in the reactor core
are as expected).

The confirmatory tests of the Lead Test Assembly demonstration at Watts Bar are not required prior to the
completion of this EIS. DOE has over 10 years of extensive development and testing, including the irradiation
of tritium-producing rods at the Advanced Test Reactor at the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory.
Examination of these rods proved that the. rods make and retain tritium. The Lead Test Assembly
demonstration is confirmatory and is not being done for technical reasons, but to provide confidence to the
NRC and the public that tritium production in a light water reactor is technically straightforward and safe.
Based on over 10 years of experience utilizing this design of TPBARs in the Advanced Test Reactor and
extensive post-irradiation examinations conducted at Argonne National Laboratory-West and Pacific
Northwest National Laboratory, DOE is confident that placement of up to 3,400 TPBARs in a CLWR would
have minimal impact on normal reactor operations and on factors such as TPBAR bumup and reactor physics
(see Volume 1, Appendix A of the CLWR EIS).

05.11 The commentor cites the Council on Environmental Quality's regulations and a number of court cases
and states that: (1) the EIS is woefully inadequate and incomplete and DOE did not considera broad-enough
range of alternatives; (2) an alternative not considered is the production of tritium for fewer years or in smaller
amounts; the commentor requests consideration only of lower rates or fewer years of tritium production, not
more; and (3) DOE failed to identify alternatives that were dropped from consideration and explain why they
were dropped. The commentor also asks why the Preferred Alternative was not identified.

Comment Summarized: 116-2

Response: (1) It is a well-established principle under NEPA that the purpose and need of a proposed action
should delineate the limits of the reasonable alternatives to that action. That is, an alternative that does not
accomplish the agency's goals is not a reasonable alternative. As explained in Volume 1, Chapter 3 of the
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Assembly demonstration should be reviewed and analyzed before the CL WR Final EIS is completed. 
Commentors question whether it is reasonable to make a tritium technology decision before concluding the 
Lead Test Assembly demonstration at Watts Bar. Another commentor requests that DOE delay reissuing 
another Draft EIS until such time as complete tests have been run on the TPBARs currently at Watts Bar. 
Another commentor asks what will be done with the TPBARs used in the Lead Test Assembly tests at Watts 
Bar and when will it be done. This commentor also asks how DOE will know that the production process 
works if tritium is not extracted from the TPBARs used in the Lead Test Assembly tests. Another commentor 
asks whether there is any increinental release of tritium from the TPBARs being tested in the Lead Test 
Assembly demonstration. Another commentor asks how many TPBARs were inserted into the Watts Bar 
reactor. 

Comments Summarized: 4-4,116-4,128-1,143-3,702-6,704-9,802-3 

Response: As described in Volume 1, Section 1.5.1.2 of the CLWR EIS, DOE and TVA are currently 
conducting a Lead Test Assembly demonstration to confirm and provide confidence to regulators and the 
public that tritium production in a CLWR is technically straightforward and safe. This confirmatory 
demonstration, which involves irradiating 32 TPBARs in Watts Bar Unit 1, began in September 1997. Once 
irradiation is completed (approximately March 1999), the TPBARs will be removed and undergo post
irradiation examination. The TPBARs will be examined extensively, both in a nondestructive and destructive 
manner, including some extraction testing. The benefits received to date from the Lead Test Assembly 
demonstration are: (1) the design and fabrication of the TPBARs were successfully completed to meet all 
requirements; (2) Watts Bar was successfully licensed by the NRGfor the irradiation demonstration; (3) the 
CL WR program has demonstrated all aspects of the program, from TPBAR design through actual insertion 
and irradiation in a CLWR; and (4) routine monitoring shows that TPBARs are performing as intended 
(i.e.~ tritium effluents in the reactor coolant system are as expected and neutron flux levels in the reactor core 
are as expected). 

The confirmatory tests of the Lead Test Assembly demonstration at Watts Bar are not required prior to the 
completion of this EIS. DOE haS over 10 years of extensive development and testing, including the irradiation 
of tritium-producing rods at the Advanced Test Reactor at the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory. 
Examination of these rods proved that the rods make and retain tritium. The Lead Test Assembly 
demonstration is confirmatory and is not being done for technical reasons, but to provide confidence to the 
NRC and the public that tritium production in a light water reactor is technically straightforward and safe. 
Based on over 10 years of experience utilizing this design of TPBARs in the Advanced Test Reactor and 
extensive post-irradiation examinations conducted at Argonne National Laboratory-West and Pacific 
Northwest National Laboratory, DOE is confident that placement of up to 3,400 TPBARs in a CL WR would 
have minimal impact on normal reactor operations and on factors such as TPBAR bum up and reactor physics 
(see Volume 1, Appendix A of the CLWR EIS). ' 

05.11 The commentor cites the Council on Environmental Quality's regulations and a number of court cases 
and states that: (1) the EIS is woefully inadequate and incomplete and DOE did not consider. a broad-enough 
range of altematives; (2) an altemative not considered is the production of tritium for fewer years or in smaller 
amounts; the commentor requests consideration only of lower rates or fewer years of tritium production, not 
more; and (3) DOE failed to identify alternatives that were dropped from consideration and explain why they 
were dropped. The commentor also asks why the Preferred Alternative was not identified. 

Comment Summarized: 116-2 

Response: (1) It is a well-established principle under NEPA that the purpose and need of a proposed action 
should delineate the limits of the reasonable alternatives to that action. That is, an alternative that does not 
accomplish the agency's goals is not a reasonable altemative. As explained in Volume 1, Chapter 3 of the 
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CLWR EIS, the purpose of the EIS is to assess reasonable alternatives for producing tritium in one or more
CLWRs to satist• the national security requirements directed by the President. DOE believes that the CLWR
EIS addresses all of the reasonable alternatives for producing tritium to meet national security requirements.
Even if it were reasonable to consider the alternatives suggested by the commefitor, their impacts would be less
than, and subsumed within, those presented in the CLWR EIS. The CLWR EIS also contains a sensitivity
analysis that addresses the effects of a reduced production cycle (Volume 1, Section 5.2.9).

(2) The 1996 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan, which represents the latest official guidance for tritium
requirements, is based on a START I-level stockpile size of approximately 6,000 accountable weapons. To
support such a stockpile, a new tritium supply is required by approximately 2005, not 2010 as the commentor
states. As described in Volume 1,Section 3.2.1 of the CLWR EJS, the CLWR program is being designed to
produce up to 3 kilograms of tritium per year and has been revised to explain that this amount represents an
unclassified maximum requirement, and only would be required if the tritium reserve, which is maintained for
emergencies and contingencies, were ever lost or used. To ensure that the EIS assessment of potential
environmental impacts is conservative, the EIS presents the environmental impacts of maximum tritium
production at each of the five TVA reactor alternatives, In reality, DOE intends to produce only as muchtritium as actually required, which would be significantly less than the Amount presented in the CLWR EIS

(e.g., maximum tritium production at each of five TVA reactors). NEPA does not require an agency to
consider alternatives that are infeasible, ineffective, or inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for the
action at issue. The case cited by the comnentor, Friends of the Bitterroot, Inc., v. Forest Service 25 E.L.R
21186 (D.Mt. 1994), is not inconsistent with this principle. The court noted (in the excerpt quoted by the
commentor) that the additional alternative required to be considered (preservation of a roadless area) was
within the discretion of the agency.

In the present action, DOE does not have discretion to consider the underlying basis of the Presidential
Decision Directive, let alone to consider changes to the tritium production levels and schedules which the
President mandates. The requested alternative to consider such changes is, therefore, not within the "reasonable
alternatives" which NEPA requires, to be considered (40 CPR 1502,14).

(3) Volume 1, Section 3.2.2 of the CLWR EIS identifies the'alternatives that were dropped from consideration,
(specifically other CLWRs considered for tritium production) and the rationale for their elimination.
Programmatic alternatives for the production of tritium 'were discussed in the Final Programmatic EIS
(DOE 1995).

(4) In Section 3.2.7 of the CLWR Draft EIS,ý DOE stated that a Preferred Alternative was not known at the
time of the publication. Te Preferred Alternative for the CLW" EIS was announced by Secretary Richardson
on December 22, 1998, and is identified in Volume 1; Section 3.2.7 of the CLWR Final EIS. Question 4b. of
"40 Most Asked Questions" concerning the Council on Environmental Quality's NEPA regulations addresses
the issue of whether the Preferred Alternative has to be identified in the CLWR Draft EIS. The Council's
response is as follows: "Section 1502.14(e) requires the section of the EIS on alternatives to identify the
agency's Preferred Alternative if one or more exists, in the draft statement, and identify suOhalternative in the
final statement.. . ." This means that if the agency has a Preferred Alternative at the Draft HIS stage, that
alternative must be labeled or identified as such in the Draft EIS. If the responsible Federal official in fact has
no Preferred Alternative at the Draft EIS stage, a Preferred Alternative need not be identified there, By the time
the Final EIS is filed, Section 1502.14(e) presumes the existence of a Preferred Alternative and requires its
identification in the Final EIS".. unless another law prohibits the expression of such a preference."

05.12 The commentor is concerned that DOE is vague and noncommittal in its discussion of impacts to the
environment,

Comment Summarized: 116-6
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CLWR EIS, the purpose of the EIS is to assess reasonable alternatives for producing tritium in. one or more 
CL WRs to sutis!'y the national security requirements directed by the President. DOE believes that the CL WR 
EIS addresses all of the l'easonable alternatives for producing tritium to meet national security requirements. 
Even ifit were reasonable to consider the alternatives suggested by the commentor, their impacts would be less 
than, and subsumed within, those presented in the CL WR EIS. The CL WR EIS also contains a sensitivity 
analysis that addresses the effects ofa reduceci production cycle (Volume 1, Section 5.2.9). 

(2)· The 1996 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan, which represents the latest official guidance for tritium 
. requirements. is based on a START I-IevGI stockpile size of apPfax1t'llldely 6.000 accountable weapell1!1. To 
support such a stockpile, a new tritium supply is rtlquired by approximately :'.005, not 2010 as the commentor 
stotes, As described in Volume 1, Section 3.2.1 of the CLWlt HIS, the CLWR progl'atll is being designed to 
produce up to 3 kilograms of tritium per year und has been revised to explain that this at'llCiunt l'epl'eSents an 
unclassified maximum requirement, and only would be required if the tritium l'c:lSC3rve, which is maintained fOl' 
emer~elleies und contingencies. were. ever lost Or used. To ensure that the EIS assesslnent of potential 
cIlVironmentul impacts is conservative, the EIS pl'es~nts the environmental impacts of tl'luXlrnuru tritium 
prot:luctlo~ at eaoh of the t'ive TVA reactor alternatives. Itt reality, DOE intends to produce only us much 
tritium as aotually required. which would besigniticantly less than the amount presented in the CL WR EIS 
(e.g., maximum tritium production at each of five TVA reactors). NEPA does not require an agency to 
90nsider alternatives that are infeasible, ineffective. or inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for the 
action at issue. The case cited by the commentor, Friends a/the Bitterroot, Inc" v. Forest Service 25 E.L.R 
21186 (D.Mt. 1994), is not inconsistent with this principle. The court Hoted (in the excerpt quoted by the 
COlTIl.'tlentor) that the additiQnal alternative required to be considered (preservation of a roadless ar~a) was 
within the discretion of the agency. 

In the present action, DOE does not have discretion to consider the underlying basis of the Presidential 
pechJiol1 Directiv@, let a.lone to consider ~hange!O to the tritiUl'1l productian levels and schedules which the 
President mandates. The requ~stcd alternative to, consider such changes is, therefore, not within the "reasonable 
alternatives" which NEPA requires to be considered (40 CPR 1502.14). 

0) Volume 1, Section 3,2.2 of the CL WR EIS idel'ltifies tl:!e' alternatives that w¢re. dropped from consiqeration, 
(tiJ)t)eifiaally othel' CL WIts considered tbr tritium pl'oduotion) and the ratioflale i'm' their elimination. 
Programmatic altemutives for the production of tritium were discussed in the Final PrQgran1n1atic EIS 
(DOE 1995). 

(4) In Section 3.2.7 9fthe CLWR Draft EIS,'DOE stated thata Preferred Alternative was not known at the 
time of th~ publication. The Prefcffed Altemative for the CL WR EIS was announced by Soerotury Richardson 
on December 24,1998, anq is identifi~d in Volume 1; Section 3.2.7 of the CLWR Final EIS. Question 4b. of 
"40 Most Asked Questions" concerning the Counoil otl Environmental Quality's NEPA l'egulations uddl'csses 
the issue of whether the Prefel't'cd Alternative has to be identified in the CLWR Draft HIS. The Counoil's 
respollse is as follows: "SectionlS02.14(e) requires the seotion oftbo EIS on alterlJative!! to identify the 
agoncy's Preferred Alternative if,one or more exists, in the draft statement, and identifly sur;halterllativ(3 in the 
final state!n6nt .... " 'l'hismeul1s that if the agency has a Prefefre~ Alternative at the Draft ElS stage, that 
altol11ative must be labeled or identified as suqh in the Draft EIS; If the responsible Federal official in fact hat) 
no Preferred Altcl'native at the Draft EIS stage, a Preferred Alternative need not be identified thore. By the tim6 
the Final EIS is tiled, Section 1502.14(e) presulnes the existence of a Preferred A1t~rnative and requires its 
identification in the Final EIS " .. ,unless another law prohibits the expression of such a preference." 

05,12 The commentor is concerned that DOE is'vague and noncommittal in its discussion of impacts to the 
envil'onment. 

Comment Summarized: 116-6 
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Response: DOE believes that it has adequately addressed impacts to the environment that could result from
implementing the various alternatives. Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS addresses specific site and
regional impacts to 12 resource areas from the proposed alternatives, and Appendices C, D, E, and G provide
further detailed analysis related to human health effects from normal operation, human health effects from
facility accidents, human health effects of overland transportation, and environmental justice, respectively.

05.13 The commentor asserts that, since the operation of Bellefonte represents the most significant impacts
of any of the alternatives, it should not be a viable alternative.

Comment Summarized: 116-15

Response: NEPA requires the preparation of an EIS for major Federal actions that may significantly affect
the quality of the environmient. The analysis for the CLWR EIS was conducted in accordance with Council
on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508) and DOE's NEPA regulations (10 CFR 1021) and
procedures. These regulations do not mandate that an agency select the most environmentally beneficial
alternative. The purpose of the NEPA process is to ensure that accurate environmental studies are performed;
that they are done with public involvement; and that public officials, like those at DOE, make decisions based
on an understanding of the environmental consequences.

As explained in Volume 1, Chapter 3 of the CLWR EIS, the purpose of the EIS is to assess reasonable
alternatives for producing tritium in one or more CLWRs to satisfy the national security requirements directed
by the President. DOE believes that the CLWR EIS addresses all of the reasonable alternatives for producing
tritium to meet national security requirements.

05.14 The commentor states that: (1) DOE has not properly addressed the cumulative impacts in the CLWR
EIS, The commentor asserts that (2) Section 5.3.2 of the CLWR EIS addresses only indirect impacts and not
cumulative impacts as defined by the Council on Environmental Quality regulations. The commentor suggests
that the EIS should address the combined, effects of the proposed action; for example, minor noise impacts on
wildlife and small impacts to aquatic life could be combined to result in significant impacts on the ecosystem.
The commentor also asserts that there is a very limited discussion of other projects in the area. The corrmmentor
also asks, (3) where is the cumulative analysis on Bellefonte's impact in conjunction with the Widow's Creek
Fossil Plant? The commentor also refers to (4) an increase in the diversion of water from the Tennessee River
for public use.

Comment Summarized: 116-16

Response: (1) DOE feels that Volume 1, Section 5.3 of the CLWR EIS adequately addresses cumulative
impacts. Council on Environmental Quality/NEPA regulations define "cumulative impacts" as "the impact
on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action ,when added to other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or nonfederal) or person
undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively
significant actions taking place over a period of time" (40 CFR 1508.7).

(2) In Volume 1, Section 5.3.2, the CLWR.EIS states that for Watts Bar and Sequoyah there are no known
Federal or nonfederal facilities that could contribute to a change in the radiological environment of the region
of influence. In addition, the CLWR. Final EIS Tables 5-59 and 5-60 address land use, air quality, and
groundwater requirements at the Watts Bar and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants.

For the Bellefonte plant, DOE acknowledges that there will be future growth in Jackson County, and this is
indicated in Volume 1, Chapter 5, Table 5-61. The cumulative impacts from tritium production at the
Bellefonte Nuclear Plant are presented in Table 5-62.
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Response: DOE believes that it has adequately addressed impacts to the environment that could result from 
implementing the various alternatives. Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CL WR EIS addresses specific site and 
regional impacts to 12 resource areas from the proposed alternatives, and Appendices C, D, E, and G provide 
further detailed analysis related to human health effects from normal operation, human health effects from 
facility accidents, human health effects of overland transportation, and environmental justice, respectively. 

05.13 The commentor asserts that, since the operation of Bellefonte represents the most significant impacts 
of any of t1ui altcmatives, it should not be u viable alternative. 

Comment Summarized: 116-15 

Response: NEPA requires the preparation of an EIS for major Federal actions that may significantly affect 
the quality of the envirolUl'tent. The analysis for the CL WR ElS was conducted in accordance with Council 
on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508) and DOE's NEPA regulations (10 CFR 1021) and 
procedures. These regulations do 110t mandate ,that an agency select the most environmentally beneficial 
alternative. The purpose of the NEP A process is to ensure that accurate environmental studies are performed; 
that they are done with public involvement; and that public officials, like thOse at DOE, make decisions based 
on an understanding of the environmental consequences. 

As explained in Volume 1, Chapter 3 of the CL WR EIS, the purpose of the EIS is to assess reasonable 
alternatives for producing tritium in one or more CL WRs to satisfy the national security requirements directed 
by the President. DOE believes that the CLWR ElS addresses all of the reasonable alternatives for producing 
tritium to meet national security requirements. 

05.14 The commentor states that: (1) DOE has not properly addressed the cumulative impacts in the CLWR 
EIS. The commentor asserts that (2) Section 5.3'.2 of the CL WR EIS addresses only indirect impacts and not 
cumulative impacts as defined by the Council on Environmental Quality regulations. The commentor suggests 
that the EIS should address the combined,effects of the proposed action; for example, minor noise impacts on 
wildlife and small impacts to aquatic life could be combined to result in significant impacts on the ecosystem. 
The commentor also assmts that there is a very limited discussion of other projects in the area. The conunentor 
also asks, (3)where is the ;cumulative analysis 011 Bellefonte's impact in conjunction with the Widow's Creek 
Fossil Plant? The commentor also refers to (4) an increase in the diversion of water from the Tennessee River 
for public use. 

Comment Summarized: 116-16 

Response: (1) DOE feels that Volume 1, Section 5.3 of the CLWR EIS adequately addresses cumulative 
impacts. Council on Environmental QualitylNEPA regulations define "cumulative impacts" as "the impact 
on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action .when added to other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or nonfederal) or person 
undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant actions taking place over a period of time" (40 CFR 1508.7). 

(2) In Volume 1, Section 5.3.2, the CLWREIS states that for Watts Bar and Sequoyah there are no known 
Federal or nonfederalfacilities that could contribute to a change in the radiological environment of the region 
of influence. In addition, the CLWR. Final EIS Tables 5-59 and 5-60 address land use, air quality, and 
groundwater requirements at the Watts Bar and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants. 

For the Bellefonte plant, DOE acknowledges that there will be future growth in Jackson County, and this is 
indicated in Volume 1, Chapter 5, Table 5-61. The cumulative impacts from tritium production at the 
Bellefonte Nuclear Plant are presented in Taqle 5-62. 
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No causal relationships were found between resource consumption, effluent emissions, and health of
surrounding ecosystems.

(3) The contributory effect of the Widow's Creek Fossil Plant is accountedfor in the ambient air and water
quality and background radiological conditions described for the region around Bellefonte in Volume 1,
Chapter 4 of the CLWR EIS. These conditions have been combined with the incremental impacts associated
with the completion and operation of Bellefonte for tritium production and have been presented for each
resource area in Chapter 5 of the EIS.

(4) DOE and TVA are aware of increases in water diversions from the Tennessee River for public use and have
considered both demand and discharge impacts in the CLWR EIS analysis on water quality.

05.15 The commentor provides various citations to regulations relating to "significance" of environmental
impacts and requests that the CLWR EIS adequately identify how the proposed project will impact the
environment as "a whole." The commentor also asserts that the EIS glosses over environmental issues and
dismisses the significant impacts the project will have on the "surrounding ecosystem, humans and all." The
con-nentor criticizes DOE for concluding that the operation at Bellefonte would have no significant adverse
impacts.

Comment Summarized: 116-18

Response: NEPA requires the preparation of an EIS for major Federal actions that may significantly affect the
quality of the environment. The analysis for the CLWR EIS is conducted in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508) and DOE's NEPA regulations (10 CFR 1021) and
procedures. The purpose of the NEPA process is to ensure that accurate environmental studies are performed;
that they are done with public involvement; and that public officials, like those at DOE, make decisions based
on an understanding of the environmental consequences.

Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS provides a detailed description of impacts associated with land
resources, noise, air quality, water resources, geology and soils, ecological resources, archaeological and
historic resources, socioeconomic aspects, public and occupational health and safety, and waste management.
Chapter 3"surmnmarizes the impacts. In addition, the CLWR EIS has three Appendices (C, D, and E) that discuss
in detail the health impacts associated with each of the alternatives. The EIS addresses all of the elements of
significance required by Council on Environmental Quality regulations and case law associated with NEPA.

DOE believes that the environmental impacts at Bellefonte have been adequately addressed in the CLWR EIS.

05,16 Two commentors find the EIS to be deficient and inadequate as a NEPA document. One commentor
feels that DOE sloughs off the difficult issues raised by tritium production at Bellefonte and that its use of
classified information does not satisfy the open process of NEPA. The other commentor states that the EIS is
substantially deficient as a NEPA document in its analysis of the environmental impacts, in addition to not
discussing all reasonable alternatives.

Comments Summarized: 116-24, 137-3

Response: DOE believes that the EIS is adequate and fully complies with NEPA with respect to the analysis
of impacts at the proposed sites. The EIS evaluates all reasonably foreseeable impacts for all reasonable
alternatives.

With respect to addressing all reasonable alternatives,.it is a well-established principle under NEPA that the
purpose and need of a proposed action delineate the limits of the reasonable alternatives to that action. That
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is, an alternative that does not accomplish the agency's goals is not a reasonable alternative. As explained in
Volume 1, Chapter 3 of the CLWR EIS, the purpose of the EIS is to assess reasonable alternatives for
producing tritium in one or more CLWRs to satisfy national security requirements as directed by the President.
DOE believes that the CLWR EIS addresses all of the reasonable alternatives for producing tritium to meet
national security requirements. A discussion of the development of alternatives is given in Section 3.2.

With respect to the use of classified information, tritium requirements are classified to protect national security.
While DOE's philosophy is to disclose as much information to the public as possible, this does not include
classified information. Chapter 2 of the CLWR EIS provides unclassified information regarding tritium
requirements. As discussed in that chapter, the President has directed DOE to provide a new tritium supply
source by approximately 2005 in order to meet the requirements set forth in the most recent Nuclear Weapons
Stockpile Plan. The unclassified tritium requirement information presented in Chapter 2 is consistent with the
classified tritium requirements.

05.17 The commentor suggests that DOE should not use five- and six-year old documentation for the CLWR

EIS.

Comment Summarized: 703-9

Response: The CLWR EIS was prepared using the most current information available. In addition to existing
EISs, those persons preparing the document reviewed all recent available documents and consulted with TVA
personnel to obtain accurate and timely information (TVA 1998a). Further, prior to publication of the Draft
EIS and the Final EIS, it underwent internal review within TVA to ensure that the latest information was used
in its preparation (TVA 1998c, TVA 1999).

05.18 The commentor believes the EIS process is very one-sided and thinks DOE and other Federal agencies

may need to review it.

Comment Summarized: 704-1

Response: DOE has made every effort to ensure that the preparation of this EIS has not been one-sided. DOE
has encouraged public participation in the process beginning with the initial scoping meetings and continues
it with incorporation of public comments in the.CLWR Final EIS. Further, DOE has consulted with a number
of other Federal and state agencies during its preparation of the CLWR EIS. In addition, the EIS has been
reviewed by other state and Federal agencies. The NEPA process is established through Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508). In addition, DOE has developed its own
implementing regulations for NEPA (10 CFR 1021). This EIS was prepared in accordance with both sets of
regulations, as well as NEPA itself (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).

05.19 The commentor would like to see DOE's presentation of the EIS information to the public accompanied

by a presentation from an independent reviewer.

Comment Summarized: 704-2

Response: In addition to its own review of the CLWR EIS, DOE has provided copies to numerous Federal
and state agencies, including the EPA, for review and comment. The EPA has an obligation under Section 309
of the Clean Air Act to review and comment in writing on the environmental impact of any matter relating to
the authority of the Administrator. In addition, the public comment period provides opportunity for all
interested parties to provide their own independent review of the document. DOE welcomes these independent
reviews and feels that they lead to both a better document and, ultimately, a better decision.
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05.20 Two commentors commend DOE and TVA for the thoroughness and depth of the CLWR Draft EIS.
One commentor states that all the potential impacts have been identified and thoroughly evaluated. Another
commentor thinks the CLWR Draft EIS does an excellent job covering the options and statistics.

Comments Summarized: 713-1, 719-4

Response: DOE acknowledges the commentors' recognition of the quality of the CLWR Draft EIS.

05.21 The commentor asks why the Government is not listening to the people. Another commentor asks by
what means can citizens prevent the making of tritium.

Comments Summarized: 2-5, 222-2, 817-1

Response: The CLWR program has undertaken an aggressive public outreach program and has made an effort
to listen to all members of the public who have views on what the U.S. Government should do with respect
to tritium production alternatives. DOE has reviewed and responded to all comments received during the
public comment period.

DOE's role in the production of tritium and all nuclear materials required for the defense of the United States
is mandated by Congress through its enactment of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, and the President in the
Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan. Further, any decision to produce tritium at a CLWR would have to be
funded by Congress. Thus, those citizens wishing to prevent the making of tritium should express their views
by writing to their congressional representatives and the President.

05.22 The commentor asks for a copy of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Bellefonte

Conversion Project and a copy of the Record of Decision associated with this EIS.

Comment Summarized: 4-1

Response: TVA provided the commentor a copy of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Bellefonte Conversion Project. The Record of Decision for this EIS will not be issued until the outcome of the
current TVA effort with DOE to produce tritium at Bellefonte is completed.

05.23 The commentor asks DOE not to intimidate or dismiss the public and to give the public adequate
information to evaluate DOE's actions.

Comment Summarized: 702-1

Response: The NEPA process is one of the most successful and effective ways that DOE has to both inform
and receive input from the public. Every effort is made to prepare an EIS that is complete and understandable.
Further, supporting documentation is referenced and all referenced material is made available to the public in
reading rooms. It is not DOE's intention to intimidate or dismiss the public at any stage in the NEPA process.
All public comments received during the public comment period will be reviewed and responded to before
DOE decides on a course of action.

05.24 The commentor would like DOE to hold an additional hearing on tritium production in Nashville,
Tennessee.

Comment Summarized: 707-9
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Response: Prior to the beginning of the public comment period, DOE evaluated potential locations for public
hearings. An effort was made to ensure that all geographic areas were represented. Thus, it was decided to
hold hearings in North Augusta, South Carolina; Rainsville, Alabama; and Evensville, Tennessee. These
hearings were held on October 1, 6, and 8, 1998, respectively, and were well attended. DOE believes that the
geographic distribution of these hearings was adequate to provide an opportunity for those residents in closest
proximity to the TVA reactors being considered and the site of the new extraction capability to attend.

05.25 The commentor questions the definition of "previous impact statements" that "serve to a great extent
as the basis for this EMS." The span of time 1br these documents ranges furom three years to fifteen years or
more, and the commentor questions how DOE selected its data.

Comment Summarized: :86-4

Response: Section 1,5.1.3 summarizes the relationship between the CLWR EIS and other relevant NEPA
documents, including EISs for the operation of the Watts Bar and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants and the
construction of the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. The documents have been completed and serve as a baseline on
which the environmental impacts associated with tritium production can be assessed, The information has
been updated through communications with TVA staff, along with current TVA documents. DOE used the
most current sources of information available in compiling data to assess the impacts of tritium production.
Volume 1, Chapter 7 and each of the appendices in the CLWR EIS provide a detailed list of the references that
were the basis of this analysis.

05.26 The cornmentor is concerned that DOE will focus too heavily on the potential economic benefits from
the Bellefonte site and will not weigh these benefits against decreases in land resources, air quality, water
quality, ecosystem quality, and quality of life issues. Another commentor expresses concern that politics would
influence the decision,

CommentsSumintarized: 116-23, 231-2, 812-1

Response: DOE has undertaken the preparation of the CLWR EIS to evaluate the environmental impacts of
producing tritium at a CLWR at Bellefonte, as well as Watts Bar and Sqquoyah. DOE will fairly and
completely consider environmental issues, along with other pertinent issues such as economic, policy, and
statutory requirements, when arriving at a decision. The decision will be made after the CLWR Final EIS has
been published, Council on Environmental Quality Regulation 1505.2, Record of Decision, states that each
agency shall prepare a concise public record of decision.

The Record of Decision must identify'all alternatives considered by the agency in reaching its decision,
specifying the alternative or alternatives considered to be environmentally preferable, An agency may discuss
preferences among alternatives based on relevant factors, including economic and technical considerations and
agency statutory missions. An agency shall identify and discuss all such factors, including any essential
considerations of national policy balanced by the agency 'in making its decision and how those considerations
entered into its decision,

The Record of Decision must state whether all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm
from the alternative selected have been adopted and, if not, why. A monitoring and enforcement program is
to be adopted and summarized where applicable for any mitigation.

This EIS has been undertaken to evaluate the environmental impacts of tritium production in a CLWR. The
decision resulting from the NEPA process will be announced in a Record of Decision following publication
of the Final EIS. That decision will be based on the evaluation of impacts presented in the EIS, as well as
other pertinent factors such as economic considerations.

3-23

Chapter 3 - Comment Summaries lind Rege0I1Se.I' 

Re!>po1l$e: Prior to the beginning of the public comment period, DOE evaluated potential locations for public 
hearings. An efthrt was 111ade to ensure that aU g~ographic areas weFe l'eproIl6nted. Thull, it was decidtld to 
hold hearings in North Augusta, South Carolina; Rainsville, Alabama; and Evensville, Tennessee. These 
hearings were held on October I, 6, Ilftd 8, 1998, rcspectiyely, and were weU attended. DOE believes that the 
geographic distribution of these hearings was adequate to provide an opportunity for those residents in closest 
prQximity to the TV A react9rs being considered and the site of the new extraction capability to attend. 

05.25 The commentor questions the definition of "previous illlpact statements" that "serve to a great extent 
as the Basis for this EIS~" The ~l'al1 of thne f'or these documents ranges fFom thl'ee yeal~fl to fi fieen Ytlurs 01' 
more, and the commentor questions how DOE sell~9ted its data. 

Commelll Summarized: 86-4 

~e$po"se: Section 1.5.1.3 summarizes the relationship betWeen the CL WIt EIS and other relevant NEPA 
Qoeumenta, includinG EISs for the operation of tn"WaUs Bill' and Sequoyah Nuoieaf }llants and the 
construction of the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. The documents have been completed and serve as a baseline on 
which th~ environmental impacts associated with tritium production cap be assessed. The infornlation has 
been updated through comtnunic!ltions with TV A staff, along with current TV A documents. DOE us~d the 
most current sources of information available in compiling data to assess the impacts of tritium proQuction. 
Volume I, Chapt~r 7 and each of the appendices in the CLWR BIS provide a detailed list ofili,o references that 
Weftl thIS b\lliiG of this analysis. . 

05.26 The cOirunentor is concerned that DOE will focl!s too heavily on the potential economic benefits from 
the Bellefonte site and will not weigh these beneflts against decreases iii land I't.'lSOUl'Ces, air quality, water 
quality, ecosystem quality, and quality ofHfe issues. Another corrunentor expresses concern that politics would 
infiu0uoc the decision, 

ComnUlIIls 5'mn",aFi:etl: 116·23,231,2,812. I 

Response: DOE has undertaken theprepal'ation of the CLWR BIS to evaluate the enviro~m(mtal impacts of 
pfeducing tritium at a eLWR at . Bellefente, as well as Watts Bill' and S~quo>,ab. BOE will fait'ly and 
completely CONsider environmental issues, along with other pertinent issues such as economic, policy, and 
statutory requirements, when arriving at a decision. The decision will be made after the CL WIt Final EIS hus 
been published. Council on Environmental Quality Regulation ,150$.2, Record of Decision, states thut each 
agency shalll)fepare a Gcmcise public recor~ of deoision. 

The Record of Decision must identify all alternatives considered by the agency in reaching its decision, 
specifying the altemative or alt~f1ultivtls considered to be onvil'ofU't'l(mtally pref'13fable, An ugcmey f1'\ay disouss 
preferences among altematives b!l$ed on relevant factors, including economic and technical considerations and 
agency statutory mhlsions. An agency shall identify and discuss all such factors, including any essential 
consid~rations of national policy balance" by th~ agency 'in making its decision and how those-considerations 
entered into its deoillion, 

The Record of Decision must statQ whether all practicable moans. to a~ojd or minimize environmentalluirll1 
from the alternative selected have beeOlldopted and, if !lot, why. A monitol'ino and onfOfOemtll1t program iii 
to b~ adopted und sUffifl1arized where ui3piicable for, ~tly mitigation. 

This ElS has been undertaken to evaluate the environmental impacts of tritium production in a CL WR. The 
dooisiofl Fesulting from the NEllA pFGOCliS will be announo(3d in 11 lteeofd of Deoisil:m following publicatioa 
of the Final EIS. That decision will be based on the evaluation of'impacts presented in the EIS, us well as 
other ptlrtinent factol's such as economic considerations, 

3·23 



Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

05.27 One commentor asks whether DOE is considering purchasing a TVA reactor or its irradiation services.
The commentor refers to the December 1995 Record of Decision, which contains the option of DOE
purchasing a reactor. The commentor expresses concern that external, peer, regulatory, and fiscal reviews of
operations at the tritium-producing nuclear plants would disappear because DOE nuclear defense facilities are
not licensed by the NRC, nor is DOE obligated to adhere to the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations'
industrial standards of excellence. However, the commentor believes the tax payers and rate payers should
realize a return on the $4.5 billion already spent on Bellefonte. The commentor recomm-ends that, if Bellefonte
comes on line, it must never be allowed to become a government-owned, contractor-operated defense facility
that will go unchecked by the mechanisms designed to ensure it is managed with the safety of the citizens and
the enviromnent as its primary concern. Another commentor, asks if oversight by state and Occupational Safety
and Health Administration regulators would continue if TVA partners with DOE to produce tritium.

Comments Summarized: 58-3, 506-2, 610-2, 802-1, 804-1

Response: The 1995 Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS (60 FR 63878) considered the
possibility of purchasing a reactor before the Request for Proposals process began. As events unfolded, the
purchase option became irrelevant because only TVA nuclear plants were proposed for tritium production.
As stated in Volume , 'Section 1.1.1, DOE considered only the purchase of irradiation services, not the
purchase of a reactor. As TVA is a U.S. Government agency, the Watts Bar, Sequoyah, and Bellefonte
Nuclear Plants are already government-owned. If chosen for tritium production, the Bellefonte plant will be
completed as a nuclear power plant and would continue to be regulated by the NRC. Therefore, use of the
TPBARs in one of Bellefonte's reactors would be governed by NRC regulations, and NRC approval would
be required before the use of the TPBARs could begin. After this approval, the Bellefonte plant would be
subject to periodic NRC safety inspections and evaluations throughout its planned lifetime (40 years).

The TVA plants would continue to comply with all applicable Federal and state regulations. Regulatory

oversight will not be affected by tritium production in a CLWR.

05.28 The commentor requests clarification on how DOE and NRC define the word "significance."

Comment Summarized: 86-5

Response: Although the word significant is used in the CLWR EIS, there is not one meaning of this term (see
40 CFR 1508.27). When possible, the EIS defines what is meant by "significant." For example, in Volume 1,
Section 5.2.3.2, the EIS defines significant as noise impacts greater than 65 decibels A-weighted [dBA]. In
Section 3.2.6.2, the transportation risks for Bellefonte 1 or 2 would be significantly lower than one fatality per
year, which is then defined as less than one fatality per 100,000 years. Therefore, it is important to look at the
word "significant" in the context of its usage.

The commentor may be referring to Section 1.5.1.2, DOE's Lead Test Assembly Environmental Assessment,
and the TPBAR confirmatory demonstration at Watts Bar 1. The NRC prepared a separate environmental
assessment and issued its own, Finding of No Significant Impact for the Environmental Assessments.
According to Council on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations, a Finding of No Significant Impact is a
document which briefly explains the reasons why a proposed action addressed in an environmental assessment
will not have a significant effect on the human environment and, therefore, why an EIS will not be necessary
(40 CFR 1508.13).

The NRC Finding of No Significant Impact (62 FR 47835) indicates that they evaluated the impacts relative
to the requirements set forth in 10 CFR Part 51. Specifically, they evaluated the possibility of accidents,
changes in types or amounts of effluents, offsite population doses, and worker doses attributable to the
demonstration. For example, they found that if the entire amount of tritium was released in a year's discharge

3-24

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production o[Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor 

05.27 One commentor asks whether DOE is considering purchasing a TV A reactor or its irradiation services. 
The commentor refers to the December 1995 Record of Decision, which contains the option of DOE 
purchasing a reactor. The commentor expresses concern that external, peer, regulatory, and fiscal reviews of 
operations at the tritium-producing nuclear plants would disappear because DOE nuclear defense facilities are 
not licensed by the NRC, nor is DOE obligated to adhere to the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations' 
industrial standards of excellence. However, the commentor believes the tax payers and rate payers should 
realize a return on the $4.5 billion already spent on Bellefonte. The coml'l1entor recommends that, if Bellefonte 
comes on line, it must never be allowed to become a government-owned, contractor-operated defense facility 
that will go unchecked by the mechanisms designed to ensure it is managed with the safety of the citizens and 
the environment as its primary concern. Another commentor asks if oversight by state and Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration regulators would continue if TVA partners with DOE to produce tritium. 

Comments Summarized: 58-3, 506-2, 610-2, 802-1, 804-1 

Response: The 1995 Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS (60 FR 63878) considered the 
possibility of purchalling a reactol' before the Request for Proposals proces!! began. As events untolded, the 
purchase option became irrelevant because only TV A nuclear plants were proposed for tritium production. 
As stated in V Qlume I, 'Section 1.1.1, DOE considered only the purchase of irradiation services, not the 
purchase of Ii reactor. As TV A is Ii U.S. Government agency, the Watts Bar, Sequoyah, and Bellefonte 
Nuclear Plants are already government-owned. If chosen for tritium production, the Bellefonte plant will be 
completed as a nuclear power plant and would continue to be regulated by the NRC. Therefore, use of the 
TPBARs in one of Bellefonte's reactors would be governed by NRC regulations, and NRC approval would 
be required before the use of the TpBARs could begin. After this approval, the Bellefonte plant would be 
subject to periodic NRC safety inspections and evaluations throughout its planned lifetime (40 years). 

The TV A plants would continue to comply with all applicable Federal and state regulations. Regulatory 
oversight will not be affected by tritium production in a CL WR. 

05.28 The commentor requests clarification on how DOE and NRC define the word "significance." 

Comment Summarized: 86-5 

Response: Although the word significant is used in the CL WR EIS, there' is, not one meaning of this teon (see 
40 CFR 1508.27). When possible, the EIS defines what is meant by "significant." For example, in Volume 1, 
Section 5.2.3.2, the EIS defines significant as noise impacts greater than 65 decibels A-weighted [dBA]. In 
Section 3.2.6.2, the transportation risks for Bellefonte 1 or 2 would be significantly lower than one fatality per 
year, which is then defined as less than one fatality per 100,000 years. Therefore, it is important to look at the 
word "significant" in the context of its usage. 

The commentor may be referring to Section 1.5.1.2, DOE's Lead Test Assembly Environmental Assessment, 
and the TPBAR confinnatoiy demonstration at Watts Bar 1. The NRC prepared a separate environmental 
assessment and issued its own Finding of No Significant Impact for the Environmental Assessments. 
According to Council 011 Environmental Quality NEPA regulations, a Finding of No Significant Impact is Ii 
document which briefly explains the reasons why a proposed action addressed in an environmental assessment 
will not have a significant effect on the human environment and, therefore, why an EIS will not be necessary 
(40 CFR 1508.13). 

The NRC Finding of No Significant Impact (62 FR 47835) indicates that they evaluated the impacts relative 
to the requirements set forth in 10 CFR Part 51. Specifically, they evaluated the possibility of accidents, 
changes in types or amounts of effluents, offsitepopulationdoses, and worker doses attributable to the 
demonstration. For example, they found that if the entire amount of tritium was released in a year's discharge 
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of cooling water, the maximum annual dose to a member of the public would be less than I percent of the NRC
criterion for effluents and only about 0.007 percent of the average annual dose resulting frtom naturally
occurring radionuclides. Based on its environmental assessment, the NRC staff concluded that there are no
significant radiological or nonradiological impacts associated with the proposed action and that the proposed
license amendment will not have a significant effect on the quality of the human environment. The commentor
is referred to the NRC document (62 FR 47835) for further details on this decision.

05,29 One commentor questions whether the tritium technology decision will be made prior to completing
the CLWR EIS and the APT EIS. The commentor opines that DOE should use the cominents received on
these EISs in the decisionmnaking process. Another commentor questions whether a technology decision prior
to completion of the project-specific EISs (i.e., the APT EIS and the CLWR EIS) would be premature.
Another commentor asks whether the Secretary would make a decision before the final tritium production EISs
(CLWR and APT) are completed. Another commentor suggests that the Final APT, Tritium Extraction
Facility, and CLWR EISs not be prepared or should be combined. Another commentor asks why input from
area residents wag not included in the decision criteria shown in DOE's December 14, 1998, presentation.

Comments Summarized: 44-4, 501-6, 808-1, 809-3

Response: On December 22, 1998, the Secretary announced that DOE intends to produce tritium in CLWRs
(DOE 1998d). The APT would not be constructed at the Savannah River Site, but would be a backup option
to CLWRs. The Secretary's announcement that the CLWR would be the primary tritium supply technology
reaffirms the 1995 Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS (60 FR 63878) to construct and operate
a new tritium extraction capability at the Savannah River Site. That announcement was made based on all
available information, the Final Programmatic EIS, and any comments that were received related to the CLWR
EIS and the-APT EIS. DOE intends to complete these ElSs to support proposed project-specific actions that
could be implemented by the Secretary's announcement. The express intent Of the December 14, 1998, public
meeting was to solicit input from area residents prior to the Secretary's announcement on December 22,1998,
See also the Preface to the CLWR EIS for a discussion of DOE's intent to issue a consolidated Record of
Decision.

05.30 The commentor, observing that the analysis of DOE's most likely scenario (2,000 TPBARs) is not in
the CLWR Draft EIS, expresses frustration that the public can't comment on a scenario unless it is presented
in the EIS.

Comment Summarized: 702-2

Response: The EIS presents the environmental impacts associated with the maximum loading of TPBARs
in a reactor (3,400 TPBARs) and also addresses lesser amounts.

05.31 Several commentors stated that notification of the December 14, 1998, meeting was too short. Other
comm•ntors stated that the December meeting was scheduled at a bad time--during the holidays. Yet other
commentors stated that the mailing of the notification for the December meeting was too late; did not reach
all interested parties; and did not provide sufficient time to prepare for such an important meeting.
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Comments Summarized: 202-2, 207-1, 212-1, 247-1, 800-4, 802-4, 803-5, 809-2, 835-1

Response: Prior to fulfilling his requirement to reach a technology decision by the end of 1998, the Secretary
of Energy asked TVA to resubmit a proposal for the Watts Bar and Sequoyah reactors, as well as final
proposals for completion of TVA's Bellefonte reactor in order to provide DOE with a comprehensive set of
options. Such proposals were provided to DOE the first week of December 1998. In order for the public to
have an opportunity to provide DOE with input on these proposals prior to the Secretary's decision at the end
of 1998, it was necessary to hold the December. 14, 1998, meeting with a minimum of notice to the public.
To maximize public participation on such short notice, DOE sent more than a thousand individual notices of
the meeting to interested parties on December 10, 1998; advertised notice of the meeting in local newspapers;
and provided the local media with a December 8, 1998, press release giving notice of the time and place of
the meeting.

DOE recognizes that the December 14, 1998, meeting was scheduled, announced, and conducted in a relatively
short time frame. As stated in the introductory comments by Mr. Barry Lawson, the public meeting facilitator,
this December 14, 1998, meeting was not for the purpose of discussing the EIS, but to provide DOE with
public input on the resubmitted TVA proposal to utilize the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants for tritium
production.

In compliance with NEPA requirements, DOE held scoping meetings related to the CLWR EIS proposal in
February 1998, and subsequently held public hearings in October 1998 to receive comments on the CLWR
Draft EIS. The option of utilizing the Watts Bar and Sequoyah reactors was included in the CLWR Draft EIS.
As such, the public was notified of this option through the normal NEPA process and Was provided ample time
to review and comment on the proposal to utilize the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants for tritium production.

Participants at the December 14, 1998, meeting were encouraged to provide comments to DOE on the latest
TVA proposal. Although these comments are not part of the formal comment process for the CLWR Draft
EIS, they are included in the CLWR Final EIS.

05.32 A commentor wants to know if the Secretary of Energy could change his decision after the EISs are
published, and states his opinion that the technology decision should not come before the NEPA process and
before the safety issues are identified and addressed in the CLWR Final EIS.

Comment Summarized: 808-2

Response: The announcement made by Secretary Richardson on December 22, 1998 (DOE 1998d), which
designated the CLWR as the primary tritium production technology, fulfilled DOE's 1995 commitment to
select between a CLWR and a linear accelerator. The CLWR option was designated because it is a proven
technology; it is the best deal for the taxpayer; and it has the flexibility to meet a range of future needs. DOE
will complete key research and development milestones for the accelerator as a backup option, but will not
initiate construction. Such a dual track strategy would allow the Secretary of Energy to change his decision
at a later date should the CLWRs prove unable to supply the nation's future need for tritium.

05.33 A commentor feels that DOE and TVA have already struck a deal to produce tritium regardless of the
concerns of community members.
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Comment Summarized: 208-4

Response: As described in Volume 1, Section 1.1.1, the CLWR EIS evaluates the environmental impacts
associated with tritium production for all TVA reactor plants offered by TVA during the open procurement
process. That procurement process is ongoing, and negotiations are continuing between DOE and TVA. As
discussed in Section 1.1.4, because both TVA and DOE are Federal agencies, an agreement between them
could be reached through either a contract (per the full and open Federal procurement process) or through an
interagency agreement via the Economy Act. The Economy Act is a Federal law that allows two government
agencies to enter into an interagency agreement similar to the contractual agreement that a Federal agency
would enter into with a nonfederal party through the competitive procurement process.

During preparation of the CLWR EIS the community had several opportunities to provide input through the
NEPA process. This participation occurred during the scoping and public comment periods for the CLWR
Draft EIS. The public's input is reflected in the CLWR Final EIS.

CATEGORY 06: REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES SELECTION

06.01 The commentor disagrees with DOE's assertion that tritium must be produced. The commentor asserts
that this provides "no options; no alternatives." The commentor further states that, "the purpose of an EIS is
to present all possible, viable alternatives. Instead, the documents provided interested parties contain nothing
more than bureaucratic filler for foregone conclusions. The fact that you provide a chart with 18 reactor
combinations does not give the vulnerable public the 'alternatives' required by NEPA; nor does the
consideration of producing tritium in an accelerator provide an alternative."

Comment Summarized: 116-1

Response: As described in Volume 1, Section 1.1.3 of the CLWR EIS, the CLWR EIS tiers from the Final
Programmatic EIS (DOE 1995) and Record. of Decision (60 FR 63878). As such, the CLWR EIS evaluates
the reasonable alternatives for tritium production in one or more CLWRs to satisfy national security
requirements as directed by the President. These national security requirements, which are set forth in
Section 91 of the Atomic Energy Act, are not discretionary. The specific CLWRs that are assessed in the
CLWR EIS were determined through a competitive procurement process described in Volume 1, Section 1.1.4
of the CLWR EIS. It is a well established principle under NEPA that the purpose and need of a proposed
action should delineate the limits of the reasonable alternatives to that action. That is, an alternative which
does not accomplish the agency's goals is not a reasonable alternative. As explained in Volume 1, Chapter 3
of the CLWR EIS, the purpose of the EIS is to assess reasonable alternatives for producing tritium in one or
more CLWRs to satisfy national security requirements as directed by the President. DOE believes that the
CLWR EIS discusses all of the reasonable alternatives for producing tritium in one or more CLWRs to satisfy
these national security requirements. The commentor does not identify any other reasonable alternatives, nor
does the commentor provide any reasons why the alternatives evaluated are not reasonable. With respect to
the commentor's implication that the EIS should evaluate an alternative that would not produce tritium (e.g.,
"a real no action alternative"), the response to Comment Summary 05.02 discusses this issue.

06.02 The commentor asserts that DOE will not reach 1996 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum
stockpile levels (tritium requirements) until 2010 and that DOE should evaluate the alternative of a delayed
startup. The commentor further asserts that, "all of the DOE alternatives result in the same amount of tritium
in the same amount of time." The commentor opines that this is not legally sufficient and that DOE should
evaluate alternative production scenarios.
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Comment Summarized: 116-8

Response: The 1996 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan, which represents the latest official guidance for tritium
requirements, is based on a START I-level stockpile size of approximately 6,000 accountable weapons. To
support such a stockpile, a new tritium supply is required by approximately 2005, not 2010 as the commentor
states. As described in Volume 1, Section 3.2.1 of the CLWR E1S, the CLWR program is being designed to
produce up to 3 kilograms of tritium per year. Section 3.2.1 has been revised in the CLWR EIS to explain that
3 kilograms of tritium represents an unclassified maximum requirement, and would only be required if the
trititutr reserve, which is maintained for emergencies and contingencies, were ever lost or used. To ensure that
the EIS assessment of potential environmental impacts is conservative, the CLWR EIS presents the
environmental impacts of the maximum tritium production at each of the five TVA reactor alternatives. In
reality, DOE intends to produce only as much tritium as actually required, which will. be significantly less than
what is presented in the EIS (e.g., maximum tritium production at each of five TVA reactors). [See the
response to Comment Summary 03.03 for more detail on tritium requirements.]

06.03 Several commentors ask questions regarding the fact that TVA has allowed one of its two procurement
proposals (the irradiation services proposal) to expire. The commentors question whether this affects the
alternatives in the CLWR EIS, and whether there are really alternatives for tritium production at TVA reactors
other than Bellefonte Unit 1. One comnmentor specifically requests that DOE explicitly state the criteria used
to define reasonable alternatives and also questions why the Fast Flux Test Facility Reactor and any number
of commercial reactors operated by public utilities were not included as reasonable alternatives. One
cornmentor expresses their opposition to using a Hanford reactor (the Fast Flux Test Facility) for the
production of tritium.

Comments Summarized: 26-1, 44-6, 94-4, 242-1, 50147, 502-1, 506-1, 700-1, 706-1, 801-1, 815-2, 832-1

Response: As described in Volume 1, Section 1.1.1, thle CLWR EIS evaluates the environmental impacts
associated with tritium production for all TVA reactor plants offered during the procuremeont process, That
procurement process is ongoing, and negotiations are continuing between DOE and TVA. Because both TVA
and DOE are Federal agencies, an agreement could be reached through an interagency agreement via the
Economy Act. The Economy Act is a Federal law that allows two government agencies to enter into an
interagency agreement similar to the contractual agreement that a Federal agency would enter into with a
nonfederal party through the competitive procurement process. The Federal procurement process for the
CLWR program explicitly allows for an interagency agreement via the Economy Act. As such, TVA's action
to allow the irradiation services proposal (made in response to the procurement request) to expire, has no
bearing on the negotiations that might result in an interagency agreement via the Economy Act. Consequently,
all of the TVA reactors that were initially identified during the procurement process as reasonable alternatives
for tritium production remain reasonable alternatives. In December 1998, TVA resubmitted a radiation
services proposal for the Watts Bar and Sequoyah reactors, Volume 1, Section 1.1.4 of the CLWR EIS was
revised to clarify the procurement process.

In response to the commentor who requests the criteria used to define reasonable alternatives, Volume 1,
,ection 3.2.2 of the CLWR EIS describes the process that DOE employed to receive proposals from
owners/operators of CLWRs for tritium production. As explained in that section, DOE issued a request for
proposals for the CLWR production of tritium (while the specific requirements are too voluminous for
inclusion, the request for proposals is available by contacting the DOE CLWR Program Office). As stated in
Volume !, Section 1.1.4 of the CLWR EIS, the only proposals determined to be responsive to the requirements
of the procurement request were from 'rVA. Through the procurement process, the five TVA reactors
evaluated in the CLWR EIS were identified, No other commercial CLWRs were offered by owner/operators
and, consequently, the CLWR EIS does not evaluate them. With respect to the Fast Flux Test Facility Reactor,
that research reactor'is a DOE reactor, not a CLWR. The option, of using DOE's existing reactors (such as the
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Fast Flux Test Facility at Hanford and the K-reactor at the Savannah River Site) was evaluated but dismissed
from further consideration for the reasons stated in Section 3.1.3 of the Final Programmatic EIS (DOE 1995).
DOE announced in the December 1995 Record of Decision (60 FR 63878) that it would evaluate whether the
Fast Flux Test Facility Reactor might play a role in tritium production. The Secretary of Energy, on
December 22, 1998, announced that the Fast Flux Test Reactor would play no role in tritium production
(DOE 1998d).

06.04 One commentor asks whether the CLWR Final EIS will include information about the contractual
agreements between TVA and DOE and the potential impacts of TVA's contract obligations. Another
commentor asks when DOE plans to exercise its option to purchase irradiation services.

Comments Summarized: 700-19, 704-11

Response: Contractual agreements are not a part of the EIS and involve sensitive negotiations that are ongoing
and have not been finalized. For these reasons, any contractual agreements made between TVA and DOE
regarding production of tritium are not presented in the CLWR EIS. TVA would produce tritium for DOE
only if and when necessary.

06.05 One commentor asks if DOE's preferred choice for tritium production would involve several different
sites. The commentor believes it might simplify the process if all the necessary activities were performed at
one site. Another commentor asks when DOE would use two or more facilities to avoid exceeding the
Bellefonte plant's spent fuel generation limit. The commentor believes that analyses that will determine
DOE's choice to use one or more reactors for tritium production should be made public because of the
implications for TVA ratepayers and U.S. taxpayers. Another commentor asks if the 1995 Record of Decision
can be deleted or amended to remove language that would allow DOE to purchase the Bellefonte plant and
convert it to a defense facility. Another commentor recommends that DOE identify the Bellefonte facility
(backed up by Watts Bar as needed) as its Preferred Alternative in the CLWR Final EIS.

Comments Summarized: 58-7, 90-5,610-3,700-8, 707-1,713-6

Response: On December 22, 1998, Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson announced that DOE now intends
to produce tritium in CLWRs (DOE 1998d). The APT would not be constructed at the Savannah River Site,
but would be a backup option to CLWRs. The Secretary's announcement that the CLWR would be the primary
tritium supply technology reaffirms the 1995 Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic EIS (60 FR
63878) to construct and operate a new tritium extraction capability at the Savannah River Site. The CLWR
EIS assesses the environmental impact of tritium production at each of the TVA sites and the transportation
impacts associated with transferring TPBARs to the Savannah River Site. In accordance with the Secretary's
announcement, Volume 1, Section 3.2.7 of the CLWR EIS has been revised to indicate DOE's Preferred
Alternative of using Watts Bar and Sequoyah for tritium production. As stated in Volume 1, Section 1.1.1 of
the CLWR EIS, DOE is considering only the purchase of irradiation services, not the purchase of a reactor.

06.06 Several commentors do not understand Table 3-2 in the Draft EIS. One commentor specifically
requests that the actual environmental impacts for the various alternatives be displayed in Table 3-2, rather than
"dots."

Comments Summarized: 44-5, 700-9

Response: As described in Volume 1, Section 3.2.3 of the CLWR EIS, Table 3-2 presents the various reactor
alternative combinations that constitute the reasonable alternatives evaluated in the CLWR EIS. The "dots"
in that table depict the combination alternatives. As stated in this section, "the impacts for each of the
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18 irradiation alternatives would be the sum of each of the impacts at each of the sites involved." The impacts
at each of the sites involved are described in detail in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS.

06.07 The commentor requests a comparison between the completed and uncompleted reactors. The
commentor asserts that, "the purpose of NEPA is to compel the Government to choose from among reasonable
alternatives that which has the least adverse impact on the environment."

Comment Summarized: 94-15

Response: In Volume 1, Chapter 3 of the CLWR EIS, Table 3-13 provides the comparison between the
completed and uncompleted reactors.

NEPA requires the preparation of an EIS for major Federal actions that may significantly affect the quality of
the environment, TI'he analysis for the CLWR EIS was conducted in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508) and DOE's NEPA regulations (10 CFR 1021) and
procedures. These regulations do not mandate that an agency select the most environmentally beneficial
alternative. The purpose of the NEPA process is to ensure that accurate environmental studies are performed;
that they are done with public involvement; and that public officials, like those at DOE, make decisions based
on an understanding of the environmental consequences.

CATEGORY 07: GENERAL SUPPORT/OPPOSITION

07.01 Several commentors express support for the CLWR option and cite several advantages of the CLWR
over accelerator production of tritium.

Comments Summarized: 8-1, 59-1, 73-1, 81-1, 88-1, 90-4, 225-3, 233-3, 242-2, 604-3, 624-1, 628-2, 713-5,
832-2

Response: DOE acknowledges that there is both support and opposition for the CLWR program, which is the
programmatic No Action Alternative to the APT program. The purpose of the CLWR EIS is to evaluate the
environmental impacts of the reasonable CLWR alternatives for providing the tritium necessary to support the
enduring stockpile, as defined by the President in the Nuclear 'Weapons Stockpile Plan. For completeness,
Volume 1, Section 5.2.11 and Table 3-14 of the CLWR EIS summarizes the environmental impacts associated
with accelerator tritium production at the Savannah River Site.

07.02 Several commentors express their support for the CLWR program in general, citing reasons of national
defense, cost-effectiveness, and low environmental impacts, as described in the CLWR EIS. Several other
cormnentors also express their opposition to the CLWR program in general, citing the policy of separation
between military and civilian programs, public health and safety, effects to the environment, and cost.

Comments Summarized. 23-3, 28-1, 91-1, 92-1, 93-1, 109-1, 120-1, 121-1, 123-1, 130-1, 202-1, 222-1,
225-.1, 227-1, 239-1, 248&2, 250.1,704-15

Response: DOE acknowledges that there is both support for and opposition to the CLWR program in general.
The reasons cited by supporters and opponents have been the subject of specific comments and responses
elsewhere in this document. The need for tritium and national defense are discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 2
of the CLWR EIS and in the response to Comment Summary 02.01, Cost is discussed in the response to
Coimment Summary 23.16. The issue of separation between military and civilian programs is discussed in the
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response to Comment Summary 01.09. Public health and safety is discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the
CLWR EIS and in response to Comment Summaries 14.04 and 15.03.

07.03 Several commentors express their support for the Bellefonte option, citing numerous reasons including
safety; cost-effectiveness; boost to the regional economy; electricity as a byproduct; TVA's good track record;
jobs; use of an existing resource; national defense; proven technology; small environmental impacts;
compatibility with the program needs; the right thing to do; a win-win situation; and it is good for the nation,
DOE, TVA, and Jackson County.

Several other commentors express their opposition to the Bellefonte option, citing numerous reasons including
the dangers of radioactivity, public health and safety, significant impacts to the environment, the policy of
separation between military and civilian programs, and nonproliferation.

Comments Summarized: 10-1, 12-1, 15-1, 17-1, 23-1, 24-1, 26-3, 33-1, 34-1, 35-1, 38-1, 42-1, 47-2, 54-1,
55-1, 56-1, 57-1, 58-1, 60-1, 61-1, 62-1, 63-1, 64-1, 65-1, 66-1, 67-1, 68-1, 69-1,
70-1, 71-1, 72-1, 74-1, 75-1, 76-1, 77-1, 78-1, 79-1, 82-1, 83-1, 85-1, 87-1, 96-1,
104-1, 107-1, 118-1, 131-1, 133-1, 134-1, 136-12, 140-1, 144-1, 147-1, 203-1,
204-1, 205-1, 209-1,210-1, 211-2, 215-1,224-1, 225-4, 228-1, 231-1, 254-1, 604-
4, 607-1, 608-1, 609-1, 610-1, 611-1, 612-1, 613-1, 614-1, 615-1, 616-1, 617-1,
618-1, 619-1, 620-1, 621-1, 622-2, 625-1, 626-1, 627-5, 628-3, 629-1, 708-1,
709-1, 710-2, 714-1, 715-1, 716-1, 718-1, 719-3, 803-10, 821-1, 827-1, 831-1

Response: DOE acknowledges that there is both support for and opposition to the Bellefonte option. The
reasons cited by supporters and opponents have been discussed in the CLWR EIS and also have been the
subject of specific comments and responses elsewhere in this document. Specifically: The need for tritium
and national defense are discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 2 of the EIS and in response to Comment Summary
02.01. Cost is discussed in the response to Comment Summary 23.16. The issue of separation between
military and civilian programs is discussed in the response to Comment Summary 01.09. The issue of
nonproliferation is discussed in response to Comment Summary 01.04. Issues related to public health and
safety from radiological releases are discussed in responses to Comment Summaries 14.04 and 15.03.
Socioeconomic issues'are discussed in Chapter 5 of the EIS and in response to comment summaries in
Category 13.

07.04 Several commentors support the use of the TVA plants in general and Bellefonte in particular for
implementing the proposed action. The comrnentors express several reasons for their support including safety;
small environmental effects; efficiency; less risk that other everyday activities; design superiority (Bellefonte)
over other plants; nuclear energy's advantages as a clean and safe power source; safe practices on the part of
TVA and its employees; advantages for Jackson County (Bellefonte), Alabama, and surrounding areas in
Tennessee and Georgia; and the safety record of the nuclear industry. Several commentors oppose the use of
TVA facilities for the production of tritium.

Comments Summarized: 141-1, 245-3, 610-6, 622-1, 627-1, 628-1, 710-1, 711-1, 717-1, 719-5, 828-3,
835-5

Response: DOE assesses the environmental impacts of the proposed action at each of the TVA reactor units
in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS. The commentors' support for the proposed action and the specific
support of some of the commentors for Bellefonte is noted. DOE acknowledges that there is both support and
opposition to the use of TVA facilities for the production of tritium.
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07.05 Commentors oppose the proposed action on the basis of an "increased likelihood of environmental
contamination" and "adverse effects" even at low levels of radiation exposure. One of the cornmentors
suggests that DOE should not further develop nuclear energy.

Comments Summarized: 32-3, 102-3

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS, the environmental impacts and potential
doses to the public from the proposed action are well within limits considered acceptable by regulatory
authorities. Sections 5.2.1.9, 5.2.2.9, and 5.2.3.9 of the EIS provide the results of the analyses of the
incremental risk resulting from normal operation and hypothetical accident scenarios during tritium production.
These analyses are performed using a generally accepted method for design-basis and beyond design-basis
accident analyses in support of the reactor operations promulgated by the NRC. The analyses use special
models for the evaluation of consequences of accidental releases of tritium (both in elemental and tritiated
water vapor) to the environment. Volume 1, Appendix C, Section C.2.2, of the EIS summarizes the
characteristics and biological health effects of tritium. This appendix also provides the health effect standards
that were used to estimate the potential lifetime cancer mortalities resulting from the exposure to tritium and
other radioactive materials. Health effects were calculated using a linear extrapolation from the nominal risk
estimated for lifetime total cancer mortality at a dose of 10 rad to a very low dose level, i.e., a zero dose. The
impact from the application of this model is considered to be an upper-bound estimate. There is scientific
uncertainty about cancer risk in the low-dose region below the range of epidemiologic observation, and the
possibility of no risk, or even a health benefit, cannot be excluded. The low-dose region is defined as a dose
level (--0.0 1 rad) where DNA repair can occur in a short period (a few hours) after irradiation-induced damage.
DOE considers the use of CLWRs to produce tritium to be a viable, cost-effective, safe, and environmentally-
sound alternative, and not necessarily a promotion of nuclear energy.

07.06 Several commentors express their preference that the Bellefonte plant be converted into a fossil fuel

plant.

Comments Summarized: 11-1, 12-3, 98-2, 232-5, 704-14, 806-7

Response: Volume 1, Section 1.5.2.4 of the CLWR EIS discusses the Bellefonte Conversion Project EIS.
As stated in that section, if these reactors will not be utilized in the CLWR program, one of the five alternatives
addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statementfor the Bellefonte Conversion Project (TVA 1997)
could be selected in the Record of Decision for that EIS.

07.07 Several commentors express support for the Watts Bar/Sequoyah option, stating it would permit the
Tennessee Valley area to receive benefits in addition to the production of electricity; it is the least
environmentally destructive option; and it provides greater flexibility at the least cost.

Several other commentors express opposition to the Watts Bar/Sequoyah option, citing numerous reasons
including: increased risk to local residents, no economic benefit, adverse effects on the region's power supply,
and no increase in jobs.

Comments Summarized: 201-1, 226-1, 229-1, 230-1, 232-7, 233-1, 235-5, 246-1, 251-1, 252-1, 255-1,
806-9, 829-5

Response: DOE acknowledges that there is both support for and opposition to the Watts Bar/Sequoyah
alternative, which is the Preferred Alternative in the CLWR EIS. The reasons cited by supporters and
opponents are discussed in the EIS and also are the subject of specific comments and responses elsewhere in
the document. Public health and safety issues are discussed in Chapter 5 of the EIS, and also in response to
Comment Summaries 14.04 and 15.03. Socioeconomic issues, such as jobs, are both discussed in Chapter 5,
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alternative, which is the Preferred Alternative in the CL WR EIS. The reasons cited by supporters and 
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as well as in response to Comment Summaries in Category 13. Cost issues are discussed in response to
Comment Summnary 23,16. The commentors are also referred to the responses to Comment Summaries 7.03
and 7.04.

07.08 During the December .14, 1998, meeting a number of commentors compared the Bellefonte alternative
to the Watts Bar/Sequoyah alternative, Those in favor of Bellefonte feel that it would: (1) provide more
electricity, not less, as would happen at Watts Bar and Sequoyah during shutdowns needed to produce tritium;
(2) help stabilize electrical costs, since TVA would not have to buy power during periods of high demand; (3)
be cheaper, since the sale of electricity would pay back the tax dollars spent to build the plant; (4) provide
economic benefits, including jobs, to the region; (5) produce tritium for a longer period of time; (6) benefit
area ratepayers and taxpayers; (7) salvage an existing government asset; (8) provide national benefits, such as
the lowest cost to the taxpayer; and (9) generate power without greenhouse gases. Some comrnentors also
point out that, compared to Watts Bar/Sequoyah, Bellefonte is strongly supported by the local population
(including politicians, businessmen, labor unions, and educators) and many supporters have worked hard to
promote tritium production at the site.

Some commentors, after comparing the alternatives, favor the Watts Bar/Sequoyah alternative over the
Bellefonte alternative since it would: (1) use an existing facility; (2) avoid creating new health risks and
environmental concerns; (3) not impact new population areas; (4) cost less; (5) cause the least harm to
biological entities; and (6) offer the greatest flexibility at the least cost, given the future likelihood of additional
weapons reductions,

CommentsSummnarized: 214-1, 216-1, 219-1, 220-1, 221-1, 227-2, 233-2, 234-1, 236-1, 237-1, 238-1,
240-1, 242M3, 243-1, 244-1, 249-4, 814-2, 820-1, 822-1, 823-1, 824.2, 826-1,
830-1, 832-3, 833-1, 834-1

Response: DOE recognizes that there are advantages and disadvantages to both the Bellefonte alternative and
the Watts BariSoquoyah alternative. in designating the Preferred Alternative, the Secretary of Energy
considered a variety of factors including cost, schedule, flexibility, environmental impacts, and the ability to
meet statutory requirements. Based upon these factors, the Secretary judged the Watts Bar/Sequoyah
alternative preferable to Bellefonte. A final decision will not be made until at least 30 days after the EPA
Notice of Availability for the CLWR Final EIS is issued.

CATEGORY 08: DOE PAST PRACTICES

08.01 One commentor opposes transportation of TPBARs to the Savannah River Site for extraction because
the Savannah River Site cleanup 'Idoesnt sewn to be accomplishing its goal," and the commentor doesn't want
South Carolina to become a dump or storage site for nuclear and radioactive waste,

Comment Summarized: 18-2

Response: DOE has a very aggressive cleanup program and has worked with the EPA, states, stakeholders,
and the general public to develop long-range programs and commitments to clean tip its facilities to acceptable
levels. While the cornientor's opinion that DOE's clean-up actions are not accomplishing its goal are noted,
this comment is beyond the scope of the CLWR EIS. The impacts of low-level wastes associated with the
proposed action to produce tritium at one or more CLWRs are addressed in Volume 1, Sections 5.2. 1.11,
5.2.2.11, and 5.2.3.11 of the CLWR EIS. Impacts associated with wastes from tritium extraction are addressed
in the Tritium Extraction Facility EIS (DOE/EIS-0271) (DOE 1998a, DOE 1999b).
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08.02 Commentors suggest that DOE has a record of polluting and contaminating every site they have
operated and that the CLWR program will be no different. One commentor contends that the K-Reactor
should be utilized so that other sites will not be polluted by DOE. Another commentor contends that, since
the K-Reactor at the Savannah River Site has been contaminated beyond reasonable or economical expectation
for clean-up, it is difficult to see why the need for environmental upgrades are a reasonable excuse for this
facility not to be considered as a reasonable alternative. One commentor indicates that among other
deficiencies in cleanup activities, DOE has failed to site a nuclear repository and, therefore, its ability to
operate a CLWR program is in serious question. Another commentor indicates that in December 1991, coolant
contaminated with tritium leaked into the Savannah River from a DOE reactor. Another commentor states that
the CLWR EIS does not give the history of environmental and health problems around DOE tritium facilities.

Comments Summarized: 36-1, 41-4, 58-2, 103-3, 132-2, 136-3, 137-1, 211-3,217-3,252-3,507-2, 707-7,
720.2, 800-9, 803-3

Response: DOE recognizes that it has facilities which require some level of environmental cleanup. Similar
to other industries, most of the DOE facilities were designed and constructed in the 1940s and 1950s, prior
to today's environmental requirements, when the understanding of waste management principles was not what
it is today. Over the past several years, DOE has had a very aggressive facility modernization and cleanup
program and has worked with the EPA, states, Tribal Nations, stakeholders, and the general public to develop
long-range programs and commitments to cleanup its facilities to acceptable levels. To date, the Department
has completed numerous cleanup activities and is aggressively working toward the cleanup of its remaining
environmental problems. Actions taken to implement the CLWR tritium program would not be inconsistent
with nor impact these ongoing cleanup activities, since the cleanup activities of the DOE are funded and
managed separately.

In regard to the use of the K-Reactor at the Savannah River Site, this option was evaluated by the Final
Programmatic EIS (DOE 1995), but dismissed from further consideration for the reasons stated in Section
3.1.3 of that document and summarized here. The K-Reactor was designed in the 1940s and was utilized for
the production of tritium and other nuclear materials until 1988. At that time, the facility was shut down for
major environmental, safety, and health upgrades to comply with today's stringent standards. The commentor
is correct in that, during the effort to restart the K-Reactor, tritium-contaminated coolant was released into the
Savannah River. Despite a great number of improvements, it was finally decided that the facility was too old
and that the additional cost of upgrades sufficient to enable it to comply with the Department's existing
standards were too great. If the K-Reactor were to be used, the environmental problems associated with the
past use of this facility must be remedied in accordance with the Federal Facilities Act and Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) requirements.

In regard to DOE's ability to carry out the CLWR program, the Department has demonstrated a competency
in leading the industry in the use of nuclear energy and in the protection of human health and safety, DOE has
pioneered the development of energy-efficient products, space exploration technology, medical treatment
procedures, and a long list of other noted accomplishments. The focus of the CLWR EIS is to assess the
potential environmental impacts associated with the production of tritium at each of the five TVA reactors
being considered. A history of environmental and health issues associated with DOE facilities, as well as other
DOE programs such as the nuclear repository, does not fall within the scope of this EIS.

DOE is committed to improving its environmental management, to operating its facilities in a manner that
meets or exceeds all applicable environmental, safety, and health requirements, and to the cleanup of its
environmental problems. The alternatives being considered for the production of tritium in a CLWR all
propose the "utilization of state-of-the-art TVA reactors. These reactors have excellent environmental
compliance records and exemplary environmental, health, and safety programs to assure continued compliance.

3-34

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production o[Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor 

08.02 C.omment.ors suggest that DOE has a rec.ord .of p.olluting and c.ontaminating every site they have 
.operated and that the CL WR pr.ogram will be n.o different. One c.omment.or c.ontends that the K-React.or 
sh.ould be utilized s.o that .other sites will n.ot be p.olluted by DOE. An.other c.omment.or c.ontends that, since 
the K-React.or at the Savannah River Site has been c.ontaminated bey.ond reasonable.or ec.on.omical expectati.on 
f.or clean-up, it is difficultto see why the need for envir.onmental upgrades are a reas.onable excuse f.or this 
facility n.ot t.o be considered as a reas.onable alternative. One c.ommentor indicates that among .other 
deficiencies in cleanup activities, DOE has failed t.o site a nuclear rep.osit.ory and, theref.ore, its ability t.o 
.operate a CL WR pr.ogram is in seri.ous questi.on. Another c.omment.or indicates that in December 1991, co.olant 
contaminated with tritium leaked into the Sava1')l1ah River from a DOE reactor. An.other comrnentor states that 
the CL WR EIS does not give the history of environmental and health pr.oblems around DOE tritium facilities. 

Comments Summarized: 36-1,41-4,58-2, 103-3, 132-2, 136-3, 137-1,211-3,217-3,252-3,507-2,707-7, 
720.2, 800-9, 803-3 

Response: DOE rec.ognizes that it has facilities which require s.ome level .of envir.onmental cleanup. Similar 
t.o other industries, most of the DOE facilities were designed and constructed in the 1940" and 1950s, prior 
to today's environmental requirements, when the understanding of waste management principles was not what 
it is today. Over the past several years, DOE has had a very aggressive facility modernization and cleanup 
program and has worked with the EPA, states, Tribal Nations, stakeholders, and the general public t.o develop 
l.ong-range pr.ograms and commitments t.o cleanup its facilities t.o acceptable levels. To date, the Department 
has completed numerous cleanup activities and is aggressively working t.oward the cleanup of its remaining 
environmental problems. Actions taken to implement the CL WR tritium program would not be inconsistent 
with nor impact these ongoing cleanup activities, since the cleanup activities of the DOE are funded and 
managed separately. 

In regard to the use of the K-Reactor at the Savannah River Site, this option was evaluated by the Final 
Programmatic EIS (DOE 1995), but dismissed from further c.onsideration for the reasons stated in Section 
3.1.3 of that document and sumrnarized here. The K-Reactor was designed in the 1940s and was utilized for 
the production of tritium and .other nuclear materials until 1988~ At that time, the facility was shut down for 
major environmental, safety, and health upgrades to comply with today's stringent standards. The commentor 
is correct in that; during the effort to restart the K~Reactor, tritium-contaminated coola11t was released into the 
Savannah River. Despite a great number of improvements, it was finally decided that the facility was too old 
and that the additional cost of upgrades sufficient to enable it t.o comply with the Department's existing 
standards were too great. If the K-Reactor were to be used, the environmental pr.oblems associated with the 
past use of this facility must be remedied in accordance with the Federal Facilities Act and Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) requirements. 

In regard t.o DOE's ability to carry out the CLWR program, the Department has demonstrated a competency 
in loading the induatry in the lise ofnl,lclear energy and in the protection ofhut11all health und safoty. DOE has 
pioneered the devel.opment of energy-efficient products, space exploration technology, medical treatment 
pr.ocedures, and a long list of other noted accomplishments. The focus of the CL WR EIS is to assess the 
potential environmental impacts associated with the production of tritium at each of the five TV A reactors 
being considered. A history of environmental and health issues associated with DOE facilities, as well as .other 
DOE programs such as the nuclear repository, does not fall within the scope of this EIS. 

DOE is committed to improving its environmental management, to operating its facilities in a manner that 
meets or exceeds all applicable environmental, safety, and health requirements, and to the cleanup of its 
environmental problems. The altetnatives being considered for the production of tritium in a CL WR all 
pr.op.ose the ·utilizati.on of state-of-the-art TV A reactors. These reactors have excellent environmental 
compliance records and exemplaty environmental, health, and safety programst.o assure continued compliance. 

3-34 



Chapter 3 - Comment Summaries and Responses

In addition, as discussed in response to Comment Summary 05.10, DOE has confidence that the use of
TPBARs in a CLWR is safe and technically straightforward.

08.03 A commentor would like to know where tritium has been produced and what studies have been
conducted that show its effect on the environment.

Comments Summarized: 213-1, 818-1

Response: Volume 1, Section 1.3.3 of the CLWR EIS presents a brief discussion of the history of tritium
production. Appendix C discusses the properties of tritium and its effects on the environment, Section C,2.1,2
presents a discussion of health effects including references to the National Research Council's Committee on
the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR) reports. Section C.2.2 presents a discussion of tritium
characteristics and biological properties including references to International Commission on Radiological
Protection (ICRP) publications.

08.04 A commentor mentions a 12-year tritium leak to groundwater from a spent fuel holding tank at
Brookhaven National Laboratory and notes that public trust of the management of any nuclear reactor or
research laboratory anywhere in the world is slim. Further, the commentor questions the faith that industry
and the NRC put in nuclear science to find answers to industry problems.

Comments Summarized: 248-6, 819-1

Response: The tritium leak at Brookhaven National Laboratory involved material that leaked from an unlined
spent fuel pool. Ali the TVA reactor facilities include linings in the design of their spent fuel pools.

CATEGORY 09: TVA PAST PRACTICES

09.01 One commentor states that he lives about 2 miles from Watts Bar and feels quite safe and confident that
the plant is being operated safely. Another commentor expresses confidence in TVA's track record.

Comments Summarized. 26-2, 58-5

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Section 6.5 of the CLWR EIS, TVA operates all its reactor facilities
within all state and Federal regulations.

09.02 The commentor expresses a serious concern regarding the ability of DOE and TVA to carry out this
project successfully. The conunentor suggests that the EIS needs to point out changes in these organizations
that have or will be taking place to give assurance that the project will be handled properly and in accordance
with this EIS. The commentor also suggests that the EIS perform an evaluation on the "specified candidates"
capabilities to carry out the project. Referring to Section 6.53.1, the comnentor cites various examples of past
TVA experiences which, according to the commentor, point to TVA's inability to manage the program in an
environmentally acceptable manner.

Comment Summarized: 41-5

Response: TVA's capability to successfully carry out the project is inherently a major consideration in DOE's
decision process, In 1985, TVA made the decision to voluntarily shut down its nuclear units because of
technical deficiencies and the absence of an effective management system in the nuclear program. In response
to this situation, TVA restructured its nuclear organization, strengthened its management system, and
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successfully implemented a comprehensive recovery plan to address the identified deficiencies and regulatory
concerns. This strengthened management system demonstrated TVA's ability to recover the nuclear program,
and the agency continues to successfully manage the program as one of the leading performers in the industry.
TVA's management takes very seriously any identified problems and violations of any level. Corrective actions
are taken as soon as possible, and recurrence controls are put in place. While Sequoyah had a number of
violations identified during the mentioned time frame, the overall trend of violations continues to decrease and
the majority of those received recently have been characterized as having low safety significance. Watts Bar
Unit 1 was designed, built, and is operated to high standards and adheres to strict regulations to ensure the
health and safety of the public and TVA employees. Since successfully completing startup activities and
beginning commercial operation in. May 1996, Watts Bar has demonstrated excellent performance and set
world records during its first-cycle operation and refueling outage. Two years in a row, the plant received from
the NRC's Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance evaluation a "superior" rating in three of four
performance categories and a "good" in the remaining category. Volume 1, Sections 6.5.2 and 6.5.3 of the
CLWR EIS present a discussion of Institute of Nuclear Power Operations reports for the Watts Bar and
Sequoyah plants.

09.03 The commentor, referring to Section S. 1.5.5 (Summary) of the CLWR Draft EIS remarks that producing
tritium in a TVA reactor is not consistent with the Congressional purposes that established TVA. The
commentor notes that its establishment in 1933 had no bearing whatsoever to "national defense," although
later it was further developed to ensure a reliable supply of electricity for Oak Ridge. The commentor
recommends that the insinuation be removed. Another commentor suggests that tritium production is an
expansion of TVA's responsibilities from power production to weapons production, and asks whether tritium
production would influence TVA to move further into weapons and defense-related activities.

Comments Summarized: 41-6, 815-3

Response: The commentor is correct that TVA has provided electricity to the defense mission at Oak Ridge.
One of the key reasons for constructing TVA's Shawnee Fossil Plant near Paducah, Kentucky, was to provide
electricity to DOE's uranium enrichment plant at that location. The CLWR EIS Summary, Section S. 1.5.5, and
Volume 1, Section 1.3.6, provide an accurate summary of the TVA Act, so a revision of the text is
unnecessary. The preamble to the TVA Act identifies national defense as one of the purposes for TVA's
creation. Further, the TVA Act in Sections 15(h) and 31 indicates that the Act should be liberally construed
to aid TVA in discharging its responsibilities for the advancement of national defense and other statutory
purposes. In compliance with that Congressional mandate, TVA has supported the nation's defense efforts on
numerous occasions since its creation in 1933. TVA produced phosphorus and ammonium nitrate for
explosives and munitions during World War II and the Korean Conflict. From 1952 to 1957, TVA, under an
agreement with the Department of the Army, operated and maintained the Phosphate Development Works
complex, at which various phosphorus-based chemical agents were produced. From 1985 to 1998, under a
contract with the Department of Defense, the Phosphate Development Works was refurbished and reactivated
to process and purify the United States' remaining stock of a nerve agent component (methyl phosphoric
dichloride). TVA continues to support defense missions today with the cleanup of chemical and munitions
production and storage sites, as well as stabilization or disposal of surplus chemical weapons stockpiles. Thus,
tritium production is not an expansion of TVA's defense role nor would it influence TVA with regard to any
future defense-related activities. The text referred to by the commentor in the CLWR EIS Summary,
Section S.2, and Volume 1, Chapter 2, is accurate.

09.04 The commentor asserts that the Bellefonte plant would put radiation into the water and the air. The
commentor further remarks that, according to his understanding, the plant was stopped before because of the
high cost of meeting the environmental requirements and wonders how the requirements would be met now.
The commentor is interested in receiving documentation on the plan for this action.
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Comment Summarized: 49-2

Response: Radioactive effluents from nuclear facilities are strictly controlled and regulated in the United
States by state and Federal regulations for the protection of the environment and the health and welfare of the
public. Although the operation of Bellefonte, as analyzed in Volume 1, Section 5.2.3.9 of the CLWR EIS,
would result in radioactive discharges, resultant air and water concentrations would be well below established
regulatory limits. As stated in the CLWR EIS, Bellefonte was initially deferred in 1988 because of diminished
growth in TVA's customer power needs. In 1994, the TVA Board of Directors decided that the Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant would not be completed unless financial partners could be found. The cost of environmental
controls was not a factor in this decision.

09.05 The commentor asks, "What is the basis for using Institute of Nuclear Power Operations reports to
defend using TVA's CLWRs when the public does not have access to those reports and cannot get them?"
The commentor suggests that the public is at a vast disadvantage responding to this EIS on that basis alone.

Comment Summarized: 86-7

Response: As stated in Volume 1, Section 6.5.1 of the CLWR EIS, the purpose of the section that describes
compliance indicators is not for DOE to assess the adequacy of TVA's operation of its CLWRs, but to provide
a basis to assess whether there are any compliance issues that would interfere with the production of tritium.
The Institute of Nuclear Power Operations performance indicators are appropriately mentioned in this section,
as they are used by individual nuclear plants to help them improve their operations by measuring them against
established standards of excellence that apply across the industry. The Institute of Nuclear Power Operations
restricts distribution on all plant-specific performance, reports, and no one in the industry releases their
complete reports to other utilities or to the public. Distribution is restricted to encourage candor in
communications between the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (the auditor) and the nuclear plant being
audited. While the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations reports are confidential, NRC Systematic Assessment
of Licensee Performance reports are made available to the public, including all input material such as data from
the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations. All regulatory violations, whether they are self-identified or not,
are described in the NRC Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance reports and are made available to
the public.

09.06 The commentor remarks that the CLWR Draft EIS reports very small numbers of abused employees
that have been harmed as a result of raising safety issues. The commentor inquires about the source of these
numbers. The commentor also inquires as to how TVA, the NRC, and DOE will ensure a safety-conscious
work environment where employees feel free to raise safety issues without damage to them, their families, or
their careers.

Comments Summarized: 86-11,703-13

Response: Over the past several years, TVA has developed several means to monitor'the safety consciousness
of its workforce. Periodic surveys of employee attitudes regarding employee/management communication of
safety concerns are conducted by TVA's Office of Inspector General. TVA's Nuclear Concerns Resolution
Staff is a separate organization outside the normal nuclear management chain that provides an alternative path
for employees to communicate any safety or quality concerns. Through a standard exit interview process, the
Concerns Resolution Staff also provides employees and contractors leaving employment an opportunity to raise
any concerns and voice their opinions about employee/management communication. TVA management tracks
and trends employee grievances and U.S. Department of Labor complaints arising from allegations of
intimidation and harassment in order to gauge the effectiveness of its safety-conscious work environment
efforts. In the early 1990s, dozens of Department of Labor cases were filed within TVA Nuclear. No
Department of Labor cases were filed in 1998. Employee surveys in recent years indicate that approximately
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98-99 percent of the employees and contractors feel free to raise safety concerns with their direct management
without repri~al. The CLWR EIS does not include a discussion on the numbers of abused TVA employees
that have been harmed as a result of raising safety issues. Volume 1, Sections 6.5.2,1 and 6,5.3.1 of the
CLWR EIS discuss Notices of Violation which imposed civil penalties regarding alleged acts of
discrimination. The source of this information is the NRC.

09.07 The commentor remarks that, in attempting to discuss current projections for future energy demands
in Section 1.3.6, the CLWR Drall EIS does not make clear whether TVA's projections include conservation
measures to reduce demand and/or development of renewable energy resources.

Commnsent Summarized: 94-8

Response: TVA's projected customer power needs will be met using new generation resources, as well as
efficiency improvements to TVA's existing generation resources, Additionally, changes in customer end-use
(demand-side) efficiencies, such as conservation, are a factor in power need projections. Some of these end-use
efficiencies'result from programs carried out by TVA and the distributors of TVA power. TVA's Energy
Vision 2020, Integrated Resource Plan Environmental Impact Statement (TVA 1995) presents both short-term
and long-term TVA plans for demand-side management and customer service programs. A program is now
in the planning stages that would add additional renewable energy resources such as wind energy and solar
energy to TVA's generation system.

09.08 A convnentor, referring to Section 3.2.1 of the CLWR Draft EIS where the assumption is made that the
Bellefonte plant would be completed by 2005, states that the CLWR EIS should be subjected to a reality cheek,
and more reasonable projections should be used based on progress thus far on Bellefonte and the schedule of
Watts Bar 1. Another cornmentor asks whether the schedule for completing Bellefonte 1 is hypothetical or
real, The commentors also recommend that the CLWR EIS, in determining the reasonableness of completing
Bellefonte for tritium production by 2005, should provide information on how complete Bellefonte currently
is, how realistic the 2005 date is, and what size of spent nuclear fuel cooling pool is being (or has been)
designed and constructed,

Comments Summazioed: 94-17, 500-1

Response: The schedule for completing Bellefonte Nuclear Plant Unit 1 is consistent with DOE's tritium
requirement, The schedule for the completion is based on sound assumptions and experonience gained through
prior operation, It has been reviewed extensively by outside experts, such as Bechtel, Ebasco, and Fluor
Daniel. In Volume 1, Section 3.2.2, the CLWR EIS states that Bellefonte Unit 1 is 90 percent complete while
Unit 2 is 57 percent complete. The reasonableness of the 2005 completion date has been reviewed. Irrespective
of the completion schedule for Bellefonte, it is likely that the first core load of TPBARs would be irradiated
in the Watts Bar plant. As discussed in Volume 1, Section 4.2,3.11, the spent fuel pool for Unit 1 is
constructed and will be able to store 1,058 spent fuel assemblies, This capacity would be sufficient to store
20 years of operation without alternate storage means.

09.09 The commentor states that, as someone who grew up in the shadows of Watts Bar and remembers
reading the newspaper articles and what it took to bring that facility on line, he is appalled that DOE would
even discuss Watts Bar.

Comnmient Summarized: 503-5

Response: Watts Bar Unit 1 was designed, built, and is operated to high standards and adheres to strict
regulations to ensure the health and safety of the public and TVA employees. Since. successfully completing
startup activities and beginning commercial operation in May 1996, Watts Bar has demonstrated excellent
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performance (see Volume 1, Section 6.5.2.1). Its first operating cycle was the best first cycle for the first unit
of any plant in the United States. For Fiscal Year 1998, Watts Bar set a new site generation record and had
the best first-cycle refueling outage for U.S. plants in the past decade. For the second time in a row, the plant
received from the NRC's Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance evaluation a "superior" rating in
three of four performance categories and a "good" in the remaining category.

09.10 A commentor points out that the primary coolant systems at Sequoyah and Watts Bar are of a
recognized bad design and are virtually inoperable at any given time. The commentor expresses concern that
this has received little or no attention by TVA or DOE, and that ratepayers should not be responsible for their
mismanagement.

Comments Summarized: 241-4, 811-7

Response: The design of the Watts Bar and Sequoyah reactors has been thoroughly reviewed and licensed
by the NRC. TVA operates its plants in compliance with all NRC requirements and all other applicable
regulations. Volume 1, Chapter 6 of the CLWR EIS describes the regulatory compliance history of both Watts
Bar and Sequoyah.

CATEGORY 10: LAND, AESTHETICS, NOISE, SOILS, GENERAL ENVIRONMENT

10.01 The commentor expresses concern that the plume from operation of the cooling tower would result in
odors in the valley.

Comment Summarized: 12-4

Response: The cooling tower plume associated with operation of a nuclear reactor is a water vapor plume and
would not result in any detectable odor.

10.02 The commentor expresses concern that DOE has not provided adequate information on soils and
geology with which to evaluate storage options, other future structures, and the protection of groundwater from
wastes at Bellefonte.

Comment Summarized: 116-20

Response: DOE believes that the information provided on geology and soils for Bellefonte. in Volume 1,
Section 4.2.3.5 of the CLWR EIS is adequate for the level of impacts anticipated and discussed in Section
5.2.3.5. Extensive evaluations of soils and bedrock on the Bellefonte site were conducted prior to the
construction of Bellefonte Units 1 and 2. These evaluations are discussed in the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant
Final Safety Analysis Report (TVA 1991) and in the Final Environmental Statement, Bellefonte Nuclear Plant
Units I and 2 (TVA 1974). The Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Bellefonte Conversion Project
(TVA 1997) also summarizes geological and soil conditions at the site. The last two documents serve as a
baseline on which the environmental impacts associated with tritium production are assessed. Although the
characteristics of soils can play a role in controlling spills of fuels, oils, solvents, or other chemicals, the
primary controls are engineered controls and mitigation measures as provided in the site Spill Prevention,
Control, and Countermeasures Plan. The environmental impacts from the construction and operation of the
dry cask Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI) are addressed in Volume 1, Section 5.2.6 of the
CLWR EIS. However, no decision will be made to either construct or operate a dry cask ISFSI as a result of
this EIS. Appropriate NEPA documentation would be prepared prior to the construction of such a facility.
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Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

10.03 Commentors are opposed to tritium production in general or at Bellefonte in particular because of the
increased risk of environmental contamination.

Comments Summarized: 29-1, 37-1, 84-1, 98-1, 139-1, 212-7, 712-1

Response: The radiological releases to the environment that could result from the proposed action under
normal operating conditions and various hypothetical accident scenarios are conservatively estimated in
Chapter 5 of the EIS for each candidate reactor site. The potential impacts to the environment and the
radiological doses and risks to the public from these releases also are assessed and discussed in Chapter 5. The
assumptions and methodology used for the assessment are discussed in detail in Volume 1, Appendix C and
D of the CLWR EIS for normal operation and accident conditions, respectively. The methodology used is
based on scientific standards accepted in the industry and dictated by Federal and state regulatory authorities.
As discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS, the environmental impacts and the potential doses
to the public are well within limits considered acceptable by the regulatory authorities. The potential
environmental impacts resulting from the operation of Bellefonte specifically are addressed in Section 5.2.3
of the CLWR EIS.

10.04 One commentor states that any pollution problem would not be greater than that which already exists
for the TVA area. Other conunentors suggest that the East Tennessee region is ahleady overflowing with toxic
materials from both local industry and DOE operations and cannot handle any more toxic wastes.

Comments Summarized: 103-1, 211-1, 248-7

Response: Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS analyzes the range of potential impacts which could occur
at each of the three TVA plants. These impacts were determined to be within regulatory limits for each of the
alternatives. Existing environmental conditions within the TVA area as they relate to the operation of the TVA
reactors as tritium-producing plants are described in Volume 1, Section 4.2, Affected Environment.

CATEGORY 11: AIR, WATER RESOURCES

11.01 The commentor asks the following: What is the current wastewater program that the TVA nuclear
programs use to clean up the reactor coolant waste water prior to release into the Tennessee River? Where is
the procedure for that and how often is that program tested to support its reliability? What are the criteria that
the NRC will use to monitor that program? Where are those criteria located now?

Comments Summarized: 86-9, 703-1

Response: As described in Volume 1, Sections 4.2.1.4 and 4.2.2.4 of the CLWR EIS, the radionuclide
contaminants in the primary coolant are the source of liquid radioactive waste at the Watts Bar and Sequoyah
plants. Each source of liquid waste receives an individual type of treatment before discharge to the
environment under the National Pollutants Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. The CLWR EIS
presents the amount of radioactive liquid effluent to the Tennessee River in Volume 1, Tables 5-2, 5-12, and
5-30, and presents potential tritium concentration in the river in Tables 5-3, 5-13, and 5-31. TVA Nuclear
contracts with a vendor to process the reactor coolant wastewater and to ensure any radioactivity is well within
the established regulated limits prior to release to the Tennessee River. The vendor is responsible for
supplying and operating the liquid waste processing system. Prior to system use, the vendor supplies to TVA
for review a "Process Control Program" that describes the available processing vessels, operating parameters,
and suggested removal criteria for the various media utilized in the vessels. Vendor operating procedures also
are submitted for TVA's review. Prior to each batch of processed water being released to the Tennessee River,
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an analysis is performed to identify the radioactive species present. This analysis also determines each
pollutant's rate of discharge and the total activity to be released to the Tennessee River and compares these
estimates to the regulatory limits for each pollutant. These releases are well below the allowable activity limits
presented in 10 CFR 20. The NRC monitors and inspects conformance to the 10 CFR 20 release limits.

11.02 The commentor states that the document should explain whether the operational limits for a plant would
be changed to produce tritium and whether those changes might affect the NPDES permits under which that
plant now operates.

Comment Summarized: 126-3

Response: Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1.4 and 5.2.2.4 have been revised to clarify that TVA does not envision
any changes to the operational limits that might affect the NPDES permits for the Watts Bar and Sequoyah
plants.

11.03 Two commentors recommend that DOE should consider background and downstream monitoring of
the facilities.

Comments Summarized: 126-4, 129-1

Response: TVA presently monitors downstream of the release point at Watts Bar and Sequoyah, and will
monitor downstream of the Bellefonte release point (once Bellefonte begins operation) in accordance with
regulatory requirements. The NRC requires that the monitoring for tritium detects at a level of 2,000
picocuries per liter. TVA monitors more conservatively than the NRC requirement and can detect at levels
of 300 picocuries per liter. In addition to monitoring liquid effluent pathways, TVA also monitors releases
via air pathways. In accordance with regulatory requirements, TVA routinely files environmental reports with
the NRC and state agencies that identify and quantify scheduled and unscheduled liquid and air pathway
releases to the environment. These reports also identify the consequences of these releases (i.e., doses) on the
general population.

11.04 The commentor asks: (1) who is ultimately accountable for determining how much tritium can be
released into the Tennessee River; (2) who has the authority to determine whether the procedures for the
current wastewater program are correct; and (3) whether the current program is capable of providing complete
and accurate numbers for the amounts of tritium that would be released into the river.

Comment Summarized: 703-2

Response: All commercial power reactors discharge liquid and gaseous tritium during operation. The NRC
and EPA are statutorily responsible for setting discharge limits for radionuclides (including tritium) and
enforcing those limits. TVA is responsible for meeting those limits and demonstrating compliance with them.
All nuclear plant discharges are sampled and/or monitored to verify that they are within applicable limits. The
instrumentation involved is periodically calibrated to ensure accuracy. In addition, TVA has a comprehensive
radiological monitoring program which samples airborne and terrestrial pathways between the plant and the
surrounding population to verify that all human exposure limits are met. All samples are analyzed at TVA's
Western Area Radiological Laboratory in Muscle Shoals, Alabama. All analyses are conducted in accordance
with written and approved procedures and are based on accepted methods. The Radiological Laboratory
employs a comprehensive quality assurance/quality control program to monitor laboratory performance
throughout the year. The program includes equipment checks to ensure that the radiation detection instruments
are working properly and analysis of the quality control samples are included alongside routine environmental
samples. The laboratory participates in the EPA Interlaboratory Comparison Program. In addition, samples
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are split with the EPA National Air and Radiation Environmental Laboratory, and applicable state agencies
provide an independent verification of the overall performance of the laboratory.

The answer to the commentor's three points are: (1) the NRC regulates how much tritium can be released,
(2) the NRC establishes the wastewater program requirements, and (3) the current program is considered to
provide an accurate assessment of any tritium released into the Tennessee River.

11.05 The commentor asks whether a National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants for
radionuclides is applicable to tritium production.

Comment Summarized: 143-4

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Section 6.2.2, National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants for radionuclides (40 CFR 61, Subparts H and 1) are not applicable to NRC-licensed facilities such
as the TVA reactors, (See National Emission Standards for Radionuclide Emissions from Facilities Licensed
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and Federal Facilities Not Covered by Subpart H, Final Rule, 60 FR
46206 (September 5, 1995).] Radioactive emissions, including tritium, are regulated by the NRC (10 CFR 50,
Appendix 1, 40 CFR 190, and 10 CFR 20). Furthermore, as indicated in Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1.9.1 and
5.2.2.9.1, impacts from radioactive emissions from tritium production at Watts Bar or Sequoyah would be
small. Section 5.2.3.9.1 presents the expected impacts from radioactive emissions from tritium production at
the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. The EPA decided that compliance with NRC regulations constitutes compliance
with 40 CFR 61.

11.06 The commentor suggests that the statement on page 5-39 of the CLWR Draft EIS, which says that
studies of natural draft cooling towers in England approximate the performance of natural draft cooling towers
in the southern United States, needs amplification. The commentor asserts that there are significant climate
differences between these two areas.

Comment Summarized: 146-12

Response: The commentor is concerned that the cooling tower solids deposition rate presented in the CLWR
Draft EIS may not be representative of the Bellefonte cooling towers. The text has been revised in the CLWR
Final EIS to present the estimated solids deposition rate near the Bellefonte cooling towers.

11.07 One commentor suggests that adverse impacts to water quality have not been analyzed properly in the
EIS and that there is a lack of data on impacts from previous diversions. Specifically, a cormnentor suggests
that data presented in Tables 5-22 and 5-23 are outdated and that concentrations of pollutants from Bellefonte
during operation need to be presented. The commentor states that the following statement does nothing to ease
one's mind: "Water required from the Guntersville Reservoir would be a small fraction of the river flow, and
most of it would be returned to the reservoir after use." (CLWR Draft EIS p. 5-42).

Comment Summarized: 116-21

Response: The CLWR EIS also analyzed the potential radiological water quality impacts associated with
operation of Bellefonte 1 or Bellefonte 1 and 2 for tritium production. The results of these analyses, presented
in Volume 1, Section 5.2.3.4 of the CLWR EIS, indicate that concentrations of tritium in the Tennessee River
resulting from the operation of the plant would be well below limits established by the EPA' for drinking water.
Discharges and concentrations in the reservoir would meet the limitations of the NPDES Permit and Alabama
Department of Environmental Management drinking water standards, which have been set to protect the public
drinking water supply.
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Water use by other users withdrawing water from the Guntersville Reservoir is discussed in Volume 1,
Section 4,2,3.4 of the CLWR Final EIS, Tables 5-28 and 5-29 (formerly Tables 5.22 and 5-23) have been
revised to agree with the more recent water quality monitoring data for Guntersville Reservoir presented in
Table 4-26. Revised concentrations in the reservoir after effluent mixHig have been included in the tables.

11.08 The cornmentor notes that, on page 5-33 of the CLWR Draft EIS, the Watts Bar I radioactive effluent
is given as 14,890 Curies per year. The commentor asks whether this effluent impacts the surface water and,
if so, why there is no change to water quality conditions.

Comment Summarized: 22-2

Response: The CLWR EIS analyzes the potential water quality impacts associated with operation of Watts
Bar I for tritium production. The rtsults of these analyses, presented in the revised Volume 1, Section 5.2.1.4
of the CLWR EIS, indicate that concentrations of tritium in the Tennessee River resulting from tritium
production at the plant would be well below limits established by the EPA for drinking water. It should be
noted that the radioactive effluent from each of the reactors has been modified to eliminate the contribution
from two failed TPBARs. TPBAR failure is considered an abnormal event and the resulting release of
radioactive materials from this event would not occur on an annual basis.

11.09 The commentor asks the distance between the.Bellefonte plant's point of discharge into tde river and
the point where the Jackson County Water Department draws water from the river for public use. Further,
upon hearing the answer is 4.5 miles, the commentor asks if the public water source that was measured is the
one for Fort Payne. The commentor also asks the location of the other public water sources in Jackson County
and their distance from the Bellefonte plant's discharge point.

Comment Summarized: 606-1

Response: The nearest municipal water intake is for Fort Payne at Tennessee River Mile 387.6, 2,7 miles
downstroaim of Ow TVA Bellefonte effluent diffuser. The next nearest municipal water intake is fur Scottsboro
at Tennessee River Mile 385.8, 4,5 miles downstream of Bellefonte, at the Comer Bridge (Alabama Route 35).
Scottsboro provides water to Jackson County from this intake. Other water supply intakes near Bellefonte are
listed in Volume 1, Section 4.2.3,4, and Table 4-27 of the CLWR Final EIS.

11.10 The commentor claims that DOE failed to discuss the impacts of the proposed action on surface and
groundwater, The commentor further opines that, although the Department concedes that there will be an
impact to the water quality, it did not address monitoring. The commentor suggests that, since tritium oxide
is chemically identical to water, it cannot be filtered out of the water, implying that monitoring for tritium after
it has been released is too late.

comnm ant Swtmua~iged: 116-17

Response: Volume 1, revised Sections 5,2.1.4, 5.2,2.4, and 5,2.3.4 of the CLWR Final EIS discuss potential
releases of tritium to surface waters around each site and address potential tritium cancentrations. As discussed
in these sections, the resulting tritium concentration in these waters would be well within the drinking water
limit established in the Safe Drinking Water Act, Plant procedures associated with any tritium monitoring
would be approved by the NRC. With respect to groundwater, the EIS concludes that groundwater quality
would not be affected by the operation of the reactors in a tritium-producing mode.

11,11 The commentor, referring to a statement made in the CLWR Draft EIS that, "Operational impacts on
threatened or endangered species could occur through tho release of thermal, chemical, or radioactive
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discharges to the atmosphere or the river," asks why it is necessary to discharge radioactive materials into the
river and whether there is an alternative.

Comment Summarized: 602-1

Response: The statement the commentor refers to is a general statement that thermal, chemical, or radioactive
discharges potentially could occur. Further on in the text, the CLWR EIS states that the impact of such
radiological releases should not have a detrimental effect on endangered species. Modern nuclear plants,
however, do discharge some extremely small amounts of thermal, chemical, and radioactive materials during
normal operations. This is because trace amounts of these materials find their way into the makeup water that
feeds into and out of the reactor coolant system. When the coolant water leaves the reactor, it is piped into
large "hold-up" tanks. Most of the water is recycled back into the reactor; but when the hold-up tank fills, the
water is sampled and tested to make sure it is within the regulated radiological limits, and then discharged to
the river. Such discharges are regulated by the NRC and by state environmental protection agencies. The state
agencies issue NPDES permits that allow the plants to discharge certain chemicals and radiological
constituents within legally specified limits. There are limits on how much of these materials a plant can
discharge and when it can discharge them. The. analyses presented in the CLWR EIS show that the
incremental risk associated with such normal discharges would be very small. Even if a plant's safety systems
failed and all the tritium released to the reactor coolant system during normal operation were discharged into
the river, the resulting radiological doses would be small. [In estimating the radiological doses and risks to
the public from such a tritium release, the CLWR EIS assumed the public was drinking water directly from
the river, eating fish from the river, and swimming in the river.] Radiation dose limits for protecting human
health are much lower than any dose that would be expected to have any adverse effects on other organisms.
For this reason, such radiological releases should not affect endangered species or any other wildlife that
includes the river as part of its habitat.

11.12 The commentor asks whether the small amounts of radiological and chemical materials normally
discharged into a river by a nuclear power plant are processed before being discharged.

Comment Summarized: 602-2

Response: The liquid discharges from a nuclear plant are processed prior to release via controlled pathway
to the river to reduce the quantities of radiological and chemical materials to well below the acceptable level
established by the Federal and state regulatory authorities. However, it should be noted that this processing
does not reduce the quantity of tritium before it is released to the environment. Tritium concentrations are
monitored to ensure compliance with limits established by the NRC.

11.13 In response to an inquiry by another commentor regarding meteorological data collection, the
coinmentor states that a device that measures wind velocities to gather data on prevailing winds in the region
near the Watts Bar site already is available at the plant.

Comment Summarized: 701-2

Response: Each nuclear plant site is required to maintain an operable meteorological tower to supply weather
information as needed to direct survey operations during a radiological emergency. From these and other
facilities, TVA has accumulated detailed, thorough sets of meteorological data at each site, which were used
in analyzing environmental impacts for air pathway pollutant releases in this EIS. Volume 1, Section 4.2.1.3
of the CLWR EIS describes the meteorology and climatology in the region of the Watts Bar site, including the
prevailing winds, which are from the south-southwest.

3-44

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production a/Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor 

discharges to the atmosphere or the river," asks why it is necessary to discharge radioactive materials into the 
river and whether there is an alternative. 

Comment Summarized: 602-1 

Response: The statement the commentor refers to is a general statement that thermal, chemical, or radioactive 
discharges potentially could occur. Further on in the text, the CL WR EIS states that the impact of such 
radiological releases should not have a detrimental effect on endangered species. Modern nuclear plants, 
however, do discharge some extremely small amounts of thermal, chemical, and radioactive materials during 
nonnal operations. This is because trace amounts of these materials find their way into the makeup water that 
feeds into and out of the reactor coolant system. When the coolant water leaves the reactor, it is piped into 
large "hold-up" tanks. Most of the water is recycled back into the reactor; but when the hold-up tank fills, the 
water is sampled and tested to make sure it is within the regulated radiological limits, and then discharged to 
the river. Such discharges are regulated by the NRC and by state ~nvironmental protection agencies. The state 
agencies issue NPDES permits that allow the plants to discharge certain chemicals and radiological 
constituents within legally specified limits. There are limits on how much of these l'tlaterials a plant can 
discharge and when it can discharge them. The. analyses presented in the CL WR EIS show that the 
incremental risk associated with such normal discharges would be very small. Even if a plant's safety systems 
failed and all the tritium released to the reactor C!oolant system during normal operation were discharged into 
the river, the resulting radiological doses would be small. [In estimating the radiological doses and risks to 
the public from such a tritium release, the CL WR EIS assumed the public was drinking water directly from 
the river, eating fish from the river, and swimming in the river.] Radiation dose limits for protecting human 
health are much lower than any dose that would be expected to have any adverse effects on other organisms. 
For this reason, such radiological releases should not affect endangered species or any other wildlife that 
includes the river as part of its habitat. 

11.12 The commentor asks whether the small amounts of radiological and chemical materials nonnally 
discharged into a river by a nuclear power plant are processed before being discharged. 

Comment Summarized: 602-2 

Response: The liquid discharges from a nuclear plant are processed prior to release via controlled pathway 
to the rivtlr to reduce the quantities of radiological nnd chemical materials to well below the acoeptable level 
established by the Federal and state regulatory authorities. However, it should be noted that this processing 
does not reduce the quantity of tritium before it is released to the enviromnent. Tritium concentrations are 
monitored to ensure compliance with limits established by the NRC. 

11.13 In response to an inquiry by another commentor regarding meteorological data collection, the 
commentor states that a device that mtlaBurtls wind vtllocities to guther data eo pl'evailiag winds in the region 
near the Watts Bar site already is available at the plant. 

Comment Summarized: 701-2 

Response: Each nuclear plant site is required to maintain an operable meteorological tower to supply weather 
information as needed to direct !iurvey operations during a radiological emergency. From these and other 
facilities, TV A has accumulated detailed, thorough sets of meteorological data at each site, which were used 
in analyzing environmental impacts for air pathway pollutant releases in this EIS. Volume 1, Section 4.2.1.3 
of the CLWREIS describes the meteorology and climatology in the region of the Watts Bar site, including the 
prevailing winds, which are from the south-southwest. 

3-44 



Chapter 3 - Comment Summaries and Responses

CATEGORY 12: ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES

12.01 The commentor is concerned that TVA is divesting some of its recreational properties, such as the Land
Between the Lakes,' and putting so much energy into this project, The commentor would like TVA to keep
that project and maybe turn it over to the Wildlife Resources Agency or some other agency to maintain. The
comnmentor expresses a belief that it is not fair to take land from private citizens for TVA uses and then just
dump it to some other agency; the land should go back to the people or some other appropriate community use.

Comment Summarized: 707-10

Response: TVA received appropriated funding to continue to manage the Land Between The Lakes in Fiscal
Year 1999 as a National Recreation Area. TVA is committed to continue operating this area to provide
outdoor recreation and environmental education opportunities for the American people, For more information
concerning this project, the commentor is encouraged to call 1-800-525-7077.

12.02 The commentor states agreement with the information presented in the CLWR Draft EIS that there
would be only a minimal impact on the Guntorsville Reservoir-less than 0,2 percent of the flow-and only
minor impacts to other aquatic resources.

Comment Summarized: 627-2

Response: Impacts to Guntersville Reservoir from the production of tritium at Bellefonte are discussed in
Volume 1, Seotion 5,2.3.4 of the CLWR EIS; impacts to aquatic resources are discussed in Section 5.2.3.6.

12.03 The commentor expresses concern that ecosystem and economical considerations were not thoroughly
examined and that activities such as diversions of water and dam construction have affected the viability of
aquatic wildlife. The commentor asks what is to be gained environmentally and economically by choosing a
CLWR for tritium production,

Comment Summarized: 116-11

Response: The CLWR EIS summarizes the existing ecological environment at each of the three CLWR sites.
These discussions may be found in Volume 1, Sections 4.2.1.6 (Watts Bar Nuclear Plant Unit 1), 4,2.2.6
(Sequoyah Nuclear Plant Units I and 2), and 4.2.3.6 (Bellefonte Nuclear Plant Units I and 2). The EIS further
addresses the environmental consequences of the alternatives at each site in Sections 5.2.1.6, 5.2.2.6, and
5.2.3.6. DOE is confident that discussions presented in these sections adequately address ecological issues
related to the proposed action. Impacts fi'om water diversions and dam construction on the Tennessee River
are beyond the scope of the present document. Economical benefits from the proposed action are addressed
under the socioeconomic sections of Chapter 5,

12.04 The commentor cites a number of court cases and expresses concern that the CLWR EIS did not
adequately address potential impacts to threatened and endangered species, especially the Indiana bat, and that
DOE, although it notified the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, did not consult with that agency concerning
threatened and endangered species.

Comment Summarized: 116-13

Response; The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has been consulted concerning potential threatened and
endangered species that could occur at each CLWR site. Two letters were received (July 10, 1998, Lee
Barclay, Field Supervisor, to Jon Loney, Manager, Environmental Management, TVA, [DOI 1998a] and
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outdoor recreation and environmental education opportunities for the American people .. For more infbrnlatioll 
concerning this project, the commentor is encouraged to cl;1111-800-525-7077. 

12.0Z The commentor sta.tes agreement with the information presented in the CL WR Draft EIS that there 
would be only a minimal impact on the OUftttil'sville Resct"Vojf,-o-less than 0.2 pCl'otmtofthe flow~and (:luly 
minor impacts to other aquatic r~sources. 

Comment Summarized: 627-2 

Response: Impacts to Guntersville Reservoir from the production of tritium at Bellefonte are discussed in 
Volume 1, SIMi on 5.2.3.4 of the CLWR ElS; impact!) to aquatic resources are discussod in Section 5.2.3.6. 

12.03 The commentor expresses concern that ecosystem and economical considerations were not thoroughly 
examined ~nd that utltivities sl.lch us diversions of water and dam oonstruction have affeeted the viability of 
aquatic wildlife. The commentor asks what is to be gained environmentally and economically by choosing a 
CL WR for tritium production. 

Comment Summarized: 116-11 

Response: The CLWR EIS summarizes the existing ecological environment at each of the three CLWR sites. 
These dhltmssioll!l rnay be found in Volume I, Section~ 4.2.1.6 (Watts Bar Nuclear Plant Unit 1), 4.2.2.6 
(Sequoyah Nuclear Plant Units I and 2), and 4.2.3.6 (Bellefonte Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2). The EIS further 
addresses the environmental consequences of'the alternatives at each site in Sections 5.2.1.6, 5.2.2.6, and 
5.2.3.6. DOE is confident that discussions presented in these sections adequately address ecological issues 
related to the proposed action. Impacts from water diversions atId dam construction on the Tennessee River 
are beyond the scope of the present document. Economical benefits from the proposed action are addressed 
under the socioeconomic sections of Chapter 5, 

12.04 The commentor cites a number of court cases and expresses concern that the CLWR EIS did not 
adequately uddrtlss potential imp<!-cts to thrtlstened and endansored specios, especially the tndiUl1It bat, 8fld that 
DOE, although it notified the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, clid not consult with that agency concerning 
threatened and endangered species. 

Comment Summarized: 116-13 

Response: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has been consulted concerning potential threatened and 
enclang~l'ed SPOOiClS that could occur at each CL WIt sit~. Two leth.'!'!! were reoeived (July 10, 1998, Lee 
Barclay, Field Supervisor, to Jon Loney, Manager, Environmental Manugement, TV A, [001 1998a] and 
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July 21, 1998, Larry E. Goldman, Field Supervisor, to Jon Loney, Manager Environmental Management, TVA
[DOI 1998b]) providing information on threatened and endangered species that should be evaluated at the
three proposed sites. On September 29, 1998 (letter from James H. Lee, Regional Environmental Officer, to
Stephen Sohinki, Director, Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office, DOE [DOI 1998c]), the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service commented on the CLWR Draft EIS and noted that: "The Fish and Wildlife Service
previously provided a current list of Federally threatened and endangered species [including the Indiana bat]
which occur in the area. The CLWR EIS incorporated consideration of impacts to those species and concluded
the operation would not adversely impact those species. The Fish and Wildlife Service does not anticipate
adverse effects to listed species from the proposal." If TVA's operational monitoring program finds an adverse
impact on any listed species, TVA will initiate further consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

12.05 The conmnentor states that the EIS lacks site-specific ecological data and analysis concerning sensitive
species. The commentor states that site-specific analysis should include the number of individuals of a species
and how many will be killed or displaced by the proposed action.

Comment Summarized: 116-19

Response: DOE believes that the analyses of ecological resources, including sensitive species, provided in
Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1.6, 5.2.2.6, and 5.2.3.6 of the CLWR EIS adequately address potential impacts from
the proposed action at each of the three sites under consideration. Where the potential exists to affect
ecological resources, the analyses demonstrate that impacts would be minor and/or of short duration. These
results do not warrant the collection and analysis of detailed population data for each species potentially
affected. The collection of detailed data and its analysis would only provide meaningful results if other than
minor and/or short-term impacts were postulated. Council on Environmental Quality Regulations 1502.2 (a)
and (b) state that EISs should be analytic rather than encyclopedic and that impacts should be discussed in
proportion to their significance. The regulations go on to state, "There shall be only brief discussion of other
than significant issues. As in finding of no significant impact, there should be only enough discussion to show
why more study is not warranted."

With regard to sensitive species, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, after reviewing the CLWR Draft EIS,
found the analysis adequate to conclude that adverse impacts to listed species are not anticipated (letter dated
September 29, 1998, James H; Lee, Regional Environmental Officer, to Stephen Sohinki, Director,
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office [DOI 1998c]).

12.06 The commentor notes that Section 4.2.2.6, Aquatic Resources, mentions a decline in native mussel
populations near the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant; but the reason for the decline was not addressed.

Comment Summarized: 146-6

Response: The referenced section states that few native mussels persist in the impounded portions of the
Tennessee River adjacent to the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant site. The paragraph also' states that mussels are
present in the portions of the riverbelow both the Chickamauga and Watts Bar Dams. While not directly
stated, the intent of the paragraph is to point out that mussels do not occur in the impounded portions of the
river and do occur in the more free-flowing portions of the river below the dams. Volume 1, Section 4.2.2.6
was revised in the CLWR Final EIS to clarify this point.
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CATEGORY 13: SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

13.01 The commentor states that people that live near Bellefonte are not educated enough to operate nuclear
power plants and that bringing in employees to run the plant is not a good idea. Another commentor expresses
concern that there is not enough housing for people to move into the area around Bellefonte.

Comments Summarized: 106-2, 200-1

Response: Approximately 800 people would be needed at Bellefonte for its efficient and safe operation.
These 800 individuals would possess different skills and have various levels of education and training
commensurate with their duties and responsibilities at the nuclear plant. Any individuals hired from the area
or elsewhere to work at Bellefonte would be well trained in accordance with NRC requirements, applicable
laws, good business practices, and nuclear industry guidelines. Internal and external audits, inspections, and
assessments would ensure that these persons remain adequately trained to safely perform theirjobs at the plant.
While the initial economic effect of bringing in workers to operate Bellefonte may strain local infrastructure,
the overall impact is expected to result in economic growth for the region.

Demand for housing by construction and operations workers in the vicinity of Bellefonte would increase during
the completion and operation of the plant. Data indicate that vacant permanent housing for sale and rent in
the vicinity of Bellefonte would not meet this demand. It is anticipated, however, that the completion and
operation of Bellefonte would stimulate the construction of additional permanent housing, the opening of new
trailer parks, and the expansion of existing parks to meet this demand. The construction of new housing units
during the completion of Bellefonte would have a positive effect on the regional economy. It is expected that
these new units also would meet permanent housing requirements for plant operations workers and their
families. The impacts on housing from the completion and operation of Bellefonte are discussed in greater
detail in Volume .1, Section 5.2.3.8 of the CLWR EIS.

13.02 The commentor asks the following question, "Since TVA has been planning on converting Bellefonte
to a fossil fuel plant, how will the destruction of that plan affect the economics of the surrounding area?"

Comment Summarized: 116-12

Response: The economic impacts of converting Bellefonte to a fossil fuel plant are described in Section 4.2.12
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Bellefonte Conversion Project (TVA 1997). As
explained in Volume 1, Chapter 3 of the CLWR EIS, the purpose of the EIS is to assess reasonable alternatives
for producing tritium in one or more CLWRs to satisfy national security requirements as directed by the
President. DOE believes that the CLWR EIS discusses all of the reasonable alternatives for producing tritium
in one or more CLWRs to satisfy national security requirements as directed by the President. Conversion of
the Bellefonte plant to a fossil fuel electricity-generating plant would not accomplish DOE's purpose and need
as stated in the CLWR EIS. As such, conversion of the Bellefonte plant to a fossil fuel plant is not a
reasonable alternative for the CLWR EIS and, therefore, the comparison of tritium production with a fossil fuel
plant is not presented in the CLWR EIS.

13.03 The commentor suggests that DOE avoids discussing in the CLWR EIS the economic impacts to
recreation in general and, specifically, the Guntersville State Park and Reservoir. The EIS did not discuss the
economics of fishing, hunting, hiking, wildflower viewing, bird watching, horseback riding or other
recreational uses of these areas.

Comment Summarized: 116-22
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Response: As the commentor points out, it is indeed true that the economic impacts to recreation are
somewhat "intangible" and difficult to quantify. Impacts to recreation, however, may be evaluated by
reviewing the number of fishing and boating licenses, for example, on other reservoirs with nuclear power
plants experiencing similar conditions to that which would be experienced on the Guntersville Reservoir if the
Bellefonte plant became operational.

TVA constructed and operates two nuclear power plants, Sequoyah and Watts Bar, on Chickamauga Reservoir
near Chattanooga. TVA has seen no evidenoe of diminished recreational use on this reservoir due to the
presence of these plants, Water-based recreation including fishing, boating, and water skiing is very popular
on Chickamauga Reservoir. Other types of recreation, such as hunting and wildlife observation on adjoining
lands, also are popular. Based on TVA's experience on Chickamauga Reservoir, there is no reason to believe
that these recreational resources on Guntersville Reservoir would be impacted. The following information has
been gathered in response to this comment.

There has been no decrease in fishing activities since Watts Bar went on line in May 1996)

There were no appreciable changes in use patterns at TVA camping and park facilities in the area around Watts
Bar. The Meigs County Arts and Crafts Festival has increased in size each year for the past several years.'

Creel survey data collected for Watts Bar before plant operations (1982-1985) and since the plant began
operations (1996-1998) report that, since the plant began operations, harvest rates have exceeded those from
before plant operations for all species compared.3

Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency boat registration and hunting/fishing licenses sold in Meigs and Rhea
counties are listed below. Hunting and fishing licenses are sold as a combined license. These data suggest
that the startup of Watts Bar in 1996 had no effect on these common recreation outlets.

flttinisi/Fishiag LicO~es4

Maigs County 12,617 10,699 !1,521
Rhea County 13,802 12,563 13,466

Boating Registrationq

Maigs County 927 NA 1,119

Rhea County 2,182 NA 2,435

13.04 The commentor suggests that the socioeconomic discussions in the E!S need to be at the same level of
detail for eadh site,

Comment Summarized: 146.7

Telephone interview with Tim Churchill, State of Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency, Nashville, December 4.
1998,

2 Telephone interview with Charlie Ellpnburg, Tennessee Valley Authority Land Use Specialist. Melton Hill,
Decurrbqr 4, 198.

3Baxter, D.$., et al, Aquatic Environmental Conditions in the Vicinity of Watts Bar Ntuclear Plant During Two Years of
Opepation, 1906-1997 (Ternnessee Valley Authority, Resouro Group, Water Management, Norris, Tenpasiie, June 1998) 102,

4Telephone interview with Nellie Mann, State of Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency, Nashville, December 7, 1998.
5Telephono interview with Becky Tomlin., State of Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency, Nashville, December 7,

1998.
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Response: Only the incremental socioeconomic impacts of tritium production were considered at the Watts
Bar and Sequoyah Nuclear Power Plants. It was determined that the small regional costs and benefits
associated with tritium production at these plants would have no measurable socioeconomic impacts. Less
than 10 additional full-time equivalent workers would be required per unit. Because neither Bellefonte 1 nor
Bellefonte 2 are currently operating, the EIS assessed the impacts of completing and operating these plants for
tritium production. The socioeconomic impacts of this action at Bellefonte are far greater than at either Watts
Bar or Sequoyah. The additional socioeconomic detail provided on Bellefonte in this instance is warranted,
while additional socioeconomic detail on Watts Bar and Sequoyah is not necessary. This approach is
consistent with Council on Environmental Quality Regulations 1502.2 (a) and (b). These regulations state
that EISs should be analytic rather than encyclopedic, and that impacts should be discussed in proportion to
their significance. These regulations also state, "There shall be only brief discussion of other than significant
issues, As in finding of no significant impact, there should be only enough discussion to show why more study
is not warranted."

13.05 Several commentors recommend that Bellefonte be selected by DOE as its primary tritium production
source because it would create 800 penranent jobs and hundreds more indirect jobs, and this would have a
significant economic impact on northeast Alabama because American workers would fill these jobs and retain
them. However, one commentor also states that tritium production may not be the best way to create jobs.
Other comrnentors state that the citizens of Jackson County would not receive the benefit of either short- or
long-term jobs.

Comments Summarized: 232-1, 625-2, 627-3, 707-15, 806-3

Response: DOE acknowledges that there is both support for and opposition to the CLWR program and the
selection of Bellefonte as the preferred tritiurn production site. The purpose of the CLWR EIS is to evaluate
the environmental impacts of the reasonable CLWR alternatives for providing the tritium necessary to support
the enduring stockpile as defined by the President in the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan.

Tritium production at Bellefonte would have a significant economic impact on the region. These impacts are
described in Volume 1, Section 5.2.3.8 of the CLWR EIS. Approximately 800 people would be needed at
Bellefonte for its efficient and safe operation. These 800 individuals would possess different skills and have
various levels of education and training commensurate with their duties and responsibilities at the nuclear
plant. Local workers would be hired to the greatest extent possible which, as discussed in Section 5.2.3.8,
would result in a lower unemployment rate, especially during construction. Any individuals hired from the
area or elsewhere to work at Bellefonte would be well trained in accordance with NRC requirements,
applicable laws, good business practices, and nuclear industry guidelines. Internal and external audits,
inspections; and assessments would ensure that these persons remained adequately trained to safely perform
their jobs at the plant. While the initial economic effect of bringing in workers to operate Bellefonte might
strain local infrastructure, the overall impact Would be expected'to result in economic growth for the region.

13.06 A commentor expresses concern that there is no economic benefit [from tritium production at
Bellefonte] to the residents of Scottsboro because local property values will be reduced, and local taxes will
rise as a result of the completion of Bellefonte.

Comment Summarized: 232-4, 806-6

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Section 5.2.3.8 of the CLWR EIS, DOE expects a positive
socioeconomic impact associated with the completion of the Bellefonte plant. A significant number of new
jobs would be added during construction and operation, along with significant new revenues and taxes to the
local economy. Demand for housing would increase, It is speculative to expect property values to decrease
as a result of completing Bellefonte.
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13.07 A commentor asks whether the economic impact of using Watts Bar or Sequoyah for tritium production
would be positive and negative. The commentor also asks that the welfare of the citizens of Rhea County be
included in DOE's deliberations, and notes that Bellefonte would have greater and more positive economic
impact.

Comment Summarized: 813-2

Response: As indicated in Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1.8 and 5.2.2.8 of the CLWR EIS, only the incremental
socioeconomic impacts of tritium production were considered at Watts Bar and Sequoyah, which are operating
nuclear power plants. It was determined that the small regional costs and benefits associated with tritium
production at these plants would have no measurable socioeconomic impacts. Less than 10 additional full-time
equivalent workers would be required per unit. The socioeconomic impacts, therefore, would not be noticeable.
The socioeconomic impacts of completing Bellefonte would be far greater than those for either Watts Bar or
Sequoyah, The socioeconomic impacts from tritium production at Watts Bar, described in Volume 1,
Section 5.2.1,8 of the CLWR EIS, were determined based on the socioeconomic baseline conditions described
for Rhea County in Section 4.2.1.8.

13.08 Several commentors express concern that DOE has not adequately determined whether minority and
low-income populations living closest to the plants are experiencing disproportionate impacts and has not
presented this information in the EIS. One commentor suggests that environmental impacts might be diluted
by the usage of a 50-mile radius in the environmental justice analysis, when water and air contamination
problems could be concentrated in areas of proximity to reactor sites.

Comments Summarized: 94-21, 137-10, 702-15

Response: DOE is committed to full compliance with all provisions of Executive Order 12898. The
environmental justice analysis was prepared in compliance with the Council on Environmental Quality's
guidelines for inclusion of environmental justice under NEPA. The CLWR EIS addresses the issue of whether
implementation of the proposed action or alternatives would result in disproportionately high and adverse
environmental effects on minority populations or low-income populations. The Council's guidance further
states that an environmrental effect must be significant to qualify as disproportionately high and adverse, where
significant is defined by the Council's implementation regulations. (see § 1508.27 and Volume 1, Appendix G,
Section G.2 of this EIS). As discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS, implementation of the
alternatives for production of tritium in CLWRs would pose no significant radiological or nonradiological
health risks to the public. The estimated incremental dose to an average individual from the production of
tritiurn would be approximately one-ten-thousandth of the natural background radiation. The risks would not
be significant regardless of the racial, ethnic, and economic composition of potentiallyaffected populations.

As discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 5 and Appendix G of the CLWR EIS, implementation of the proposed
action or alternatives would 'pose no significant risks to the entire population rsiding within 80 kilometeps (50
miles) of candidate sites, or to maximally exposed individuals within 80 kilometers of the candidate sites. As
shown in Figures G-1 through G-15 of Appendix 0 of the CLWR EIS, low-income populations reside
throughout some of the potentially affected areas. However, implementation of the proposed action or
alternatives would pose no significant risks to the potentially affected population regardless of the economic
status of individuals that comprise the population.

Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS describes radiological health impacts on the entire population residing
within 50 miles of the candidate sites. Radiological health impacts are not diluted by selection of a 50-mile
radius-of-effects zone, because the total population dose within the 50-mile distance is the sum of estimated
doses received by each member of the potentially exposed population. For example, the total population dose
described in Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS is the sum of estimated doses to persons within 15 miles of the site
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added to the sum of estimated doses to persons at a distance larger than 15 miles, but no more than 50 miles
from the site. The 50-mile radius-of-effects zone is used because potential impacts due to air and water
contamination would not be limited to the area immediately surrounding the candidate sites, nor would
potentially affected minority and low-income populations necessarily be concentrated near the sites.
Consequently, the environmental justice analysis described in Volume 1, Appendix G of the CLWR EIS
considers minority populations and low-income populations residing throughout the potentially affected area.

Figures in Appendix G have been revised and new figures added showing the location of minority and low-
income populations residing within 10 miles of the candidate sites. In addition, for each of the 16 principal
directions, a representative average individual dose at 5 miles and 25 miles has been overlaid onto the I 0-mile
and 50-mile radii, respectively, to show the potential dose to minority and low-income populations.

CATEGORY 14: OCCUPATIONAL & PUBLIC HEALTH & SAFETY - NORMAL
CONDITIONS

14.01 The commentor recommends that historical exposures to workers in similar processes, with
administrative controls in place, be reviewed and the risks then extrapolated and included in Table 5-30.

Comment Summarized: 146-13

Response: Volume 1, Table 5-39 (formerly Table 5-30) is mainly intended to address the impacts of airborne
trace releases of hazardous chemicals to the public and workers. These chemical compound releases are
derived exclusively from processes and operations considered to be point sources and, therefore, are emitted
through exhaust stacks above the level where they would affect workers in the immediate vicinity of the
emission source. The vast majority of the chemicals are released from the auxiliary boilers and emergency
diesel generators when operated to provide heat and backup power. These processes do not operate
continuously. The emergency diesel generators, for example, operate only when being tested during inactive
periods to ensure reliability or demanded upon loss of normal electrical power. Additional language has been
added to the text in Volume 1, Section 5.2.3.9.1 of the CLWR EIS to clarify the nature of the emissions and
the risk they pose to workers.

14.02 The commentor reports that, according to the International Geological Society and the National Geology
Group, it is improper to use a 50-mile radius around each of the TVA plants for impact analyses in this
particular region. The commentor believes the maximum meteorological impact assumed in the CLWR EIS
is understated. The commentor suggests shaping these areas more like an oblong than a circle to account for
the narrow corridor in which the prevailing winds move.

Comment Summarized: 703-10

Response: Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS describes the radiological health impacts on the entire population
residing within a 50-mile radius of the candidate sites. Radiological health impacts are not diluted by selection
of a 50-mile radius-of-effects because the total population dose within the 50-mile distance is the sum of
estimated doses received by each member of the potentially exposed population. For example, the total
population dose described in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the EIS is the sum of the estimated doses to persons
within 15 miles of the site added to the sum of estimated doses to persons at a distance larger than 15 miles,
but no more than 50 miles, from the site. The 50-mile radius-of-effects is used because potential impacts due
to air and water contamination would not be limited to the area immediately surrounding the candidate sites.
The meteorological data used in the calculations are discussed in Volume 1, Appendix C, Section C.3.2 of the
CLWR EIS.
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The meteorological data used to analyze radiological impacts under normal operations at each of the sites are
in the form of joint frequency distribution files from each site. These data are representative of the historical
meteorological conditions at the specific plants. A joint frequency distribution is a table listing the fractions
of time the wind blows in a certain direction, at a certain speed, and within a certain atmospheric stability class.
Contributions to dose from other TVA plants along the Tennessee River Valley are considered in the doses
to the general public shown in Volume 1, Tables 4-9, 4-21, and 4-37. These doses are used in the assessment
of cumulative impacts in Volume 1, Section 5.3.2 of the CLWR EIS. The dose contribution from other nuclear
plants along the Tennessee River to doses to the public in the vicinity of any one plant is a very small part of
the overall dose.

DOE believes the 50-mile radius provides a valid basis for assessing CLWR impacts and for comparing
alternatives considered in the CLWR EIS.

14.03 The commentor asks whether.DOE's analyses of the impacts of tritium production on the affected
environment are based on current prevailing winds. The commentor points out that, according to the National
Weather Service, 90 percent of the prevailing winds in the local area come straight up from Alabama to the
[Tennessee] state line and do not expand widely. The commentor states that the graphics in the CLWR EIS
used to illustrate the area should be corrected because the lines run 50 miles in any one direction and do not
reflect the national average for these valleys.

Comment Summarized: 703-8

Response: The meteorological data used to analyze the radiological impacts of normal operations at each of
the sites are in the form of joint frequency distributions from each site. These data are representative of the
historical meteorological conditions at the specific plants. These data are considered to be more representative
of dispersion conditions at these sites than data taken from more remote meteorological stations operated by
the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration. A joint frequency distribution is a table listing
the fractions of time the wind blows in a certain direction, at a certain speed, and within a certain atmospheric
stability class. Contributions to dose from other TVA plants along the Tennessee River Valley are considered
in the background doses to the general public shown in Volume 1, Tables 4-9, 4-21, and 4-37. These
background doses are used in the assessment of cumulative impacts in Volume 1, Section 5.3 of the CLWR
EIS. The dose contribution from other nuclear plants along the Tennessee River to doses to the public in the
vicinity of any one plant is a very small part of the overall dose.

14.04 Several commentors express opposition to the proposed action because of concerns about safety, cancer
incidence, health problems and other harmful effects on people, and environmental pollution to air and water.
One of the commentors expresses opposition to both CLWR and accelerator production of tritium.

Comments Summarized: 11-2, 12-2, 13-1, 17-2, 30-1, 33-2, 39-1,48-3, 51-2, 52-2, 53-4, 80-1, 84-2, 99-5,
100-1, 105-1, 106-1, 108-1, 109-3, 112-3, 113-2, 115-2, 116-26, 122-2, 132-1,
136-10, 138-2, 208-1, 212-6, 213-2, 241-2, 610-5, 712-2, 811-5, 815-4, 818-2

Response: The radiological releases to the environment that could result from the proposed action under
normal operating conditions and various hypothetical accident scenarios are conservatively estimated in
Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS for each candidate reactor site. The potential impacts to the
environment and the radiological doses and risks to the public from these releases are assessed and discussed
in Chapter 5. The assumptions and methodology used for the assessment are described in detail in Volume 1,
Appendix C and D of the CLWR EIS for normal operation and accident conditions, respectively. The
methodology used is based on scientific standards accepted in the nuclear industry and dictated by Federal and
state regulatory authorities. As discussed in Chapter 5 of the EIS, the environmental impacts and the potential
radiological doses to the public are well within the limits considered acceptable by the regulatory authorities.
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Before tritium is produced at any of the reactor sites considered in this EIS, the NRC will review all aspects
of the design and operation of the plant(s) related to tritium production. The NRC will then issue a license
amendment only upon finding that the operation is not expected to endanger the health and safety of the public.
The commentor's additional opposition to the accelerator production of tritium is noted.

14.05 One commentor refers to tables and sections in the CLWR Draft EIS where tritium releases and
resulting potential exposures with and without TPBARs are presented. The commentor suggests that the EIS
highlight the fact that releases of tritium to the air and water at Watts Bar and Sequoyah, as well as radiological
doses from normal operation and potential accidents, would be multiple times those of operation without
TPBARs. The commentor suggests that this is not immediately apparent in the tables in the CLWR Draft EIS
and is important in light of the fact that DOE, in previous meetings, assured the public that the TPBARs were
virtually leakproof.

Comments Summarized: 94-25, 702-10, 825-2

Response: DOE maintains that the performance of the "getter" is such that there is virtually no tritium in the
TPBARs available in a form that could permeate through the TPBAR cladding. In assessing the potential
release of tritium, the CLWR EIS assumes that annually about 1 Curie of tritium could permeate through a
TPBAR cladding and be released to the environment; and that two TPBARs fail in each core load of TPBARs
and release their entire tritium] inventory to the reactor coolant and then to the environment. As discussed in
the CLWR Draft EIS, these assumptions are extremely conservative, but they were made to provide a bounding
estimate for environmental and human health effect analyses. Because of the relatively-low actual radioactive
releases at both Watts Bar and Sequoyah reported in Chapter 4 of the CLWR Draft EIS, the ratio of the
conservatively estimated releases and doses with tritium production to the actual releases and doses without
tritium production tends to be exaggerated. Even with the conservative assumptions, the incremental tritium
production doses estimated in the CLWR EIS are a small fraction of those resulting from natural background
radiation.

It should be noted that the assumption of two TPBAR failures has been modified in the CLWR Final EIS. As
discussed in Volume 1, Section 1.9 of the CLWR Final EIS, in light of Westinghouse data concerning the
historic failure rate of standard burnable absorber rods, the CLWR Final EIS still evaluates the failure of the
two TPBARs, but this event is now categorized as "abnormal" and not part of normal operations.
Consequently many of the numbers referred by the commentor have been changed in the CLWR Final EIS.

14.06 One commentor who reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS on behalf of the U.S. Public Health Service,
Department of Health and Human Services, concludes the risks to the public health from the operation,
transportation, and accident scenarios expressed by the CLWR Draft EIS are low and reasonable expectations
from the operation of CLWRs. The U.S. Department of the Interior and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service also
reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS and concludes that tritium production would not adversely impact Federally
threatened and endangered species. The draft also was reviewed by the Tennessee Department of
Environmental Compliance, which concludes that the proposed action does not compromise the health and
safety of the citizens in Tennessee. The Tennessee State Historic Preservation Office comments that the
proposed action will have no impact on the National Register of Historic Places listed or eligible properties.

Comments Summarized: 101-1, 126-1, 142-1, 145-1

Response: The reviews of the CLWR Draft EIS by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, U.S.
Department of the Interior, the Tennessee Department of Environmental Compliance, and the Tennessee State
Historic Preservation Office are appreciated, and the conclusions presented by the commentors are noted.
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14.07 The commentor, referring to a statement made on page 25 of the Summary of the CLWR Draft EIS that
Watts Bar radiation exposure within 50 miles is 0.55 person-rem per year, asks how the value was derived.

Comment Summarized: 22-1

Response: Volume 1, Table 5-4 (formerly Table 5-3) of the CLWR EIS, Section 5.2.1.9.1, provides the data
presented in the CLWR EIS Summary. Note "a" in Table 5-4 has been revised to read that the 1997
measurements and the associated population dose estimates were adjusted for estimated changes in the
population for the year 2025.

14.08 Although agreeing with the radiation exposures to the workers and the public estimated in the CLWR
Draft EIS, the commentor notes that the CLWR Draft EIS does not adequately address the fact that the
commercial reactor industry does not possess the infrastructure and experience to deal with the magnitude of
tritium contamination and exposures. The commentor suggests that the cost for building this infrastructure
for radiation protection be folded into the cost assessment for producing tritium in a CLWR.

Comment Summarized: 31-1

Response: The commercial reactor industry has the infrastructure and experience to handle the postulated
incremental increase in radiation exposure to workers due to tritium production. Reactor coolant radioactivity
levels including tritium are routinely monitored, and corrective actions are taken to reduce the activity levels
when required. No additional monitoring or sampling points requirements in the reactor coolant system and
plant effluent streams have been identified as a result of tritium production. With the exception of TPBAR
handling, TPBAR storage, transportation cask handling, and transportation cask shipping procedures, no new
procedures have been identified as a result of tritium production. The projected additional costs were
considered by TVA and were incorporated into their proposal to DOE. In the unlikely event that high activity
levels are attributable to tritium production upset conditions, existing procedures would be used to reduce the
level of tritium contamination in the reactor coolant system.

14.09 The commentor opines that the potential impact on workers involved in fuel operations should be
evaluated, since it is likely that air-supplied plastic suits may be needed for their protection due to increased
tritium oxide levels in the air above the refueling water canal and fuel storage pool. Adequacy of air supply,
the need for communication systems, and the potential for increased chance of error all need to be included
in the evaluation. The commentor also states the CLWR Draft EIS does not mention the role of the refueling
water storage tank in the holdup of tritium as a liquid waste. This applies to all of the reactor options. If not
vented or disposed of, the tritium in this tank and (subsequently) in the refueling water can increase with each
refueling and would require personnel to wear air-supplied plastic suits for protection during this operation.
This would be an impediment in refueling operations.

Comment Summarized: 41-9

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS, the analyses estimating the dose to the
public postulated that all tritium added to the reactor coolant system as a result of tritium production would
be released to the environment during the operating cycle (10 percent via air pathways and 90 percent via water
pathways). The analyses did not credit the holdup and buildup of tritium in the reactor coolant to reduce plant
emissions. Worker dose was calculated based on the tritium concentration in the reactor coolant system
resulting from conservative assumptions regarding tritium permeation/leakages from the TPBARs. These
calculations concluded that the tritium concentration in neither the reactor coolant system nor the
refueling/spent fuel pool would reach a limit requiring the use of special protective gear to perform activities
in the refueling area. The tritium concentration in the reactor coolant system would be maintained at an
acceptable limit through the use of a reactor coolant water treatment system that maintains the coolant activity
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14.07 The commentor, referring to a statement made on page 25 of the Summary of the CL WR Draft EIS that 
Watts Bar radiation exposure within 50 miles is 0.55 person-rem per year, asks how the value was derived. 
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evaluated, since it is likely that air-supplied plastic suits may be needed for their protection due to increased 
tritium oxide levels in the air above the refueling water canal and fuel storage pool. Adequacy of air supply, 
the need for communication systems, and the potential for increased chance of error all need to be included 
in the evaluation. The commentor also states the CL WR Draft EIS does not mention the role of the refueling 
water storage tank in the holdup of tritium as a liquid waste. This applies to all of the reactor options. Ifnot 
vented or disposed of, the tritium in this tank and (subsequently) in the refueling water can increase with each 
refueling and would require personnel to wear air-supplied plastic suits for protection during this operation. 
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emissions. Worker dose was calculated based on the tritium concentration in the reactor coolant system 
resulting from conservative assumptions regarding tritium permeation/leakages from the TPBARs. These 
calculations concluded that the tritium concentration in neither the reactor coolant system nor the 
refueling/spent fuel pool would reach a limit requiring the use of special protective gear to perform activities 
in the refueling area. The tritium concentration in the reactor coolant system would be maintained at an 
acceptable limit through the use of a reactor coolant water treatment system that maintains the coolant activity 
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levels within operational limits and allows a portion of the treated volume to be released to the environment
via controlled water pathways. The refueling water storage tank was not considered for the holdup of tritium
as a liquid waste. When the reactor is shut down, the water in this tank is used to fill the reactor cavity during
the refueling operation. The tank is refilled with this water, which could contain some level of tritium
contamination. The tank is vented to the atmosphere, but no detectable concentration of tritium escapes
through this route. Therefore, there will be no impact on the workers.

14.10 The commentor, referring to Section 4.2.2.4 of the CLWR Draft EIS, states that a significant source
of tritium release to the river can occur if the reactor continues to operate with primary to secondary leakage
and the cooling tower is bypassed. Alternately, a significant increase of airborne tritium oxide would occur
if the cooling tower were in full use. This is an important distinction that needs to be made when evaluating
the radiation impact on persons both on and off site. The commentor suggests that a projected use pattern
should be incorporated into projected dose calculations based on past meteorological data and the projected
power level of the reactor. Projected estimates of tritium concentration should be made at each of the drinking
water supply intakes downstream of the site, based on cooling tower use and the projected buildup of tritium
in Chickamauga Lake during various net flows.

The commentor also points out that Table 4-21 lists the sources of background radiation' exposure to
individuals in the vicinity of the Sequoyah site. In reality, the table lists the average exposure to the U.S.
population from these sources and not the actual "measured" levels at the site. The commentor suggests that
this point be clarified to avoid being misleading.

The commentor further points out that there are eight municipal water supplies downstream from the
Bellefonte site, and suggests that a similar analysis should be made of the projected tritium concentration at
each intake based on cooling tower usage, river flow, dam holdup, and meteorological conditions, as suggested
for the Sequoyah site.

Comment Summarized: 41-12

Response: Primary to secondary leakage will not result in a direct pathway to the river or the air via the
cooling tower. There is a potential for a direct pathway to the air if there is a sudden major drop of turbine load
and the secondary side safety valves or atmospheric dump valves are actuated. This off-normal mode of
operation could release some of the steam generator steam to the atmosphere. This effect was taken into
consideration when the EIS conservatively assumed that all tritium released to the reactor coolant by the
TPBARs would be released to the environment during normal operation. The EIS took no credit for the
holdup or retention of tritium in the reactor coolant during sequential reactor operating cycles to reduce the
effects of radioactive effluents on workers and on the general public. In accordance with NRC guidance for
effluent releases, 10 percent of the tritium was assumed to be released via air pathways and 90 percent via
water pathways. The dose estimates were based on past meteorological data and the reactor operating at 100
percent power.

The projected estimates of the tritium concentration at downstream drinking water supply intakes have been
included in the revised Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1.4, 5.2.2.4, and 5.2.3.4 of the CLWR Final EIS.

The data presented in Volume 1, Table 4-21 reflect the average exposure to the U.S. population from the
sources indicated. Notes have been added to Volume 1, Tables 4-9, 4-2 1, and 4-37 of the CLWR Final EIS
to provide clarification.

14.11 The commentor states that the definition of "measurable health effects" was not included in the CLWR
Draft EIS.
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Response: Primary to secondary leakage will not result in a direct pathway to the river or the air via the 
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and the secondary side safety valves or atmospheric dump valves are actuated. This off-normal mode of 
operation could release some of the steam generator steam to the atmosphere. This effect was taken into 
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TPBARs would be released to the environment during normal operation. The EIS took no credit for the 
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effects of radioactive effluents on workers and on the general public. In accordance with NRC guidance for 
effluent releases, 10 percent of the tritium was assumed to be released via air pathways and 90 percent via 
water pathways. The dose estimates were based on past meteorological data and the reactor operating at 100 
percent power. 

The projected estimates of the tritium concentration at downstream drinking water supply intakes have been 
included in the revised Volume I, Sections 5.2.1.4, 5.2.2.4, and 5.2.3.4 of the CLWR Final EIS. 

The data presented in Volume 1, Table 4-21 reflect the average exposure to the U.S. population from the 
sources indicated. Notes have been added to Volume 1, Tables 4-9, 4-21, and 4-37 of the CL WR Final EIS 
to provide clarification. 

14.11 The commentor states that the definition of "measurable health effects" was not included in the CLWR 
Draft EIS. 
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Comment Summarized: 86-2

Response: The term was used at the public meetings by DOE to characterize the results included in Chapter 5.
The term "measurable health effects" does not appear in the CLWR Draft EIS. A measurable health effect is
assumed to be a statistically measured health impact (i.e., risk of cancer incidence) resulting from the proposed
operations. This impact is the estimated quantity above the normally occurring cancer mortality rate of
0.2 percent from all causes.

14.12 The commentor, referring to the terminology used in the CLWR Draft EIS for "affected environment,"
asks whether the term refers to "current prevailing winds."

Comment Summarized: 86-8

Response: The term "affected environment area" refers to the area within an 80-kilometer (50-mile) radius
centered at the Watts Bar, Sequoyah, and Bellefonte reactor sites. Current prevailing wind patterns were used
to estimate the potential environmental impacts on the affected environment area. The meteorological data used
in the calculations are discussed in Volume 1, Appendix C, Section C.3.2 of the CLWR EIS.

14.13 The commentor suggests that Tables 3-9 and 3-16 of the CLWR Draft EIS include a breakdown of the
isotopes that comprise the "other radionuclides" entry and the unidentified unit of measure in Table 3-9.

Comment Summarized: 94-19

Response: The breakdown of the isotopes identified as "other radionuclides" in Tables 3-5 and 3-9 of the
CLWR Draft EIS have been added in Volume 1, Appendix C of the CLWR Final EIS as new Tables C-9 and
C-10. Curies have been added as the unit of measure in the revised Table 3-9.

14.14 The commentor, referring to the limiting concentration of tritium in drinking water (20,000 picocuries
per liter) in Table 5-24 of the CLWR Draft EIS, requests information on the meaning of the limit.

Comment Summarized: 116-14

Response: The EPA drinking water regulation tritium limit of 20,000 picocuries per liter, issued on July 9,
1976, was derived on the basis that the annual dose equivalent to the total body or any internal organ shall not
be greater than 4 millirem per year. The 4 millirem dose was estimated based on a total water intake of 3 liters
per day-2 liters per day by fluid intake and the balance by food and food oxidation. The dose conversion
factors used as the basis for the 20,000 picocuries per liter limit have been refined since the limit was issued.
Using current methodology and dose conversion factors, the dose estimate is reduced by approximately a factor
of four. Using the conservative methodology presented in Volume 1, Section C.2.1.2 of the CLWR EIS to
estimate health effects on an individual receiving a 4-millirem dose per year, the individual was estimated to
have a 2.0 x 10.6 increased likelihood of cancer fatality per year.

14.15 The commentor expresses the opinion that the production of tritium at the Sequoyah and/or Watts Bar
and/or Bellefonte Nuclear Plants as described in the CLWR Draft EIS does not appear to create a significant
risk to the environment or human health, provided the tritium production is at a level that allows efficient
power production. Less efficient power production would result in additional spent nuclear fuel and associated
environmental and transportation risks.

Comments Summarized: 126-2, 127-1
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Response: The primary mission of the Watts Bar and Sequoyah Plants is the generation of electricity.
Production of tritium at these facilities is a potential secondary mission and would be based on agreements
between TVA and DOE; it would not degrade the ability of these facilities to generate electricity. If no more
than 2,000 TPBARs are irradiated in a reactor, no additional spent fuel would be generated. The generated
spent fuel would be stored on site. Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1.12, 5.2.2.12, and 5.2.3.12, discuss the spent
nuclear fuel management at each site, and Section 5.2.6 discusses the environmental impacts from the
construction and operation of a generic ISFSI should one be needed. If Bellefonte is completed, the primary
mission for this facility will be tritium production and the secondary mission will be generation of electricity.
Based on agreements between TVA and DOE, the nominal 18-month operating cycle can be reduced to meet
tritium production requirements. The operating power level would not be altered for tritium production. As
stated under the Preferred Alternative in Volume 1, Section 3.2.7 of the CLW-R Final EIS, DOE and TVA
would minimize, to the extent practicable, the generation of additional spent nuclear fuel.

14.16 The commentor, while agreeing that the doses from tritium releases would be within Federal guidelines,
suggests that the presentation in the CLWR Draft EIS implies that the increase in the quantity of tritium
released is not significant. The commentor refers to numbers and sections in the CLWR Draft EIS where
tritium releases with and without tritium-producing rods are compared.

Comment Summarized: 128-2

Response: The additional release of tritium as a result of tritium production at each potential reactor site is
presented in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR Draft EIS under "Air Quality" and "Water Resources." The
estimated releases were based on the assumptions that 1 Curie of tritium per TPBAR per year could permeate
through the cladding during irradiation and that two TPBARs could fail and release the entire inventory of
tritium into the reactor coolant and eventually to the environment. These assumptions are very conservative
and were used to provide a bounding estimate for the environmental analyses. The CLWR Draft EIS provided
an assessment of the significance of these releases by estimating the resulting health and safety effects to the
public and workers. While the TPBARs are not expected to fail during reactor operation, a failure rate of two
TPBARs per cycle was chosen in the CLWR Draft EIS for conservatism. However, as discussed in Volume 1,
Section 1.9, the CLWR Final EIS has been changed to reflect recent Westinghouse data on the failure rate of
burnable absorber rods, which have characteristics similar to TPBARs. The CLWR Final EIS still evaluates
the failure of two TPBARs per cycle as an abnormal event and not normal operation. As a result, the numbers
quoted by the commentor have been changed in the CLWR Final EIS.

14.17 The commentor, referring to Section 5.2.7 of the CLWR Draft EIS notes that the text states that the
environmental impacts from increasing the enriched uranium use in the reactor "would be minimal." The
commentor asks how this compares with the tritium in liquid/air releases. The commentor also asks DOE to
quantify the statement.

Comment Summarized: 143-8

Response: The basis for estimating radioactive releases during normal operation and potential accident
conditions is the generation of fission products in the core during the operation of the reactor. As stated in
Volume 1, Appendix A, Section A.3.1, tritium production would require an increase in fuel enrichment to just
under 5 percent from the approximately 4.2 to 4.5 percent used currently (less than the licensing limit of 5
percent). The somewhat higher enrichments and reduced fuel assembly burnups associated with the tritium
production core, as compared to the conventional core designs, can influence the radiological source term used
in the calculation of radiological emissions other than tritium during normal operation and accident conditions.
The Tritium Production Core Topical Report (WEC 1998) quantified the effect and concluded that, overall,
the fission product inventories were the same or lower in the tritium-producing core. Therefore, the analysis
presented in the CLWR EIS, which does not account for the increased enrichment, is conservative.
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Tritium releases from TPBARs to the air or the water are independent of the fuel enrichment used.

14.18 The commentor refers to Section 4.2.1.9 of the CLWR Draft EIS where it states that conservative
assumptions are used for both individual and population exposure times. The commentor recommends these
conservative assumptions be expressly discussed in the CLWR Final EIS.

Comment Summarized: 146-3

Response: The exposure-time assumptions presented in Volume 1, Section 4.2.1.9 are cited directly from the
Annual Radiological Environmental Operating Report, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 1997, (TVA 1998b).
Exposure-time assumptions associated with the health impact analyses for the alternatives presented in the EIS,
however, are discussed in Volume 1, Appendix C, Section C.3.2 of the CLWR EIS.

14.19 The commentor, referring to Table 5-46 of the CLWR Draft EIS, notes that the assumption of
one-month refueling is optimistic and recommends that an average refueling outage duration be used.

Comment Summarized: 146-21

Response: The one-month refueling assumed in the CLWR EIS is based on TVA experience at Watts Bar and
Sequoyah.

14.20 The commentor notes that the health risks and impacts analyses in the CLWR Draft EIS deal with
tritium production only, and not the risks and impacts of the plant itself (without tritium production). The
commentor asks to know the health risks and impacts resulting from both tritium and nuclear power
production. The commentor is concerned that people already are affected by nuclear power production and
an additional 1.1 percent, or about 1,500 people, would die of cancer as a result of the proposed action.

Comment Summarized: 600-3

Response: As stated in Volume 1, Section 3.2.1 of the CLWR EIS, for the currently operating reactors (Watts
Bar 1 and Sequoyah 1 and 2), the EIS assesses the incremental environmental impacts of tritium production
at the reactors. This information is presented in Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2. The CLWR EIS
addresses the impacts from the existing operation of these reactors under the No Action alternative and reports
the total sum of the impacts in Volume 1, Section 5.3 of the CLWR EIS under Cumulative Impacts. The
environmental impacts from the proposed action at Bellefonte, discussed in Section 5.2.3, include the impacts
from the completion and the operation of the plant as a tritium-producing plant.

With respect to the commentor's assertion that an additional 1.1 percent, or about 1,500 people, would die of
cancer as a result of the proposed action, the commentor is referred to Volume 1, Appendix C, Section C.2.1.2,
where the CLWR EIS presents examples of how health effect risk factors are used and how latent cancer
fatalities are calculated. One of the examples explains the calculation of latent cancer fatalities among people
exposed to the natural background radiation of 300 millirem per year over a lifetime of 72 years. The proposed
action will not result in the death of 1,500 people, and the resulting 1.1 percent risk is clearly not a risk
resulting from the proposed action.

14.21 The commentor asks if his chances of winning the Georgia Lottery without buying a ticket are better
than his chances of dying from radiation released by a tritium-producing Bellefonte Nuclear Plant.

Comment Summarized: 601-1
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Tritium releases from TPBARs to the air or the water are independent of the fuel enrichment used. 

14.18 The commentor refers to Section 4.2.1.9 of the CLWR Draft EIS where it states that conservative 
assumptions are used for both individual and population exposure times. The commentor recommends these 
conservative assumptions be expressly discussed in the CL WR Final EIS. 

Comment Summarized: 146-3 

Response: The exposure-time assumptions presented in Volume 1, Section 4.2.1. 9 are cited directly from the 
Annual Radiological Environmental Operating Report, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 1997, (TVA 1998b). 
Exposure-time assumptions associated with the health impact analyses for the alternatives presented in the EIS, 
however, are discussed in Volume I, Appendix C, Section C.3.2 of the CLWR EIS. 

14.19 The commentor, referring to Table 5-46 of the CL WR Draft EIS, notes that the assumption of 
one-month refueling is optimistic and recommends that an average refueling outage duration be used. 

Comment Summarized: 146-21 

Response: The one-month refueling assumed in the CLWR EIS is based on TVA experience at Watts Bar and 
Sequoyah. 

14.20 The comment or notes that the health risks and impacts analyses in the CL WR Draft EIS deal with 
tritium production only, and not the risks and impacts of the plant itself (without tritium production). The 
commentor asks to know the health risks and impacts resulting from both tritium and nuclear power 
production. The commentor is concerned that people already are affected by nuclear power production and 
an additional 1.1 percent, or about 1,500 people, would die of cancer as a result of the proposed action. 

Comment Summarized: 600-3 

Response: As stated in Volume I, Section 3.2.1 of the CL WR EIS, for the currently operating reactors (Watts 
Bar 1 and Sequoyah 1 and 2), the EIS assesses the incremental environmental impacts of tritium production 
at the reactors. This information is presented in Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2. The CLWR EIS 
addresses the impacts from the existing operation of these reactors under the No Action alternative and reports 
the total sum of the impacts in Volume 1, Section 5.3 of the CL WR EIS under Cumulative Impacts. The 
environmental impacts from the proposed action at Bellefonte, discussed in Section 5.2.3, include the impacts 
from the completion and the operation of the plant as a tritium-producing plant. 

With respect to the commentor's assertion that an additional 1.1 percent, or about 1,500 people, would die of 
cancer as a result of the proposed action, the commentor is referred to Volume 1, Appendix C, Section C.2.1.2, 
where the CL WR EIS presents examples of how health effect risk factors are used and how latent cancer 
fatalities are calculated. One of the examples explains the calculation oflatent cancer fatalities among people 
exposed to the natural background radiation of 300 millirem per year over a lifetime of 72 years. The proposed 
action will not result in the death of 1,500 people, and the resulting 1.1 percent risk is clearly not a risk 
resulting from the proposed action. 

14.21 The commentor asks ifhis chances of winning the Georgia Lottery without buying a ticket are better 
than his chances of dying from radiation released by a tritium-producing Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. 

Comment Summarized: 60 I-I 
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Response: The commentor's chances of receiving a fatal exposure to radiation produced by a completed,
tritium-producing Bellefonte Nuclear Plant are equal to 1.6 x 10` per year or less than one in 6 million years
(see Table 5-34 of the CLWR EIS). The commentor's chances of winning the Georgia lottery without buying
a ticket are zero. The likelihood would be much higher that the commentor would die from causes other than
radiation exposures resulting from tritium releases during Bellefonte operation. For example, an individual's
chances of dying from cancer caused by natural background radiation (which is independent of the Bellefonte
operation) over a 72-year lifetime are about 1.1 percent, or about 1,000 times more than that caused by
Bellefonte operation.

14.22 The commentor states that the radiation exposure for residents of Jackson County, including
background radiation and radiation from the Bellefonte reactor operations, would be 355.26 millirem per year,
a lower dose than the average for U.S. citizens overall, which is 363 millirem per year.

Comment Summarized: 627-4
1

Response: As stated in the revised Volume 1, Appendix C, Section C.2.1.1 of the CLWR EIS, the average
American receives a total of approximately 364 millirem per year from all sources of radiation, of which
approximately 300 millirem is from natural background radiation and the rest from manmade sources. The
commentor's statement is correct, but it should be noted that the background dose numbers are approximate
and that the uncertainty associated with the approximation could be much larger than the 0.28 millirem per
year contribution estimated in Volume 1, Section 5.2.3.9.1 of the CLWR EIS.

14.23 The commentor thinks the DOE presentation failed to sufficiently emphasize the high radioactivity of
tritium.

Comment Summarized: 704-3

Response: Throughout the CLWR EIS, the health effects of tritium production on workers and members of
the public have been analyzed. The analyses considered normal incident-free operation, plant upset events
(i.e., abnormal occurrences), and a spectrum of accident scenarios. Tritium exists in the environment in two
forms, elemental tritium and oxidized tritium. Of the two forms of tritium, oxidized tritium has a much more
significant potential impact on human health. All analyses of tritium releases assumed that the tritium released
would be in oxide form. In addition, Volume 1, Appendix C, Section C.2.2 of the CLWR EIS, summarizes
the characteristics and biological properties of tritium. The CLWR EIS clearly identifies the impact of
radiological releases due to tritium production on workers, the public, and the environment.

14.24 The commentor believes the cancer fatalities listed under environmental impacts in the EIS are
exceedingly low and inaccurate, if recent newspaper stories are true.

Comment Summarized: 707-17

Response: The cancer fatality estimates presented in the CLWR EIS were made using accepted methods and
data for estimating health impacts and industry-approved methodology, data bases, and computer analysis
codes. Analysis results presented in this EIS have been reviewed for technical adequacy and accuracy. DOE
cannot comment on the technical adequacy and accuracy of information published in newspapers.

14.25 A commentor expresses concern that low levels of tritium have been found in soil and water, and that
DOE has said there is no easy way to treat it. The commentor further feels that DOE's position that a single
dose or short-term exposure is not hazardous leads people to believe tritium is not dangerous. The commentor
provides several examples of health effects from exposure to unspecified materials, and concludes that TVA
and DOE are bringing nuclear thalidomide to the community.
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Response: The commentor's chances of receiving a fatal exposure to radiation produced by a completed, 
tritium-producing Bellefonte Nuclear Plant are equal to 1.6 x 10-7 per year or less than one in 6 million years 
(see Table 5-34 of the CLWR EIS). The commentor's chances of winning the Georgia lottery without buying 
a ticket are zero. The likelihood would be much higher that the commentor would die from causes other than 
radiation exposures resulting from tritium releases during Bellefonte operation. For example, an individual's 
chances of dying from cancer caused by natural background radiation (which is independent of the Bellefonte 
operation) over a 72-year lifetime are about 1.1 percent, or apout 1,000 times more than that caused by 
Bellefonte operation. 

14.22 The commentor states that the radiation exposure for residents of Jackson County, including 
background radiation and radiation from the Bellefonte reactor operations, would be 355.26 milJirem per year, 
a lower dose than the average for u.s. citizens overall, which is 363 millirem per year. 

Comment Summarized: 627-4 

Response: As stated in the revised Volume 1, Appendix C, Section C.2.1.1 of the CLWR EIS, the average 
American receives a total of approximately 364 milJirem per year from all sources of radiation, of which 
approximately 300 millirem is from natural background radiation and the rest from manmade sources. The 
commentor's statement is correct, but it should be noted that the background dose numbers are approximate 
and that the uncertainty associated with the approximation could be much larger than the 0.28 millirem per 
year contribution estimated in Volume 1, Section 5.2.3.9.1 of the CLWR EIS. 

14.23 The commentor thinks the DOE presentation failed to sufficiently emphasize the high radioactivity of 
tritium. 

Comment Summarized: 704-3 

Response: Throughout the CL WR EIS, the health effects of tritium production on workers and members of 
the public have been analyzed. The analyses considered normal incident-free operation, plant upset events 
(i.e., abnormal occurrences), and a spectrum of accident scenarios. Tritium exists in the environment in two 
forms, elemental tritium and oxidized tritium. Of the two forms of tritium, oxidized tritium has a much more 
significant potential impact on human health. All analyses of tritium releases assumed that the tritium released 
would be in oxide form. In addition, Volume I, Appendix C, Section C.2.2 of the CLWR EIS, summarizes 
the characteristics and biological properties of tritium. The CL WR EIS clearly identifies the impact of 
radiological releases due to tritium production on workers, the public, and the environment. 

14.24 The commentor believes the cancer fatalities listed under environmental impacts in the EIS are 
exceedingly low and inaccurate, if recent newspaper stories are true. 

Comment Summarized: 707-17 

Response: The cancer fatality estimates presented in the CL WR EIS were made using accepted methods and 
data for estimating health impacts and industry-approved methodology, data bases, and computer analysis 
codes. Analysis results presented in this EIS have been reviewed for technical adequacy and accuracy. DOE 
cannot comment on the technical adequacy and accuracy of information published in newspapers. 

14.25 A commentor expresses concern that low levels of tritium have been found in soil and water, and that 
DOE has said there is no easy way to treat it. The commentor further feels that DOE's position that a single 
dose or short-term exposure is not hazardous leads people to believe tritium is not dangerous. The commentor 
provides several examples of health effects from exposure to unspecified materials, and concludes that TV A 
and DOE are bringing nuclear thalidomide to the community. 
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Comments Summarized: 241-3, 811-6

Response: The environmental and biological behavior of tritium, as well as its health effects, are well
understood and were the basis of the impact analyses presented in this EIS. The CLWR EIS provides a
detailed analysis of the potential health effects from tritium production in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR
EIS. Conservative assumptions were used in those analyses as indicated in Volume 1, Appendix C of the
CLWR EIS. In determining health effects, DOE treats all doses as having potentially adverse affects. The
research studies indicated by the commentor do not concur with the results described in this EIS. Appendix
C also includes studies on the health impacts of exposure to tritium.

CATEGORY 15: OCCUPATIONAL & PUBLIC HEALTH & SAFETY--ACCIDENT
CONDITIONS

15.01 The commentor states that insurance companies do not cover any losses resulting from any type of
nuclear power plant accident and asks if TVA and DOE would provide 100 percent of the cost of replacement
for any losses suffered by the residents of Jackson County that are related to tritium production. The
commentor suggests that, if the people of Jackson County are going to have tritium production at Bellefonte,
maybe 100 percent coverage should be part of the plan-because they would be taking a risk in addition to
receiving some advantages. The commentor asks for the name of an expert on Price-Anderson coverage.

Comments Summarized: 86-12, 623-3, 703-12

Response: The Price Anderson Act requires TVA, like all other owners of nuclear plants in the United States,
to carry nuclear liability insurance. This insurance provides coverage for personal injury or property damage
as a result of a nuclear accident. Under the current Price Anderson Act there would be over $9.5 billion
available to pay claims. In Resources Available for Nuclear Power Plant Emergencies Under the
Price-Anderson Act and the Robert T Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (NUREG 1457)
(NRC 1992), some examples of the type of assistance that is available under the Price Anderson Act are
provided. NUREG 1457 states, for property that is deemed uninhabitable as a result of a nuclear accident, the
insurer will reimburse for present real estate value, based on a pre-accident assessment. Information on the
Price-Anderson Act may be obtained at: American Nuclear Insurers, Town Center, Suite 300S, 29 South Main
Street, West Hartford, Connecticut, 06107-2430.

15.02 The commentor expresses opposition to use of the unfinished Bellefonte plant or any other commercial
nuclear reactor for the production of tritium. The commentor regards this as a dangerous and highly
undesirable course of action for several reasons. These include the effects of tritium on the human body and
its DNA, DOE's history of tritium-releasing accidents at its other production facilities, the implication for
accidental tritium releases from Bellefonte, and the effects of the resulting radioactive contamination of the
Tennessee River water supply. The commentor suggests that such accidents are more likely to occur at a
facility that is not designed for tritium production.

Comment Summarized: 25-1

Response: The commentor's opposition to the use of Bellefonte for tritium production is noted. The CLWR
EIS analyzes the potential water quality impacts associated with the operation of Bellefonte 1 or Bellefonte I
and 2 for tritium production. In analyzing the impacts to the health and safety of the public, the EIS takes into
consideration the radiological and biological characteristics of tritium as discussed in Appendix C,
Section C.2.2 of the CLWR EIS. The results of these analyses are presented in Volume 1, Sections 5.2.3.4 and
5.2.3.9. TVA, which would be the licensed operator of the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, possesses a permit from
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Comments Summarized: 241-3,811-6 

Response: The environmental and biological behavior of tritium, as well as its health effects, are well 
understood and were the basis of the impact analyses presented in this EIS. The CL WR EIS provides a 
detailed analysis of the potential health effects from tritium production in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CL WR 
EIS. Conservative assumptions were used in those analyses as indicated in Volume 1, Appendix C of the 
CL WR EIS. In determining health effects, DOE treats all doses as having potentially adverse affects. The 
research studies indicated by the commentor do not concur with the results described in this EIS. Appendix 
C also includes studies on the health impacts of exposure to tritium. 

CATEGORY 15: OCCUPATIONAL & PUBLIC HEALTH & SAFETY--ACCIDENT 
CONDITIONS 

15.01 The commentor states that insurance companies do not cover any losses resulting from any type of 
nuclear power plant accident and asks if TVA and DOE would provide 100 percent of the cost of replacement 
for any losses suffered by the residents of Jackson County that are related to tritium production. The 
commentor suggests that, if the people of Jackson County are going to have tritium production at Bellefonte, 
maybe 100 percent coverage should be part of the plan-because they would be taking a risk in addition to 
receiving some advantages. The commentor asks for the name of an expert on Price-Anderson coverage. 

Comments Summarized: 86-12,623-3,703-12 

Response: The Price Anderson Act requires TV A, like all other owners of nuclear plants in the United States, 
to carry nuclear liability insurance. This insurance provides coverage for personal injury or property damage 
as a result of a nuclear accident. Under the current Price Anderson Act there would be over $9.5 billion 
available to pay claims. In Resources Available for Nuclear Power Plant Emergencies Under the 
Price-Anderson Act and the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (NUREG 1457) 
(NRC 1992), some examples of the type of assistance that is available under the Price Anderson Act are 
provided. NUREG 1457 states, for property that is deemed uninhabitable as a result of a nuclear accident, the 
insurer will reimburse for present real estate value, based on a pre-accident assessment. Information on the 
Price-Anderson Act may be obtained at: American Nuclear Insurers, Town Center, Suite 300S, 29 South Main 
Street, West Hartford, Connecticut, 06107-2430. 

15.02 The commentor expresses opposition to use of the unfinished Bellefonte plant or any other commercial 
nuclear reactor for the production of tritium. The commentor regards this as a dangerous and highly 
undesirable course of action for several reasons. These include the effects of tritium on the human body and 
its DNA, DOE's history of tritium-releasing accidents at its other production facilities, the implication for 
accidental tritium releases from Bellefonte, and the effects of the resulting radioactive contamination of the 
Tennessee River water supply. The commentor suggests that such accidents are more likely to occur at a 
facility that is not designed for tritium production. 

Comment Summarized: 25-1 

Response: The commentor's opposition to the use of Bellefonte for tritium production is noted. The CLWR 
EIS analyzes the potential water quality impacts associated with the operation of Bellefonte 1 or Bellefonte 1 
and 2 for tritium production. In analyzing the impacts to the health and safety of the public, the EIS takes into 
consideration the radiological and biological characteristics of tritium as discussed in Appendix C, 
Section C.2.2 of the CLWR EIS. The results of these analyses are presented in Volume I, Sections 5.2.3.4 and 
5.2.3.9. TVA, which would be the licensed operator of the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, possesses a permit from 
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the NRC to construct two nuclear power generation units at the Bellefonte site. As part of the construction
permit approval process, the NRC reviewed the design of the two units and the projected chemical and
radiological releases to the environment during normal operation, postulated operational upset events, and
accidents. Operation of nuclear power generation units at the Bellefonte site and associated operational and
accidental releases would be within the limits established by the NRC as the licensing basis for the safe
operation of the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. DOE has made environment, safety, and health considerations
paramount in all operations at DOE sites through the use of internal and external regulations, appropriate
controls in contracts, and day-to-day management and oversight of nuclear operations. DOE is confident that
TVA is capable of safely operating the Bellefonte reactors. Although the Bellefonte reactors were not designed
specifically to produce tritium, they can easily accommodate TPBARs. There is a very small increase in reactor
accident consequences due to the irradiation of TPBARs at Bellefonte, as discussed in Volume 1,
Section 5.2.3.9.2.

15.03 Several commentors oppose the implementation of the proposed action because of concerns about
potential accidents. One commentor asserts that, since all of the DOE's former tritium production plants have
had accidents resulting in leaks into the environment, there is no doubt that commercial reactors inherently
unsuited for weapons production will leak and destroy the Tennessee River, the Tennessee Valley, and
peoples' lives. The commentor also asserts that tritium can cause cancers, genetic mutations, and problems
in unborn babies, and that there is no safe dose. Other commentors state that accidents would undoubtedly
occur that could ruin the state, or that a chance of an accident occurring would be too risky considering the
magnitude of a nuclear disaster.

Comments Summarized: 13-2, 80-3, 138-1, 252-2

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS, the environmental impacts and potential
doses to the public from the proposed action are well within the standards adopted by the regulatory
authorities. Sections 5.2.1.9.2, 5.2.2.9.2, and 5.2.3.9.2 of the CLWR EIS provide the results of the analyses
of the incremental risk resulting from hypothetical accident scenarios during tritium production at CLWRs.
These analyses are performed using generally accepted methods for design-basis and beyond design-basis
accident analyses in support of the reactor operations promulgated by the NRC. The analyses used special
models for the evaluation of consequences of accidental releases of tritium (tritiated water vapor) to the
environment. Volume 1, Appendix C, Section C.2.2 of the CLWR EIS summarizes the characteristics and
biological health effects of tritium. This appendix also provides the health effect standards used to estimate
the potential lifetime cancer mortalities resulting from exposure to tritium and other radioactive materials.
These health effects were calculated using a linear extrapolation from the nominal risk estimated for lifetime
total cancer mortality at a dose of 10 rad to a very low dose level (i.e., zero dose). The impacts from the
application of this model are considered to be an upper bound estimate. There is scientific uncertainty about
the cancer risk in the low dose region below the range of epidemiological observation, and the possibility of
no risk, or even a health benefit, cannot be excluded. The low dose region is defined as a dose level (-0.01 rad)
where DNA repair can occur in a short period (a few hours) after irradiation-induced damage.

As explained in Volume 1, Section 3.1.1 of the CLWR EIS, CLWRs are well suited to produce tritium
because they require no elaborate and complex engineering and test programs. This conclusion is based on
numerous studies, analyses, and tests performed as part of new production reactor efforts in the early 1990s.
The results of the EIS accident analyses indicate that only very small impacts would occur for any of the
credible accident scenarios for tritium production in a CLWR.

15.04 The commentor expresses the opinion that a new safety analysis will have to be performed to consider
the potential increased internal pressure in the reactor vessel during a melt-down that could result from partial
fusion of the large quantities of tritium in a degraded core with uncontrolled recriticality. Temperature data
from the Three Mile Island accident should be used in the analysis.
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the NRC to construct two nuclear power generation units at the Bellefonte site. As part of the construction 
permit approval process, the NRC reviewed the design of the two units and the projected chemical and 
radiological releases to the environment during normal operation, postulated operational upset events, and 
accidents. Operation of nuclear power generation units at the Bellefonte site and associated operational and 
accidental releases would be within the limits established by the NRC as the licensing basis for the safe 
operation of the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. DOE has made environment, safety, and health considerations 
paramount in all operations at DOE sites through the use of internal and external regulations, appropriate 
controls in contracts, and day-to-day management and oversight of nuclear operations. DOE is confident that 
TV A is capable of safely operating the Bellefonte reactors. Although the Bellefonte reactors were not designed 
specifically to produce tritium, they can easily accommodate TPBARs. There is a very small increase in reactor 
accident consequences due to the irradiation of TPBARs at Bellefonte, as discussed in Volume 1, 
Section 5.2.3.9.2. 

15.03 Several com mentors oppose the implementation of the proposed action because of concerns about 
potential accidents. One commentor asserts that, since all of the DOE's former tritium production plants have 
had accidents resulting in leaks into the environment, there is no doubt that commercial reactors inherently 
unsuited for weapons production will leak and destroy the Tennessee River, the Tennessee Valley, and 
peoples' lives. The commentor also asserts that tritium can cause cancers, genetic mutations, and problems 
in unborn babies, and that there is no safe dose. Other commentors state that accidents would undoubtedly 
occur that could ruin the state, or that a chance of an accident occurring would be too risky considering the 
magnitude of a nuclear disaster. 

Comments Summarized: 13-2,80-3, 138-1,252-2 

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR EIS, the environmental impacts and potential 
doses to the public from the proposed action are well within the standards adopted by the regulatory 
authorities. Sections 5.2.1.9.2,5.2.2.9.2, and 5.2.3.9.2 of the CLWR EIS provide the results of the analyses 
of the incremental risk resulting from hypothetical accident scenarios during tritium production at CL WRs. 
These analyses are performed using generally accepted methods for design-basis and beyond design-basis 
accident analyses in support of the reactor operations promulgated by the NRC. The analyses used special 
models for the evaluation of consequences of accidental releases of tritium (tritiated water vapor) to the 
environment. Volume 1, Appendix C, Section C.2.2 of the CLWR EIS summarizes the characteristics and 
biological health effects of tritium. This appendix also provides the health effect standards used to estimate 
the potential lifetime cancer mortalities resulting from exposure to tritium and other radioactive materials. 
These health effects were calculated using a linear extrapolation from the nominal risk estimated for lifetime 
total cancer mortality at a dose of 10 rad to a very low dose level (i.e., zero dose). The impacts from the 
application of this model are considered to be an upper bound estimate. There is scientific uncertainty about 
the cancer risk in the low dose region below the range of epidemiological obst<rvation, and the possibility of 
no risk, or even a health benefit, cannot be excluded. The low dose region is defined as a dose level (-0.01 rad) 
where DNA repair can occur in a short period (a few hours) after irradiation-induced damage. 

As explained in Volume 1, Section 3.1.1 of the CLWR EIS, CLWRs are well suited to produce tritium 
because they require no elaborate and complex engineering and test programs. This conclusion is based on 
numerous studies, analyses, and tests performed as part of new production reactor efforts in the early 1990s. 
The results of the EIS accident analyses indicate that only very small impacts would occur for any of the 
credible accident scenarios for tritium production in a CL WR. 

15.04 The commentor expresses the opinion that a new safety analysis will have to be performed to consider 
the potential increased internal pressure in the reactor vessel during a melt-down that could result from partial 
fusion of the large quantities of tritium in a degraded core with uncontrolled recriticality. Temperature data 
from the Three Mile Island accident should be used in the analysis. 
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The commentor further asserts that, although beyond design-basis accidents were analyzed, the analysis was
done using the MACCS2 accident analysis computer code (SNL 1997) for a standard pressurized water reactor
core. However, if a significant increase in energy can be released in the reactor vessel due to fusion of tritium
gas in the core during a meltdown accompanied with uncontrolled recriticality, the code would not be useful
for assessment of accident conditions. The commentor suggests that Table 5-49 in the CLWR Draft EIS also
should list under the beyond design-basis accident an evaluation of energy release from possible fusion of
tritium in the core, using the Three Mile Island temperature data in the event of a recriticality of the degraded
core.

Comment Summarized: 41-3

Response: Analyses of tritium production reactors have shown that only reactor cores with an enrichment
greater than 7.5 percent uranium-235 have the potential for uncontrolled recriticality during severe core melt
accidents. Since all CLWRs operate with a core enrichment of less than 5 percent, recriticality is not an issue
during core melt accident sequences. In addition, the temperature distribution following a severe core melt
accident is insufficient to promote any fusion reaction involving tritium or lithium. A fusion reaction requires
a "confinement medium" corresponding to temperatures on the orders of tens of millions of degrees, which
is not possible in a reactor accident. The analyses presented in the CLWR EIS correctly reflect the conditions
expected in a severe core damage accident, and no change to Table 5-58 (formerly Table 5-49) is needed.
Revised Volume 1, Appendix D, Section D. 1.1.10 of the CLWR Final EIS states that the core enrichments
in the CLWRs preclude any potential for uncontrolled recriticality after a severe core melt accident.

15.05 The commentor asserts that Section S.3.1.1 of the Summary of the CLWR Draft EIS, under Accident
Conditions, should spell out that a reanalysis of the design-basis accident conditions would be needed because
of reactivity changes to the core and no mention is made of the use of boron as a chemical shim early in core
life and its relationship with the TPBARs, nor of the increased reactivity needed, if any, to accomplish the
project. The commentor further asserts that a potential impact not mentioned is the effect of different metals
such as zircaloy on corrosion interaction with parts of the core and on other primary systems.

Comment Summarized: 41-8

Response: DOE has produced a technical report documenting the design and analysis of a maximum tritium
production core using a reference Westinghouse reactor similar to the Watts Bar 1 reactor titled, Tritium
Production Core Topical Report, (WEC 1998). This report, which is currently being reviewed by the NRC,
contains the evaluations of various design-basis accident scenarios performed in the plant safety analysis
report. The report has concluded that the insertion of TPBARs would not change the progression of the design
basis accidents previously analyzed. Prior to operating the reactor, the NRC will approve the analyses of
specific tritium production reactor core configurations. NRC license holders must submit core reload analyses
and demonstrate that core performance for a new core configuration, including tritium production cores, are
within the licensing basis performance envelope for the plant.

As stated in Volume 1, Appendix A, Section A.3.2 of the CLWR EIS, the normal burnable absorber rods are
clad with either type-304 stainless steel or zircaloy-4. The TPBAR cladding and end plugs are manufactured
from 20 percent cold-worked type-316 stainless steel. The introduction of TPBAR type-316 stainless steel
cladding into the reactor core will not introduce any new and unanalyzed corrosion condition with parts of the
core and other primary systems. In September 1997, 32 TPBARs were inserted into the reactor core at Watts
Bar 1 as part of a confirmatory demonstration program. To date, the TPBARs and their type-316 stainless steel
cladding are performing as designed.

15.06 The commentor, referring to Appendix A, page A-18 of the CLWR Draft EIS, states that the last
paragraph indicates that more new fuel assemblies may have to be loaded into the core during each refueling
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The commentor further asserts that, although beyond design-basis accidents were analyzed, the analysis was 
done using the MACCS2 accident analysis computer code (SNL 1997) for a standard pressurized water reactor 
core. However, if a significant increase in energy can be released in the reactor vessel due to fusion of tritium 
gas in the core during a meltdown accompanied with uncontrolled recriticality, the code would not be useful 
for assessment of accident conditions. The commentor suggests that Table 5-49 in the CL WR Draft EIS also 
should list under the beyond design-basis accident an evaluation of energy release from possible fusion of 
tritium in the core, using the Three Mile Island temperature data in the event of a recriticality of the degraded 
core. 

Comment Summarized: 41-3 

Response: Analyses of tritium production reactors have shown that only reactor cores with an enrichment 
greater than 7.5 percent uranium-235 have the potential for uncontrolled recriticality during severe core melt 
accidents. Since all CL WRs operate with a core enrichment of less than 5 percent, recriticality is not an issue 
during core melt accident sequences. In addition, the temperature distribution following a severe core melt 
accident is insufficient to promote any fusion reaction involving tritium or lithium. A fusion reaction requires 
a "confinement medium" corresponding to temperatures on the orders of tens of millions of degrees, which 
is not possible in a reactor accident. The analyses presented in the CL WR EIS correctly reflect the conditions 
expected in a severe core damage accident, and no change to Table 5-58 (formerly Table 5-49) is needed. 
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15.05 The commentor asserts that Section S.3.1.1 of the Summary of the CL WR Draft EIS, under Accident 
Conditions, should spell out that a reanalysis of the design-basis accident conditions would be needed because 
of reactivity changes to the core and no mention is made of the use of boron as a chemical shim early in core 
life and its relationship with the TPBARs, nor of the increased reactivity needed, if any, to accomplish the 
project. The commentor further asserts that a potential impact not mentioned is the effect of different metals 
such as zircaloy on corrosion interaction with parts of the core and on other primary systems. 

Comment Summarized: 41-8 

Response: DOE has produced a technical report documenting the design and analysis of a maximum tritium 
production core using a reference Westinghouse reactor similar to the Watts Bar I reactor titled, Tritium 
Production Core Topical Report, (WEC 1998). This report, which is currently being reviewed by the NRC, 
contains the evaluations of various design-basis accident scenarios performed in the plant safety analysis 
report. The report has concluded that the insertion ofTPBARs would not change the progression of the design 
basis accidents previously analyzed. Prior to operating the reactor, the NRC will approve the analyses of 
specific tritium production reactor core configurations. NRC license holders must submit core reload analyses 
and demonstrate that core performance for a new core configuration, including tritium production cores, are 
within the licensing basis performance envelope for the plant. 

As stated in Volume I, Appendix A, Section A.3.2 of the CLWR EIS, the normal burnable absorber rods are 
clad with either type-304 stainless steel or zircaloy-4. The TPBAR cladding and end plugs are manufactured 
from 20 percent cold-worked type-316 stainless steel. The introduction of TPBAR type-316 stainless steel 
cladding into the reactor core will not introduce any new and unanalyzed corrosion condition with parts of the 
core and other primary systems. In September 1997, 32 TPBARs were inserted into the reactor core at Watts 
Bar I as part of a confirmatory demonstration program. To date, the TPBARs and their type-316 stainless steel 
cladding are performing as designed. 

15.06 The commentor, referring to Appendix A, page A-18 of the CL WR Draft EIS, states that the last 
paragraph indicates that more new fuel assemblies may have to be loaded into the core during each refueling 
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and that the enrichment of these assemblies may need to be increased. The commentor suggests that analysis
be included on flux density, the interaction of chemical shim control on this density over time, and the total
impact of this added reactivity on control systems. The commentor further suggests that a safety analysis is
needed to determine the increased risk to personnel as a result of an out-of-core criticality incident and the
steps taken to prevent one from occurring.

Comment Summarized: 41-13

Response: As indicated in Volume 1, Appendix A, Section A.3.1 of the CLWR EIS, the maximum
enrichment for CLWR fuel is limited by the NRC to 5 percent. The Tritium Production Core Topical Report,
NPD-98-181 (WEC 1998), submitted to the NRC for review in July 1998, evaluated the flux density of a
reference tritium production core over time and concluded that no changes to reactivity control systems are
required due to the introduction of TPBARs into the core with fuel assembly enrichment approaching
5 percent. In addition, each license holder must submit core reload analyses to the NRC prior to refueling and
demonstrate that core performance for a new core configuration, including tritium production cores, is within
the licensing basis performance envelope for the plant. Since all CLWRs are currently licensed to handle fuel
assemblies with enrichments up to 5 percent, there is no increased risk to personnel as a result of an out-of-core
criticality incident. Existing approved plant operating procedures are adequate to handle reactor fuel enriched
up to 5 percent and ensure the safety of operating personnel.

15.07 One commentor asserts that the evaluation of human health effects from facility accidents (Appendix D
of the CLWR Draft EIS) is not adequate, with three deficiencies:

1. The basis for estimating that 10 percent of the tritium released from the melted targets will be in the oxide
form within the containment atmosphere is not documented (Table D-1). In some past safety analysis
reports, DOE has assumed that 100 percent of released tritium is in the oxide form and is available for
release to the environment. The commentor requests an explanation for the basis of and revision of the
analysis.

2. Elemental tritium may be available in the containment atmosphere and released to the environment. The
EIS analysis needs to quantify the estimated release of elemental tritium and the resultant safety and
environmental effects.

3. The analysis does not address the disposition of tritium remaining in the reactor facility after the first
30 days (Table D-2). Since tritium is very mobile and cannot be easily removed from contaminated
coolant water, how much additional tritium will be released to the environment, and with what effects?
Also, what are the long-term disposition mechanism and associated environmental impacts for tritium
that remain within the containment structure? The CLWR Draft EIS needs to be corrected to address the
environmental impacts associated with the disposition of all tritium released in a design-basis accident.

Comment Summarized: 45-6, 503-9

Response:

1. Volume 1, Appendix D, Section D. 1.1.2 of the CLWR EIS discusses the reasons for the reduction of
tritium water vapor in the containment after a large-break loss-of-coolant accident. It states that the
reduction in the amount of tritium available for release would result from post-accident processing and
cooling of the containment atmosphere, operation of the hydrogen recombiners, and the absorption of
elemental and oxidized tritium by water in the containment. This assumption is consistent with previous
DOE analysis performed in support of the Light Water Reactor (WNP-1) Plant Description-New
Production Reactor (New Production Reactor EIS), documented in a Westinghouse report (WHC 1991).
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As a result of these removal processes, the analysis assumes that only 10 percent of the tritium released
to the containment would be in the form of tritiated water vapor and would be available for release over
a 30-day period following an accident. Tritium and tritiated water vapor would be released to the
atmosphere through containment leak paths only. Potential leak pathways from containment are discussed
in Volume 1, Appendix D, Section D. 1.2.5.2 of the CLWR EIS.

2. The analysis assumed that all tritium released from the containment to the environment was in oxide
form. This assumption is very conservative because the dose conversion factors for tritium in oxide form
are much greater (by a factor of 10,000) than for elemental tritium gas. As stated in Volume 1,
Appendix C, Section C.2.2.2, the total effective dose from a tritium gas exposure is about 10,000 times
less than the total effective dose from an equal exposure to airborne tritium oxide.

3. As stated in Volume 1, Appendix D, Section D. 1.1.2 of the CLWR EIS, the analysis assumed that, after
30 days, all of the tritiated water vapor in the containment atmosphere would be condensed and would
not be available for further release. As part of the post-accident cleanup and restoration activities, the
contaminated water remaining in the containment would be treated to remove radioactive fission products
and the treated water would be tanked and stored on site to allow the tritium to decay as appropriate
before it is recycled and released to the environment via controlled pathways.

15.08 The commentor asserts that it is irresponsible to state that an explosion of the Bellefonte facility is
outside of the scope of this EIS. The commentor adds that the Chernobyl Plant accident is a mere decade
behind us and that residents around such facilities need to be informed of the results of such an explosion.

Comment Summarized: 116-25

Response: The CLWR EIS was searched for all references to the word "explosion" to identify what postulated
explosion the commentor was referencing. Two references to "explosion" were identified:

1. Volume 1, Appendix F addressed issues raised during the Public Scoping Process. One of the issues
raised was the possible explosion of a nuclear warhead. DOE's position on this issue has not changed.
Appendix F of the CLWR EIS states, "The environmental impacts associated with a possible explosion
of a nuclear warhead are speculative and beyond the scope of the CLWR EIS."

2. Volume 1, Section 5.2.10, Safeguards and Security, addresses design-basis threats from a dedicated
adversary group with suitable weapons and explosives. The section describes the provisions of the DOE
Safeguards and Protection Program. Section 5.2.10 of the CLWR EIS states, "Accidents initiated as a
result of sabotage are considered speculative and, accordingly, have not been addressed in the CLWR
EIS." DOE has not changed their position on this issue. However, it should be noted that the EIS did
evaluate the consequences of severe reactor accidents (i.e., core-disruptive accidents with containment
bypass or breach of containment). The consequence of any act of sabotage, including an explosion, is
bounded by the analysis of severe reactor accidents. The commentor references the Chernobyl accident
and infers that it was an explosion. The accident at Chernobyl is classified as a severe reactor accident,
not an explosion. As stated above, this EIS did evaluate severe reactor accidents. The Chernobyl reactor
design differs markedly from the reactors proposed for tritium production. The Chernobyl initiating
events, accident sequences, and resulting consequences could not occur at U.S. NRC-licensed reactors.

15.09 The commentor refers to Section 5.2.1.9.2 of the CLWR Draft EIS under Radiological Impacts where
it states that the assessment of dose and associated cancer risk to the noninvolved worker is not applicable for
beyond design-basis accidents. The commentor believes that the rationale given following this statement is
of dubious validity and explains that the assumption of a slow-moving accident is not a general case; many
scenarios of fast-moving, beyond design-basis accidents exist. The commentor further refers to a statement
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made that the public within 10 miles would have been evacuated. The commentor remarks that this evacuation
would not occur immediately and most likely would take hours to accomplish. The commentor recommends
that the dose and associated cancer risk be evaluated for the noninvolved worker.

Comment Summarized: 146-10

Response: The severe accidents evaluated include containment failure and bypass scenarios, which lead to
releases. Each scenario has a warning time and a release time. The warning time is the time at which
notification is given to offsite emergency response officials to initiate protective measures for the surrounding
population. The release time is the time when the release to the environment begins. At Sequoyah and Watts
Bar, the minimum time between the warning time and the release time is two hours. At Bellefonte, the
minimum time is one hour. The minimum time of one hour is more than enough time to evacuate onsite
personnel. This also conservatively assumes that an onsite emergency has not been declared prior to initiating
an offsite notification. Releases from these scenarios take place on an even longer time frame. Therefore, the
assumption that consequences to the noninvolved worker need not be considered for beyond design-basis
accidents is justified. Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1.9.2, 5.2.2.9.2, and 5.2.3.9.2 of the CLWR EIS have been
revised for clarity. The offsite population within the 10-mile Emergency Planning Zone is not evacuated prior
to release. The offsite evacuation is initiated at the warning time, as mentioned above. There is a delay time
for notification and then a significant time for evacuation, usually on the order of a few hours.

15.10 The commentor remarks that, while Table 5-6 of the CLWR Draft EIS presents risk increments
associated with various accidents, the paragraph following this table describes these numbers as the actual risk.
The commnentor suggests that the terminology between narratives and tables be made consistent.

Comment Summarized: 146-11

Response: Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1.9.2 and 5.2.2.9.2 of the CLWR EIS have been revised to address the
commentor's concern.

15.11 The commentor refers to Table 5-32 of the CLWR Draft EIS where the assumption of mean (50
percent) meteorological conditions for the maximally exposed offsite individual is made. The commentor
recommends that the worst case credible meteorological conditions be used to bound the risks.

Comment Summarized: 146-14

Response: As stated in Volume 1, Appendix D, Section D. 1.2.4 of the CLWR EIS, the impact analyses were
performed in accordance with guidance provided in NRC Regulatory Guide 4.2. This guide recommends
using an atmospheric diffusion value (X/Q) corresponding to one tenth of the value determined in Safety Guide
No. 4. This safety guide has been revised and reissued as Revision 2, Regulatory Guide 1.4. In 1983, the NRC
issued Regulatory Guide 1.145, providing guidance in determining 95th percentile X/Q values using a site
meteorological direction-dependent approach. In this analysis, DOE assumes the 95th percentile direction-
dependent X/Q values to be consistent with the guidance provided in Safety Guide 4 and Regulatory
Guide 1.4. The GENII computer code, which is based on the NRC's current acceptable direction-dependent
approach, was used to determine the 50th and 95th percentile meteorological conditions at each site. The
results indicated that the estimated doses using 50th percentile meteorological conditions were more than one
tenth times the 95th percentile meteorological doses. Therefore, the 50th percentile meteorological condition
at each site was used to estimate the consequences.
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CATEGORY 16: WASTE MANAGEMENT

16.01 The commentor notes that there likely will be an increase in the generation of low-level radioactive
waste which must be stored somewhere and asks about plans to store this waste on site.

Comment Summarized: 116-27, 800-3

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1.11, 5.2.2.11, and 5.2.3.11 of the CLWR EIS, tritium
production would increase low-level radioactive waste by 0.1 percent. Low-level radioactive waste would not
be stored on site, but would be transported and managed at the low-level radioactive waste facility at Bamwell,
South Carolina, or the Savannah River Site. The 40-year production of tritium at CLWRs would produce a
total amount of low-level radioactive waste that would fill 0.06 percent of the capacity of one of a series of
existing vaults at the Savannah River Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Facility, which has been
operational since 1994.

16.02 The commentor remarks that DOE's assertion that waste will be produced and that the waste may be
stored on site or in a Federal storage facility does not satisfy the requirements of NEPA.

Comment Summarized: 116-3

Response: The CLWR EIS has been prepared in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality
regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508) and DOE's NEPA regulations (10 CFR 1021) and procedures. To the extent
that potential environmental impacts associated with waste management could be identified for the alternatives
analyzed, they are included in the CLWR EIS. DOE believes that it has complied with requirements of NEPA
for actions analyzed in this EIS including, as applicable, NEPA documentation at disposal sites. This analysis
includes the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental consequences of the production of tritium in three
operating CLWRs and the completion and operation of two partially completed commercial reactors.

With respect to the waste produced, the EIS addresses low-level radioactive waste in Volume 1,
Sections 5.2.1.11, 5.2.2.11, and 5.2.3.11; it also addresses spent nuclear fuel management in Sections 5.2.1.12,
5.2.2.12, and 5.2.3.12. The CLWR EIS states that additional low-level waste associated with tritium
production would be transported and managed at either the Barnwell, South Carolina or the Savannah River
Site. Both options are possible and in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations; both
options are evaluated in the CLWR EIS. The CLWR also states that any additional spent nuclear fuel would
be stored on site in a dry cask ISFSI facility until a national repository is available. In accordance with the
Council on Environmental Quality regulations, the impacts from a generic dry cask ISFSI facility are evaluated
in Section 5.2.6 of the CLWR EIS. NEPA documentation would be prepared if and when it becomes necessary
to construct a dry cask ISFSI facility at each of the proposed sites.

16.03 The commentor is concerned with onsite leakage of radioactive and other toxic waste.

Comment Summarized: 136-2

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the CLWR Draft EIS, there would be no onsite accidental
leakage of radioactive and other toxic waste during normal operations. However, the EIS assumes
conservatively that some liquid and gaseous radioactive material could be released. The CLWR EIS addresses
the impacts of normal operation releases in Sections 5.2.1.9.1, 5.2.2.9.1, and 5.2.3.9.1. The CLWR EIS
addresses the impacts of releases during accident conditions in Sections 5.2.1.9.2, 5.2.2.9.2, and 5.2.3.9.2.
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Comment Summarized: 136-2 

Response: As discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5 of the CLWR Draft EIS, there would be no bnsite accidental 
leakage of radioactive and other toxic waste during normal operations. However, the EIS assumes 
conservatively that some liquid and gaseous radioactive material could be released. The CL WR EIS addresses 
the impacts of normal operation releases in Sections 5.2.1.9.1,5.2.2.9.1, and 5.2.3.9.1. The CLWR EIS 
addresses the impacts of releases during accident conditions in Sections 5.2.1.9.2,5.2.2.9.2, and 5.2.3.9.2. 
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16.04 Commentors oppose tritium production in general and Bellefonte in particular because of concerns
about waste removal capabilities from TVA facilities.

Comments Summarized: 50-1, 84-3, 712-3

Response: Currently operating nuclear power plants effectively manage all radioactive waste without any
impact to public health and safety. Significant reductions in the quantity and volume of radioactive waste have
been achieved during the past 10 years. Low-level radioactive waste is currently subject to volume reduction
by compaction and incineration and then shipment to one of several available low-level waste disposal sites
in the United States. The Bellefonte plant represents one of the CLWR options for producing tritium (the
other options are use of the Watts Bar and/or Sequoyah Nuclear Plants), but the Bellefonte plant, if selected,
would also produce electric power for the TVA system.

16.05 The commentor expresses opposition to the proposed action because it would produce at least
50 percent more low-level waste, and disposal of nuclear waste is already a serious problem that this proposal
can only exacerbate.

Comment Summarized: 25-3

Response: Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1.11, 5.2.2.11, and 5.2.3.11 of the CLWR EIS state that the additional
low-level waste generated due to tritium production at the CLWRs would constitute approximately 0.1 percent
of the low-level waste currently being generated at the operating nuclear power plants, or 0.1 percent of the
electric power production-associated low-level waste that would be generated at the Bellefonte plant. This
small additional low-level waste would be transported to the low-level radioactive waste disposal facility at
the Savannah River Site or the low-level radioactive waste facility at Bamwell, South Carolina, where the low-
level radioactive waste of the reactor facilities is normally transported and disposed. The 40-year total
low-level radioactive waste generated from tritium production represents 0.06 percent of the capacity of one
vault at the facility at the Savannah River Site, which contains a series of vaults for low-level radioactive waste
storage. The amount of additional low-level radioactive waste produced at a CLWR due to tritium production
is a very small fraction (0.1 percent) of that already produced. United States CLWRs have been successfully
reducing the activity, amount, and volume of low-level waste they produce by using advances in technology
and improving operational and maintenance procedures. Further reductions in low-level radioactive waste
production are expected to be far greater than the small increase due to tritium production. CLWRs send
low-level radioactive waste to operating licensed low-level waste disposal facilities.

CATEGORY 17: SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL MANAGEMENT

17.01 The commentor states that the generation of additional spent fuel waste and removal and shipment of
TPBARs is not the "normal" operation of a CLWR. DOE must be forthright about the changes in normal
operations required to produce tritium.

Comment Summarized: 94-12

Response: The impacts of tritium production on reactor operations are discussed qualitatively in Section 3.1.3
of the CLWR EIS. As indicated in this section, tritium could be produced with only a few impacts on the
normal operation of the reactor. The terminology used ("normal operation") reflects that a CLWR can
continue to operate and produce electricity with no disruption. The environmental impacts resulting from these
operations and differences are evaluated and presented in detail in Volume 1, Chapter 5.
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17.02 The commentor expresses opposition to the proposed action because production of tritium at a
commercial nuclear plant will produce much more nuclear waste-three times more high-level waste than the
plant would produce under normal operating conditions by DOE's own estimate.

Comment Summarized: 25-2

Response: Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1.12, 5.2.2.12, and 5.2.3.12 of the CLWR EIS address spent nuclear fuel
management at each of the sites and present the fact that up to 2,000 TPBARs can be irradiated in the reactor
core of each CLWR without generating any additional spent nuclear fuel. In implementing the proposed
action, DOE and TVA would manage the tritium production process to minimize, to the extent practicable,
the generation of additional spent nuclear fuel. The CLWR EIS addresses the impacts of additional spent
nuclear fuel generation in Section 5.2.6.

17.03 The commentor expresses concern about the storage of spent fuel. If the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of
1982 mandates that spent fuel will be managed at a national repository, then DOE needs to expedite and assist
in resolving the siting issues and not create additional onsite spent fuel storage facilities. The commentor
further recommends that the last major planning assumption of paragraph S.3.2.1 on page 17 of the CLWR
Draft EIS Summary be revised to state that spent fuel rods resulting from the tritium project will be stored at
an existing spent fuel storage facility until the national repository becomes operational in accordance with the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982.

Comments Summarized: 58-4, 610-4

Response: DOE is committed to the development of a licensed national spent nuclear fuel waste repository.
This commitment is being actively pursued by DOE. Siting and development of a repository is ongoing, and
the location and opening date for a suitable repository has not been determined. The last major assumption in
Section S.3.2.1 of the CLWR EIS Summary correctly states that additional spent nuclear fuel would be
generated if more than 2,000 TPBARs were irradiated in a fuel cycle. In implementing the proposed action,
DOE and TVA would manage the tritium production process to minimize, to the extent practicable, the
generation of additional spent nuclear fuel. The assumption on Summary page 17 of the CLWR Draft EIS
correctly states that, for the purposes of calculating conservative and bounding environmental impacts, the
maximum possible additional spent nuclear fuel generated due to irradiating 3,400 TPBARs in each fuel cycle
is assumed. The environmental impacts of a dry cask ISFSI designed specifically for this conservatively
assumed amount of additional spent nuclear fuel are presented in the CLWR EIS as a bounding case. The
CLWR EIS conservatively assumes that dry spent fuel storage will be required without the availability of a
national repository during the tritium production time frame. This assumption bounds the environmental
impact of spent fuel storage since the availability of a national repository would result in a smaller
environmental impact than that presented in the CLWR EIS.

17.04 The commentor, referring to Section 3.2.1 of the CLWR Draft EIS regarding the explanation (according
to the commentor) that DOE essentially is deferring questions about the management/storage of spent fuel,
remarks that, since Watts Bar does not have fuel storage capacity for the time period under consideration in
this proposed action (40 years), issues of spent fuel storage and management cannot be finessed, but must be
discussed in detail, specific to each reactor under consideration.

Comment Summarized: 94-18

Response: The CLWR EIS specifically addresses the most conservative scenario with regard to spent nuclear
fuel storage at Watts Bar (and all the CLWRs being considered for tritium production). This scenario assumes
that no spent nuclear fuel national waste repository will be available for the entire 40-year tritium production
time frame, so additional dry cask spent nuclear fuel storage would be required. Volume 1, Sections 4.2.1.11,
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4.2.2.11, and 4.2.3.11 of the CLWR EIS, in conjunction with the projected spent nuclear fuel generation
numbers in Chapter 5, also show that the spent nuclear fuel pool storage capacity of each nuclear power plant
would not be adequate for the amount of spent nuclear fuel discharged during the entire licensed electric power
production time period without any consideration of tritium production. Therefore, each considered CLWR
would need to provide additional spent nuclear fuel storage capacity even if it is not used for tritium
production.

17.05 The commentor refers to Section 4.2.3.11, where the CLWR Draft EIS describes storage capacity at
Bellefonte and says that each unit has a storage pool which has the capacity to hold 1,058 spent fuel
assemblies. The commentor asks whether the pool can or cannot accommodate 3,400 TPBARs every
18 months for 40 years.

Comment Summarized: 94-22

Response: The 3,400 TPBARs would be inserted into all 141 fuel assemblies in the Bellefonte reactor core.
When the fuel is discharged to the storage pool, the TPBARs would only remain in the pool for a period of
one to two months before being consolidated and loaded into transportation casks for shipment to the Savannah
River Site. Therefore, the Bellefonte spent nuclear fuel storage pool can accommodate the 3,400 TPBARs that
would be discharged every 18 months for the one- to two-month time period after each fuel cycle prior to their
shipment to the Savannah River Site.

17.06 The commentor refers to Table 5-42 of the CLWYTR Draft EIS, where the environmental impacts for dry
cask storage are considered generically. The commentor asserts that the information about earthquake and
tornado damage is not sufficient to allow the reader to determine the adequacy of this method of estimating
environmental impacts.

Comment Summarized: 94-23

Response: The information in Volume 1, Table 5-51 (formerly Table 5-42) of the CLWR EIS, regarding
earthquake and tornado accidents, reflects the fact that all NRC-licensed dry spent nuclear fuel storage designs
are required by law to withstand earthquakes and tornadoes without posing any unacceptable risk to public
health and safety. The environmental impact of dry cask spent nuclear fuel storage presented in Volume 1,
Section 5.2.6 of the CLWR EIS assumes that any storage system used for spent nuclear fuel would be licensed
by the NRC. The NRC evaluates the safety of each spent nuclear fuel storage system and confirms that, for
accidents such as tornadoes and earthquakes, they meet all regulatory requirements, including design safety
and acceptable consequences. All currently NRC-licensed dry cask spent nuclear fuel storage designs present
safety analyses that show that earthquakes and tornadoes would result in no radiological consequences to the
public.

17.07 The commentor refers to page A-23 of Appendix A of the CLWR Draft EIS. The commentor remarks
that the numbers on that page indicate that Bellefonte would produce an additional 1,863 spent fuel assemblies
if it were selected to produce tritium. The commentor adds that this number exceeds the total capacity of
Bellefonte's current spent fuel pools.

Comment Summarized: 94-26

Response: As indicated in Volume 1, Appendix A, Table A-1, the operation of each of the Bellefonte units
without tritium production would generate approximately 1,944 spent nuclear fuel assemblies over a 40-year
period (i.e., 72 fuel assemblies per operating cycle x 27 operating cycles of 18 months each.) This number also
exceeds the total capacity of Bellefonte's current spent nuclear fuel pools. Therefore, additional spent nuclear
fuel storage beyond the pool capacity would be required at Bellefonte whether or not it is used for tritium
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production. The environmental impacts of a dry cask ISFSI system are presented in Volume 1, Section 5.2.6
of the CLWR EIS. This section presents the environmental impacts from construction, operation, and
postulated accidents.

17.08 The commentor states that, if tritium is produced at levels that increase reactor fuel consumption, the
EIS should clarify who owns the additional spent nuclear fuel and who will pay for its eventual treatment,
storage, and disposal.

Comment Summarized: 127-4

Response: As the licensee for the CLWRs under consideration for tritium production, TVA is responsible for
all spent nuclear fuel. A DOE interagency agreement with TVA would provide the financial terms for the
treatment, storage, and disposal of any additional spent nuclear fuel that may be generated from the production
of tritium.

17.09 The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS does not discuss the fact that there is no disposal site
for spent fuel, so the environmental effects of tritium production could include centuries of on site spent fuel
storage at commercial reactor site(s).

Comment Summarized: 137-9

Response: The operating and shut-down CLWRs in the United States are expected to have generated over
183,000 spent nuclear fuel assemblies (85,000 metric tons of uranium) by the end of their licensed lifetime.
The additional spent nuclear fuel generated for 40 years of tritium production represents approximately
1 percent of this spent fuel inventory. Currently licensed technology exists for interim storage of spent nuclear
fuel. DOE is committed to the development of a licensed national spent nuclear fuel waste repository. This
waste repository will be required for the spent nuclear fuel that has been produced while generating electric
power. The tritium production contribution to this spent nuclear fuel of about 1 percent will not affect the
design or schedule for completion of this repository. The impacts from an onsite dry cask ISFSI are discussed
in Volume 1, Section 5.2.6 of the CLWR EIS.

17.10 The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS mentions numerous times that production of tritium
in a CLWR may result in more spent fuel, and this fuel will have higher enrichments and lower burnup than
fuel currently discharged to the spent fuel pools; thus, it will have higher reactivity. The commentor remarks
that the CLWR EIS contains no discussion of the effects of this high reactivity fuel on spent fuel pool design
parameters or spent fuel pool fuel handling accidents. The commentor recommends that a detailed analysis
be done to determine the effects of this high reactivity fuel on the various plants' spent fuel pools, and on fuel
pool and fuel handling accident analyses, and a discussion of the results should be included in the CLWR Final
EIS.

Comment Summarized: 146-1

Response: Full production loading of TPBARs may require the use of slightly higher enriched fuel (up to
approximately 4.9 percent, compared to approximately 4.5 percent currently used). Such an increase would
be allowed by the current NRC licenses (current licensing provisions allow for up to 5 percent enrichment);
thus, the reactor systems and equipment are already designed to accommodate fuel enriched to the level
required for tritium production. The somewhat higher enrichments and reduced fuel assembly bumups
associated with the tritium production core, as compared to the conventional core designs, can influence the
radiological source term used in the calculation of radiological emissions other than tritium during normal
operation and accident conditions. The Tritium Production Core Topical Report (WEC 1998) quantified this
effect and concluded that, overall, the fission product inventories were the same or lower in the tritium-
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producing core. Therefore, the analysis presented in the CLWR EIS, which does not account for the increased
enrichment, is conservative. It is also not expected that the higher enrichments and reduced fuel assembly
burnups would affect the design parameters of the existing spent fuel pools. The NRC will review these
parameters when the reactor facility applies for a licensing amendment to operate in a tritium-producing mode.

17.11 The commentor states that there is no discussion of the effect of the high reactivity fuel on the
postulated geologic repository. The commentor poses the following questions: Since there will be much more
spent fuel generated by this process, will this affect the capability of the geologic repository to accept fuel from
other CLWRs? Will its high reactivity make it ineligible for geologic storage or cause it to require special
handling? The commentor recommends that these issues should be evaluated and discussed in the CLWR
Final EIS.

Comment Summarized: 146-2

Response: The maximum number of additional spent nuclear fuel assemblies (e.g., 1,863 at Bellefonte)
generated for the 40-year CLWR production of tritium represents less than 1 percent of the total mass of spent
nuclear fuel expected to be placed in a future geologic repository. The maximum uranium-235 enrichment of
this spent fuel would be approximately 4.9 percent (less than 5 percent). The TVA reactors under
consideration use commercial nuclear fuel with uranium-235 enrichments as high as 4.5 percent. The trend
in reload fuel at nuclear power plants has been toward higher uranium-235 enrichments. Since current and
future projected nuclear fuel is expected to be similar in enrichment to the fuel used in tritium production, and
the spent nuclear fuel associated with tritium production represents less than 1 percent of all the spent nuclear
fuel to be discharged into the repository, the CLWR spent nuclear fuel associated with tritium production is
expected to be compatible with repository requirements and should have no significant effect on repository
reactivity and require no special handling.

17.12 The commentor, referring to the Uranium Fuel Cycle and Waste Management entry of Table 5-38 in
the CLWR Draft EIS, remarks that it discusses only transportation. The commentor recommends that issues
associated with additional onsite storage capacity for spent fuel also be discussed.

Comment Summarized: 146-16

Response: Environmental impacts of onsite spent nuclear fuel storage are analyzed in Volume 1, Section 5.2.6
of the CLWR EIS. As discussed in Section 5.2.4.2 of the CLWR EIS, Table 5-47 (CLWR Draft EIS Table
5-38) includes the issues that need to be addressed by the licensees as part of the life extension license renewal
application. Issues of lesser importance which appear in 10 CFR 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, were not
included in Table 5-47. The finding under Onsite Spent Fuel in the 10 CFR 51 table states: "SMALL. The
expected increase in the volume of spent nuclear fuel from an additional 20 years of operation can be safely
accommodated on site with small environmental effects through dry or pool storage at all plants if a permanent
repository or retrievable storage is not available." Section 5.2.6 of the CLWR EIS reaffirms this NRC finding
for storage of spent nuclear fuel in a dry cask ISFSI.

17.13 The commentor asks that the EIS include the assumptions behind the conservatively estimated dose to
a worker from the ISFSI, CLWR Draft EIS, page 5-94, top of the page.

Comment Summarized: 146-18

Response: These assumptions are presented in the two references, DUKE 1988 and BGE 1989b as indicated
on the referenced page. The nature of this conservatism is due principally to the time and dose rate estimates
for each operation in loading a dry spent nuclear fuel storage cask.
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producing core. Therefore, the analysis presented in the CL WR EIS, which does not account for the increased 
enrichment, is conservative. It is also not expected that the higher enrichments and reduced fuel assembly 
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Final EIS. 

Comment Summarized: 146-2 

Response: The maximum number of additional spent nuclear fuel assemblies (e.g., 1,863 at Bellefonte) 
generated for the 40-year CL WR production of tritium represents less than 1 percent of the total mass of spent 
nuclear fuel expected to be placed in a future geologic repository. The maximum uranium-235 enrichment of 
this spent fuel would be approximately 4.9 percent (less than 5 percent). The TVA reactors under 
consideration use commercial nuclear fuel with uranium-235 enrichments as high as 4.5 percent. The trend 
in reload fuel at nuclear power plants has been toward higher uranium-235 enrichments. Since current and 
future projected nuclear fuel is expected to be similar in enrichment to the fuel used in tritium production, and 
the spent nuclear fuel associated with tritium production represents less than 1 percent of all the spent nuclear 
fuel to be discharged into the repository, the CL WR spent nuclear fuel associated with tritium production is 
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17.12 The commentor, referring to the Uranium Fuel Cycle and Waste Management entry of Table 5-38 in 
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associated with additional onsite storage capacity for spent fuel also be discussed. 

Comment Summarized: 146-16 

Response: Environmental impacts of onsite spent nuclear fuel storage are analyzed in Volume 1, Section 5.2.6 
of the CLWR EIS. As discussed in Section 5.2.4.2 of the CLWR EIS, Table 5-47 (CLWR Draft EIS Table 
5-38) includes the issues that need to be addressed by the licensees as part of the life extension license renewal 
application. Issues of lesser importance which appear in 10 CFR 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, were not 
included in Table 5-47. The finding under Onsite Spent Fuel in the 10 CFR 51 table states: "SMALL. The 
expected increase in the volume of spent nuclear fuel from an additional 20 years of operation can be safely 
accommodated on site with small environmental effects through dry or pool storage at all plants if a permanent 
repository or retrievable storage is not available." Section 5.2.6 of the CLWR EIS reaffirms this NRC finding 
for storage of spent nuclear fuel in a dry cask ISFSI. 

17.13 The commentor asks that the EIS include the assumptions behind the conservatively estimated dose to 
a worker from the ISFSI, CL WR Draft EIS, page 5-94, top of the page. 

Comment Summarized: 146-18 

Response: These assumptions are presented in the two references, DUKE 1988 and BGE 1989b as indicated 
on the referenced page. The nature of this conservatism is due principally,to the time and dose rate estimates 
for each operation in loading a dry spent nuclear fuel storage cask. 
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17.14 The commentor states the following: Page 5-94 of the CLWR Draft EIS, second paragraph, states no
chemical, biocide, or sanitary wastes would be generated in the operation of the ISFSI. This disagrees with
Table 541, which implies that small amounts of these would be generated. The commentor suggests that the
two references should be consistent.

Comment Summarized: 146-19

Response: The information presented in Volume 1, page 5-94 and in Table 5-41 of the CLWR Draft EIS is
consistent. The waste generation presented in Table 541 (now Table 5-50 in the CLWR Final EIS) occurs only
during the process of loading the fuel from the spent nuclear fuel pool into the transfer cask and subsequently
into the storage cask. Once the storage casks are loaded, they do not generate any chemical, biocide, or
sanitary waste. This is explained in the second paragraph on page 5-94 of the CLWR Draft EIS. There was
no change to this text in the CLWR Final EIS.

17.15 The commentor remarks that the United States has yet to find a safe, permanent storage facility for
radioactive waste and adds that, until it does so, creating more radioactive waste, no matter how small, is
environmentally and socially irresponsible.

Comment Summarized: 102-4

Response: DOE would be responsible for the low-level radioactive waste generated by tritium production.
The amount of low-level radioactive waste resulting from tritium production would represent approximately
0.1 percent of the total low-level radioactive waste currently generated at the site. The 40-year production of
tritium at CLWRs would produce a total amount of low-level radioactive waste which would fill 0.06 percent
of the capacity of one of a series of existing vaults at the Savannah River Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Disposal Facility, which has been operational since 1994. Additional spent nuclear fuel would be generated
for tritium production if more than 2,000 TPBARs were irradiated in a single reactor core. The impacts from
storing the additional spent nuclear fuel are discussed in Volume 1, Section 5.2.6 of the CLWR EIS. In
implementing the proposed action, DOE and TVA would manage the tritium production process to minimize,
to the extent practicable, the generation of additional spent nuclear fuel.

17.16 The commentor asks if the speaker at the public hearing meant to say that: (1) reactor units at either the
Watts Bar or Sequoyah plants would generate 75 percent more spent fuel if they were run at the higher rate
required for tritium production; and (2) spent fuel generation would double if tritium were produced in one
of the Bellefonte units.

Comment Summarized: 700-5

Response: The commentor's statements are accurate. Impacts associated with tritium production and the
generation of spent nuclear fuel are summarized in Volume 1, Section 3.2.6.2 of the CLWR Final EIS for
Watts Bar, Sequoyah, and Bellefonte.

17.17 The commentor states that tritium production in excess of 2,000 targets per year would generate
additional spent fuel. The commentor requests clarification concerning whether any of the three TVA nuclear
power plants is capable of managing their existing and projected spent fuel load and whether adding to it
would only complicate the situation.

Comment Summarized: 700-7

Response: Volume 1, Sections 5.2.1.12, 5.2.2.12, and 5.2.3.12 of the CLWR EIS address spent nuclear fuel
management at each of the sites and indicate that all three TVA nuclear power plants are capable of managing
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their existing and projected spent nuclear fuel load. The management of spent nuclear fuel is a well-understood
process at nuclear power plants. Many nuclear power plants are managing their spent nuclear fuel by
constructing supplementary dry cask storage facilities on site. The proposed action would add more spent
nuclear fuel if more than 2,000 TPBARs were irradiated in any one reactor core, With 2,000 or less TPBARs,
there would be no impact on spent nuclear fuel storage requirements. If more than 2,000 TPBARs were
irradiated in a reactor, the additional spent nuclear fuel would be accommodated in the same manner in which
TVA would manage its projected additional spent nuclear fuel without tritium production. In implementing
the proposed action, DOE and TVA would manage the tritium production process to minimize, to the extent
practicable, the generation of additional spent nuclear fuel.

CATEGORY 18: TRANSPORTATION

18.01 The commentor questions how much additional risk is involved in transporting the TPBARs to South
Carolina to remove tritium versus transporting the TPBARs somewhere else for disposal.

Comment Summarized: 23-2

Response: The TPBARs would be transported to the Tritium Extraction Facility at the Savannah River Site
in Aiken, South Carolina, as stated in Volume 1, Sections 1.5.2.2 and 3.2.1 of the CLWR EIS. The Tritium
Extraction Facility is an integral part of the program to produce tritium in a CLWR. Volume 1, Appendix E
provides a conservative analysis of the health and environmental impacts along the transportation routes.
Volume 1, Tables E-7 and E-8 show the per-shipment risk analysis, and Table E-9 summarizes the risk of
transporting hazardous materials.

18.02 The commentor cannot find the definition for "associated impacts of transporting."

Comment Summarized: 86-3

Response: The phrase quoted by the commentor appears in the CLWR EIS Summary, S. 1.6.1.2, in the context
of topics addressed in the environmental assessment document for the Lead Test Assembly. Section 5.5 of
the Environmental Assessment, Lead Test Assembly Irradiation and Analysis, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant,
Tennessee and Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (DOE/EA- 1210) (DOE 1997a) describes the impacts
associated with transporting both unirradiated and irradiated TPBAR lead test assemblies. The CLWR EIS
addresses the environmental impacts associated with the transportation of TPBARs in Volume 1, Section 5.2.8
and Appendix E. In both documents, the NEPA analysis addresses incident-free transportation impacts and
transportation accident impacts. Those impacts include external radiation exposures (in-transit doses to the
public or transport workers), nonradiological impacts due to pollutants emitted by the transport vehicles,
vehicular accident fatalities, and maximum individual doses (on site and off site) resulting from breaches in
the shipping cask or damage to the cask shielding.

18.03 The commentor states that the analysis for transportation impacts should consider the expected timing
of shipments (regular basis stretched throughout the year or in bursts over a brief period every 18 months).

Comment Summarized: 94-16

Response: TPBARs would be transported in batches as a core load of irradiated TPBARs becomes ready for
shipment. TPBARs do not come out of the reactor core on a regular basis spread throughout the year. They
are only removed from the core when the core is refueled. In any case, the timing does not affect the risk, since
the number of TPBARs per shipment is solely a function of the cask, and the number of shipments is a
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function of the production rate. The transportation analysis considered this in the per-shipment analysis shown
in Volume 1, Appendix E, Tables E-7 and E-8, and reported the-risks for the entire program (40 years) in Table
E-9.

18.04 The commentor states that the risks associated with the leakage of radioactive material that could occur
during the transportation of irradiated TPBARs should not be taken.

Comment Summarized: 136-4

Response: The Type B packages that would be used to transport irradiated TPBARs associated with the
CLWR program are designed to withstand test conditions (described in Volume 1, Appendix E, Section E.3.2
of the CLWR EIS) representing extremely severe accidents (estimated to be more severe than over 99 percent
of all accidents that could occur), while maintaining the packaged radioactive contents. Type B packages have
been used for years to ship radioactive materials in the United States and around the world. To date, no
Type B package has ever been punctured or has released any of its contents, even in actual highway accidents.
As described in Volume 1, Section E.3.2 of the CLWR EIS, the Type B package is extremely robust and
provides a high degree of confidence that, even in extremely severe accidents, the integrity of the package
would be maintained with essentially no loss of the radioactive contents or serious impairment of the shielding
capability. Section 5.2.8 of the CLWR EIS summarizes the impacts from transporting TPBARs from each
reactor site to the Savannah River Site under incident-free and accident scenarios. Appendix E provides
specific details on the transportation impact evaluations.

18.05 The commentor asks whether transporting TPBARs from three different reactors in two states would
increase the opportunities for a transportation accident.

Comment Summarized: 703-4

Response: The likelihood of a transportation accident is proportional to the distance traveled. The per-
shipment accident risk factors are shown in Volume 1, Appendix E, Table E-8 of the CLWR EIS. Since each
of the possible CLWR sites is about the same distance from the Savannah River Site, the per-shipment accident
risk is within 10 percent for each. The number of shipments required to transport the TPBARs is independent
of the site chosen, but is related to the number of TPBARs produced. Appendix E, Table E-9, shows the
traffic accident risks associated with different production rates at different sites.

18.06 The commentor asks whether DOE plans for a single truck to pick up irradiated TPBARs at each reactor
and transport them collectively to the Savannah River Site.

Comment Summarized: 703-5

Response: A truck is capable of carrying one and only one of the Type B transportation casks that would be
used for irradiated TPBARs. A cask would be loaded at a CLWR site, placed on a truck, and transported
directly to the Savannah River Site. It would not stop at other CLWRs to pick up additional material.

18.07 The commentor says he believes the additional shipping requirements for tritium production are likely
to cause accidents and traffic problems. The commentor states that the transportation accident risk found in
the CLWR Draft EIS is exceedingly low-less than one fatal accident per 100,000 years is unrealistic. The
commentor is concerned about the potential effect of transportation accidents on interstate traffic. The
commentor wonders whether other agencies like the Tennessee Emergency Management Agency or the Federal
Emergency Management Agency have plans to deal with any accidents, because accidents are inevitable in
any line of work.
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function of the production rate. The transportation analysis considered this in the per-shipment analysis shown 
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Comment Summarized: 707-2

Response: DOE has analyzed accident risks based on the best available transportation statistics and believes
that it is unlikely that a traffic fatality will occur as a result of the 40-year program. The results of the analysis
shown in Volume 1, Appendix E, Table E-9 of the CLWR EIS indicate that, depending on the alternative
selected, the transportation accident risk is significantly lower than one fatal accident per 100,000 years. DOE
would develop emergency plans with the carrier and state, local, and Tribal officials and would provide
training courses for first responders along the transportation routes to enhance their capabilities to respond
appropriately in the unlikely event of an accident. Technical assistance would also be provided to supplement
existing resources if any deficiencies are identified. State, local, and some Tribal governments have the basic
capabilities and training that would be required in order to take initial measures to respond to a transportation
accident by virtue of their preparation for responding to accidents involving hazardous materials (e.g., assess
the scene, administer emergency care, control the area, and call for a hazardous materials special team). In the
unlikely event that a serious accident does occur, state and local responders would be the first to arrive at the
scene, as they would to any overland shipment involving hazardous materials. If requested by state, Tribal,
or local government, DOE would send a radiological monitoring assistance team from the closest of eight DOE
regional offices located across the country.

18.08 The commentor opposes the radioactive waste associated with TPBARs being transported for disposal
to the Savannah River Site or the Barnwelldisposal facility.

Comment Summarized: 18-3

Response: Volume 1, Appendix E, Section E.5.3 of the CLWR EIS describes the amount of low-level
radioactive waste generated during tritium production at a CLWR. Tables E-7 and E-8 show the per-shipment
risk analysis, and Table E-9 summarizes the risk of transporting hazardous materials. The two to eight
shipments of low-level waste over the entire program do not significantly increase the traffic or the risk in the
State of South Carolina. The commentor's objection to the shipments is noted. Radioactive waste, similar to
that associated with tritium production, is currently being shipped safely to the Savannah River Site and the
Barnwell facility as part of their ongoing operations.

18.09 The commentor suggests that the CLWR EIS be revised to include an explanation of the response to
a transportation accident and the impacts if a spill occurred.

Comment Summarized: 27-1

Response: DOE would develop emergency plans with the carrier and state, local, and Tribal officials and
would provide training courses for first responders along the transportation routes to enhance their capabilities
to respond appropriately in the unlikely event of an accident. Technical assistance also would be provided to
supplement existing resources if any deficiencies are identified. State, local, and some Tribal governments
have the basic capabilities and training that would be required to take initial measures to respond to a
transportation accident by virtue of their preparation for responding to accidents involving hazardous materials
(e.g., assess the scene, administer emergency care, control the area, and call for a hazardous materials special
team). In the unlikely event that a serious accident does occur, state and local responders would be the first
to arrive at the scene, as they would to any overland shipment involving hazardous materials. If requested by
state, Tribal, or local governments, DOE would send a radiological monitoring assistance team from the closest
of eight DOE regional offices located across the country. Volume 1, Section 5.2.8 of the CLWR EIS
summarizes the impacts from transporting TPBARs from each reactor site to the Savannah River Site under
incident-free and accident scenarios. Appendix E provides specific details on the transportation impact
evaluations.
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Comment Summarized: 707-2 

Response: DOE has analyzed accident risks based on the best available transportation statistics and believes 
that it is unlikely that a traffic fatality will occur as a result of the 40-year program. The results of the analysis 
shown in Volume I, Appendix E, Table E-9 of the CL WR EIS indicate that, depending on the alternative 
selected, the transportation accident risk is significantly lower than one fatal accident per 100,000 years. DOE 
would develop emergency plans with the carrier and state, local, and Tribal officials and would provide 
training courses for first responders along the transportation routes to enhance their capabilities to respond 
appropriately in the unlikely event of an accident. Technical assistance would also be provided to supplement 
existing resources if any deficiencies are identified. State, local, and some Tribal governments have the basic 
capabilities and training that would be required in order to take initial measures to respond to a transportation 
accident by virtue of their preparation for responding to accidents involving hazardous materials (e.g., assess 
the scene, administer emergency care, control the area, and call for a hazardous materials special team). In the 
unlikely event that a serious accident does occur, state and local responders would be the first to arrive at the 
scene, as they would to any overland shipment involving hazardous materials. If requested by state, Tribal, 
or local government, DOE would send a radiological monitoring assistance team from the closest of eight DOE 
regional offices located across the country. 

18.08 The commentor opposes the radioactive waste associated with TPBARs being transported for disposal 
to the Savannah River Site or the Barnwell disposal facility. 

Comment Summarized: 18-3 

Response: Volume I, Appendix E, Section E.S.3 of the CLWR EIS describes the amount of low-level 
radioactive waste generated during tritium production at a CL WR. Tables E-7 and E-8 show the per-shipment 
risk analysis, and Table E-9 summarizes the risk of transporting hazardous materials. The two to eight 
shipments oflow-Ievel waste over the entire program do not significantly increase the traffic or the risk in the 
State of South Carolina. The commentor's objection to the shipments is noted. Radioactive waste, similar to 
that associated with tritium production, is currently being shipped safely to the Savannah River Site and the 
Barnwell facility as part of their ongoing operations. 

18.09 The commentor suggests that the CLWR EIS be revised to include an explanation of the response to 
a transportation accident and the impacts if a spill occurred. 

Comment Summarized: 27-1 

Response: DOE would develop emergency plans with the carrier and state, local, and Tribal officials and 
would provide training courses for first responders along the transportation routes to enhance their capabilities 
to respond appropriately in the unlikely event of an accident. Technical assistance also would be provided to 
supplement existing resources if any deficiencies are identified. State, local, and some Tribal governments 
have the basic capabilities and training that would be required to take initial measures to respond to a 
transportation accident by virtue of their preparation for responding to accidents involving hazardous materials 
(e.g., assess the scene, administer emergency care, control the area, and call for a hazardous materials special 
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18.10 The commentor states that the risks associated with the leakage of radioactive material that could occur
during the transportation of spent fuel rods and other wastes should not be taken.

Comment Summarized: 136-5

Response: Transportation of spent fuel rods (or spent fuel assemblies) is not in the scope of the CLWR EIS,
as described in Volume 1, Chapter 1. The irradiated TPBARs and TPBAR-related low-level radioactive
wastes are transported in Type B packages, as described in the response to Comment Summary 18.04.

18.11 The commentor is concerned with environmental factors and the health and safety of the population
along the transport routes, particularly at and near the vicinity of the Savannah River Site.

Comment Summarized: 18-4

Response: Volume 1, Section 5.2.8 and Appendix E of the CLWR EIS provide a conservative analysis of the
health and environmental impacts along the transportation routes. Some impacts are in the area of the
Savannah River Site. The analysis shows that impacts on the environment and human health and safety are
minor; the EIS finds that it is unlikely that transportation of hazardous materials will cause an additional latent
or immediate fatality.

18.12 The commentor states that the transportation of raw materials to the TPBAR fabrication facility should
be discussed in Section 5.2.8.

Comment Summarized: 146-20

Response: Volume 1, Section 5.2.7 of the CLWR EIS describes thematerials needed for the fabrication of
TPBARs. Raw materials required include stainless steel, zircaloy, aluminum, zirconium, lithium carbonate,
and aluminum oxide. None of these raw materials is considered to be hazardous, and none is radioactive.
These materials are commercially available. As stated in Section 5.2.7, no environmental consequences of any
significance are expected from activities other than fabrication and assembly of the TPBARs.

CATEGORY 19: DESIGN AND FABRICATION OF TPBARs

19.01 The commentor, referring to Section 5.1.2 of the CLWR Draft EIS, suggests that the statement,
"Experience with boron burnable absorber rods bounds what would be expected from tritium production
burnable absorber rods," needs more amplification. The commentor further notes that there are several types
of boron burnable absorber rods with different materials of construction, and that the number of boron
burnable poison rods installed in a core is much less than the possible number of TPBARs that would be
installed for tritium production.

Comment Summarized: 146-9

Response: The subject assumption has been removed in the CLWR EIS. The CLWR Draft EIS assumes that
two TPBARs fail in each core load of TPBARs and that the entire tritium inventory is released to the reactor
coolant and then to the environment. This is extremely conservative, since there has not been a single burnable
absorber rod failure in the last 18 years, during which time over 500,000 such rods made by Westinghouse
have been irradiated. As discussed in Volume 1, Section 1.9, the CLWR EIS has been revised to reflect the
recent Westinghouse data on burnable absorber rods (WEC 1999). While the CLWR EIS still evaluates the
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failure of two TPBARs, this event is now categorized as an "abnormal" event that could happen in a given
operational cycle, not normal operation.

19.02 The commentor requests information on the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory tests performed to
show that tritium targets are satisfactory; they do not leak tritium during irradiation; and that tritium can be
quantitatively recovered. The commentor requests a copy of the test results.

Comment Summarized: 4-2

Response: The question refers to the Lead Test Assembly program in Watts Bar 1. Prior to September 1997,
the specific TPBAR design described in the CLWR EIS had not been used in a commercial reactor. DOE
developed a series of experimental test designs between 1974 and 1992. The series of designs concluded with
an irradiation test of 10 5-foot long rods in the Advanced Test Reactor at Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory in 1990-1991. The test conditions were similar to conditions that are found in a
typical pressurized water reactor. Test data indicated that the rod performance was consistent with the
performance expectations that existed prior to the tests. Post-irradiation examination of those test rods
indicated that there were no failures and confirmed that the performance met the design requirements as
defined in 1990.

The TPBAR design that would be employed in commercial reactors was developed using those early DOE
designs as a basis; however, additional improvements have been made to those designs. DOE has relied upon
the irradiation test information from those previous programs to provide insight into the operational
characteristics of the TPBARs. Based on knowledge gained from those programs, DOE designed and
fabricated the lead test assemblies. During the design process, specific performance requirements for the
TPBAR components were mandated to assure satisfactory target performance during operation.

During those early test programs, research and development were also initiated on techniques to extract tritium
from the targets. In the last several years, DOE has performed extraction experiments both on previously
irradiated test specimens and on "simulated" TPBARs (using deuterium instead of tritium). The results of
these tests have indicated that DOE will be able to efficiently recover tritium from the TPBARs.

The analytical conclusions of the test program can be found in the Lead Test Assembly Technical Report,
Report on the Evaluation of the Tritium Producing Burnable Absorber Rod Lead Test Assembly, Rev. 1
(PNNL 1997). The NRC assessment of the technical report can be found in NUREG-1607 (NRC 1997).

19.03 The commentor requests information on the structural design to keep the TPBARs stable in the reactor
and suggests that, since the target design appears to be a cantilevered-top-attached target, it would be subject
to damage during irradiation from water flow vibration.

Comment Summarized: 4-3

Response: The TPBAR design is a cantilevered-top-attached target, as the commentor suggests. The external
dimensions and design features of the TPBAR are virtually identical to the design used for discrete burnable
absorber rods used for reactivity control in many commercial pressurized water reactors. The TPBAR was
intentionally designed to be mechanically similar to these commercial burnable absorbers. Many thousands
of the commercial burnable absorbers have been irradiated to date with no damage from flow-induced
vibration. Elimination of flow-induced vibration was one of the many functional criteria placed upon the
TPBAR design.
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19.04 The commentor, referring to information contained in a PNNL report (PNNL- 11419) questions the
validity of the quantity of tritium release (1,890 Curies) which appeared in Table 3-13 of the CLWR Draft EIS
under "Radioactive Emissions." The commentor suggests that the quantity should be 22,780 Curies.

Comments Summarized. 44-8,501-10

Response: Pacific Northwest National Laboratory Report No. 11419 (PNNL 1997) is the technical report for
the lead test assembly rods that were inserted into the Watts Bar 1 reactor in 1997. The functional design
criterion on leakage was established as 6.7 Curies per rod per year. [This is a limit; not a leakage rate.] For
full core production, a leakage of 6.7 Curies per rod per year was deemed unacceptable. DOE has considered
the "lessons learned" from the Lead Test Assembly program and has designed and analyzed an improved
production TPBAR model. The production TPBAR is designed to an average permeation rate of 1 Curie per
rod per year. The commentor used the 6.7-Curie per rod per year leakage to arrive at 22,780 Curies. The
design and analysis is found in NDP-98-181, Tritium Production Core Topical Report (WEC 1998).

19.05 The commentor refers to a statement in the CLWR Draft EIS that the system is so effective that the rods
will have to be heated to 1,0000 C (1,8000 F) to recover the tritium captured. The commentor also refers to
another area in the CLWR Draft EIS where the design temperature maximum of the extraction furnace at the
Tritium Extraction Facility is said to be 1,1000 C. The commentor suggests that operating the equipment
within 10 percent of the maximum temperature is not a good practice and that the recovery process may be
flawed.

Comments Summarized: 44-9, 501-11

Response: DOE has performed extensive research and development on techniques to extract tritium from the
targets. The results of these tests have indicated that DOE will be able to efficiently recover tritium from the
TPBARs within the temperature limitations noted in the Tritium Extraction Facility EIS and Volume 1, Section
3.1.2 of the CLWR EIS. These research and development efforts have been used to establish the, furnace
design values. Specific warranties and limitations with respect to furnace lifetime will be addressed during
the furnace procurement process.

19.06 The commentor suggests that the CLWR Draft EIS should have used a TVA experience statistic for the
"fuel rod bums" rather than a national statistic.

Comments Summarized: 86-6, 703-7

Response: It is assumed that the commentor is questioning the validity of the assumption that two TPBARs
could fail per cycle. This assumption is, in fact, extremely conservative. Because of similarities between the
TPBAR design and commercial burnable absorber rods used in nuclear reactors, the TPBAR failure rate is
expected to be as low as the failure rate for these commercial burnable absorbers. Electric Power Research
Institute Report NP- 1984, Control Rod Materials and Burnable A bsorbers (November 1981) (EPRI 1981)
indicates statistics for burnable absorber rod failures through 1980 as 2 in 29,700 rods. The two failures were
attributed to early manufacturing defects that were corrected in later fabrication campaigns. In the 17 years
since that report was written, Westinghouse has fabricated over 500,000 burnable absorber rods with no
observable failures. This includes the burnable absorber rods irradiated in the TVA reactors.

While TPBARs are not expected to fail during reactor operation, a failure rate of two TPBARs per cycle was
chosen in the CLWR Draft EIS to provide a conservative and bounding estimate for environmental analysis.
The impact of two failed TPBARs was assessed to show that the plant is capable of safely operating and that
plant releases can be maintained within regulatory limits even in the unlikely event of two TPBAR failures.
As indicated in Volume 1, Section 1.9, the CLWR Final EIS has been revised to reflect the recent
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Westinghouse data (WEC 1999). While the CLWR Final EIS still evaluates the failure of two TPBARs, this
event is now categorized as an abnormal event and is not part of normal operations.

19.07 Referring to the material composition of the TPBARs, the commentor questions whether all the
lithium-6 necessary for the fabrication of the TPBARs is already available or needs to be produced. The
commentor suggests that, if lithium-6 needs to be produced, the environmental impacts of its production need
to be documented in the EIS.

Comment Summarized: 94-13

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Section 5.2.7 of the CLWR EIS, the quantities of lithium required for
the fabrication of the TPBARs have been mined and processed and are part of DOE's inventory of material
resources. Therefore, no environmental consequences are expected from activities other than the fabrication
and assembly of the TPBARs.

19.08 The commentor requests an explanation of the fact that, while during the public hearings for the
Environmental Assessment of the Lead Test Assembly DOE assured the public that leakage from TPBARs
was virtually impossible, the CLWR Draft EIS states in Volume 1, Section 3.1.3 that, "some tritium is
expected to permeate through the TPBARs during normal operation."

Comment Summarized: 94-14

Response: The performance of the TPBAR getter is such that there is virtually no tritium in the TPBARs
available in a form that could permeate through the TPBAR cladding. For conservatism, the CLWR EIS
makes the assumption that 1 Curie of tritium per year could permeate through the cladding and be released to
the environment. In comparison to the total quantity of tritium produced (nominally 10,000 Curies per
TPBAR), this permeation rate is very small, and yet a conservative quantity.

19.09 The commentor opines that the discussion of environmental impacts in the CLWR Draft EIS is flawed
because it does not fully explain that TPBARs are a new technology, so there are great uncertainties in their
use, including the actual leakage rate, which could be much larger than the 1 Curie per year estimate, or
explain the environmental effects of handling, storing, and transporting them.

Comment Summarized: 137-8

Response: The TPBAR concept is not entirely new. Prior to September 1997, the specific TPBAR design
described in the EIS had not been used in a commercial reactor. Between 1974 and 1992, DOE developed a
series of experimental test designs. The series of designs concluded with an irradiation test of 10 5-foot-long
rods in the Advanced Test Reactor in 1991. The test conditions in the loop were similar to conditions that are
found in a typical pressurized water reactor. Test data indicated that the rod performance was consistent with
the performance expectations that existed prior to the.tests. Post-irradiation examination of those test rods
indicated that there were no failures during operation.

The TPBAR design was developed using those early DOE designs as a basis;. however, additional
improvements have been made to those designs. DOE has relied upon the irradiation test information from
those previous programs to provide insight into the operational characteristics of the TPBAR design. Based
on knowledge gained from those programs, DOE designed and fabricated 32 TPBARs that were inserted into
the Watts Bar 1 Nuclear Reactor in lead test assemblies in September 1997. To date, these lead test assemblies
are performing as expected and there are no indications of failure. When the TPBAR lead test assemblies are
removed from the Watts Bar 1 in the spring of 1999, they will be examined extensively, both in a
nondestructive and destructive manner.
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Therefore, prior to the initiation of a production mission, DOE will have experience and irradiation data from
a broad range of tests, including the lead test assemblies that are prototypic of the production TPBAR design.
The cumulative DOE experience with the target technology has provided high confidence that the design and
operation of the TPBARs will be within the defined safety and environmental limits.

Issues involving the environmental effects of handling, storing, and transporting radioactive materials in the
United States, including tritium, have been well analyzed and documented and are generally well understood.
There are no new issues raised by the transportation of TPBARs, as compared to other radioactive materials,
other than design-specific accident responses. Conservative analysis of accident responses has been made in
the CLWR EIS using the design and experience base noted above.

19.10 The commentor, referring to a statement made in Section 3.1.2 of the CLWR Draft EIS that, "The
tritium produced would be bound to the getter and extracted only after heating to a high temperature...,"
questions whether there is no release potential of any form of tritium that contributes to the doses calculated
in the EIS. Even with the very conservative assumptions used to assess impacts from the potential leakage of
tritium from the TPBARs, the estimated impacts on human health are very small.

Comment Summarized: 143-5

Response: The performance of the getter is such that there is virtually no tritium in the TPBARs available in
the form that could permeate through the TPBAR cladding. For conservatism, the CLWR EIS makes the
assumption that 1 Curie of tritium per TPBAR per year could permeate through the cladding and be released
to the environment. It is also assumed, as an abnormal event, that two TPBARs could fail in a core load of
TPBARs and that the entire tritium inventory is released to the reactor coolant and then to the environment.
This is extremely conservative, since there has not been a single burnable absorber rod failure in the last 18
years, during which time over 500,000 such rods made by Westinghouse have been irradiated.
Notwithstanding these conservative assumptions, the assumed tritium releases give rise to the doses calculated
for workers and the public and are included in Volume 1, Section 3.1.3, Chapter 5, and Appendix C,
Section C.3.4 of the CLWR EIS. Even with the very conservative assumptions used to assess impacts from
the potential leakage of tritium from the TPBARs, the estimated impacts on human health are very small.

19.11 Referring to Appendix A, page A-12 of the CLWR Draft EIS, the commentor states that the text does
not go into any detail about the differences between using TPBARs and standard burnable poison rods. The
commentor suggests that more details be provided.

Comment Summarized: 143-9

Response: For the purposes of this EIS, a qualitative description of the rods is considered to be sufficient to
demonstrate the significance of the design to the environmental impacts. These descriptions are provided in
Volume 1, Section 3.1.2 (including Table 3-1), and Appendix A, Sections A.2 and A.3. Further details on the
differences between the two types of poison rods (burnable absorber rods versus tritium-producing burnable
absorber rods) are discussed in the Tritium Production Core Topical Report (WEC 1998), which has been
provided to the NRC and which will become the basis of the safety review, should tritium be produced in any
of the TVA reactors. It should be noted that neither rod contains fissile material or is radioactive prior to
reactor operation.

19.12 In response to a statement made by Steven Sohinki of DOE at the public hearing, the commentor asks
why DOE says that TPBARs would be under less stress in the reactor core than standard burnable absorber
rods.

Comment Summarized: 704-5
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The cumulative DOE experience with the target technology has provided high confidence that the design and 
operation of the TPBARs will be within the defined safety and environmental limits. 

Issues involving the environmental effects of handling, storing, and transporting radioactive materials in the 
United States, including tritium, have been well analyzed and documented and are generally well understood. 
There are no new issues raised by the transportation of TPBARs, as compared to other radioactive materials, 
other than design-specific accident responses. Conservative analysis of accident responses has been made in 
the CL WR EIS using the design and experience base noted above. 

19.10 The commentor, referring to a statement made in Section 3.1.2 of the CL WR Draft EIS that, "The 
tritium produced would be bound to the getter and extracted only after heating to a high temperature ... ," 
questions whether there is no release potential of any form of tritium that contributes to the doses calculated 
in the EIS. Even with the very conservative assumptions used to assess impacts from the potential leakage of 
tritium from the TPBARs, the estimated impacts on human health are very small. 

Comment Summarized: 143-5 

Response: The performance of the getter is such that there is virtually no tritium in the TPBARs available in 
the form that could permeate through the TPBAR cladding. For conservatism, the CLWR EIS makes the 
assumption that 1 Curie of tritium per TPBAR per year could permeate through the cladding and be released 
to the environment. It is also assumed, as an abnormal event, that two TPBARs could fail in a core load of 
TPBARs and that the entire tritium inventory is released to the reactor coolant and then to the environment. 
This is extremely conservative, since there has not been a single burnable absorber rod failure in the last 18 
years, during which time over 500,000 such rods made by Westinghouse have been irradiated. 
Notwithstanding these conservative assumptions, the assumed tritium releases give rise to the doses calculated 
for workers and the public and are included in Volume 1, Section 3.1.3, Chapter 5, and Appendix C, 
Section C.3.4 of the CLWR EIS. Even with the very conservative assumptions used to assess impacts from' 
the potential leakage of tritium from the TPBARs, the estimated impacts on human health are very small. 

19.11 Referring to Appendix A, page A-12 of the CLWR Draft EIS, the commentor states that the text does 
not go into any detail about the differences between using TPBARs and standard burnable poison rods. The 
commentor suggests that more details be provided. 

Comment Summarized: 143-9 

Response: For the purposes of this EIS, a qualitative description of the rods is considered to be sufficient to 
demonstrate the significance of the design to the environmental impacts. These descriptions are provided in 
Volume 1, Section 3.1.2 (including Table 3-1), and Appendix A, Sections A.2 and A.3. Further details on the 
differences between the two types of poison rods (burnable absorber rods versus tritium-producing burnable 
absorber rods) are discussed in the Tritium Production Core Topical Report (WEC 1998), which has been 
provided to the NRC and which will become the basis of the safety review, should tritium be produced in any 
of the TV A reactors. It should be noted that neither rod contains fissile material or is radioactive prior to 
reactor operation. 

19.12 In response to a statement made by Steven Sohinki of DOE at the public hearing, the commentor asks 
why DOE says that TPBARs would be under less stress in the reactor core than standard burnable absorber 
rods. 

Comment Summarized: 704-5 
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Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Section 1.9 of the CLWR EIS, the only two early observed failures
among standard burnable absorber rods were attributed to slumping of the-absorber material, a failure
mechanism that cannot occur in the TPBARs. Therefore, assuming that the TPBARs are designed and
fabricated under the same standards and with the same margins to failure as the standard burnable absorber
rods, it could also be assumed that the TPBAR failure rate would be similar to the standard commercial
burnable absorber rods.

19.13 The commentor, referring to a request previously made to DOE, reiterates the request for DOE to
provide the State of Tennessee and interested stakeholders the TVA sampling data from the primary coolant
at the Watts Bar Pilot Project, both before and during actual production of tritium. The commentor asks DOE
to send the data as it becomes available. Measurements of tritium in particular should be provided. The
commentor remarks that, since the TPBARs contain different materials than standard burnable absorber rods,
other relevant neutron activation products should be included in the data. The commentor requests the
detection limits and bounding statistics.

Comment Summarized: 127-5

Response: The requested information was provided by TVA to Mr. Monroe of the State of Tennessee on
October 8, 1998. Additional information was provided on December 14, 1998.

19.14 A commentor asks who is going to fabricate the tritium rods that DOE plans to use in the Watts Bar
reactor. The commentor asks whether DOE will examine the fabricator's past performance specifically with
regards to cladding. The commentor notes that there is a massive decay going on with the cladding in the rods
that will cut down on the production of electricity at Watts Bar and suggests that DOE is going to derate the
plant even more.

Comment Summarized: 811-2

Response: DOE will issue a request for proposals to commercial fuel fabricators to determine who will
fabricate the TPBARs. As part of the selection process, the fabricator's past performance with regard to
cladding will be evaluated. The production of tritium does not impact the rated power of a CLWR.

CATEGORY 20: DECONTAMINATION AND DECOMMISSIONING

20.01 Two commentors ask who is responsible for the cleanup of the tritium production site. The commentor
asks who will pay the additional cost.

Comments Summarized: 86-1, 707-14

Response: Any costs associated with the normal nuclear site decontamination and decommissioning are the
responsibility of TVA. Any cleanup of tritium-related contamination is the subject of the contract negotiations
between DOE and TVA.

20.02 The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS fails to include a comparison of the eventual costs of
decontaminating and decommissioning Bellefonte as a nuclear site and as a fossil fuel electricity-generating
plant-which it should do, since those are the two possible futures for the plant.

Comment Summarized: 702-16

3-81

Chapter 3 - Comment Summaries and Responses 

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Section 1.9 of the CLWR EIS, the only two early observed failures 
among standard burnable absorber rods were attributed to slumping of the-absorber material, a failure 
mechanism that cannot occur in the TPBARs. Therefore, assuming that the TPBARs are designed and 
fabricated under the same standards and with the same margins to failure as the standard burnable absorber 
rods, it could also be assumed that the TPBAR failure rate would be similar to the standard commercial 
burnable absorber rods. 

19.13 The commentor, referring to a request previously made to DOE, reiterates the request for DOE to 
provide the State of Tennessee and interested stakeholders the TV A sampling data from the primary coolant 
at the Watts Bar Pilot Project, both before and during actual production of tritium. The commentor asks DOE 
to send the data as it becomes available. Measurements of tritium in particular should be provided. The 
commentor remarks that, since the TPBARs contain different materials than standard burnable absorber rods, 
other relevant neutron activation products should be included in the data. The commentor requests the 
detection limits and bounding statistics. 

Comment Summarized: 127-5 

Response: The requested information was provided by TV A to Mr. Monroe of the State of Tennessee on 
October 8, 1998. Additional information was provided on December 14, 1998. 

19.14 A commentor asks who is going to fabricate the tritium rods that DOE plans to use in the Watts Bar 
reactor. The commentor asks whether DOE will examine the fabricator's past performance specifically with 
regards to cladding. The commentor notes that there is a massive decay going on with the cladding in the rods 
that will cut down on the production of electricity at Watts Bar and suggests that DOE is going to derate the 
plant even more. 

Comment Summarized: 811-2 

Response: DOE will issue a request for proposals to commercial fuel fabricators to determine who will 
fabricate the TPBARs. As part of the selection process, the fabricator's past performance with regard to 
cladding will be evaluated. The production of tritium does not impact the rated power of a CL WR. 

CATEGORY 20: DECONTAMINATION AND DECOMMISSIONING 

20.01 Two commentors ask who is responsible for the cleanup of the tritium production site. The commentor 
asks who will pay the additional cost. 

Comments Summarized: 86-1, 707-14 

Response: Any costs associated with the normal nuclear site decontamination and decommissioning are the 
responsibility of TV A. Any cleanup of tritium-related contamination is the subject of the contract negotiations 
between DOE and TvA. 

20.02 The commentor states that the CL WR Draft EIS fails to include a comparison of the eventual costs of 
decontaminating and decommissioning Bellefonte as a nuclear site and as a fossil fuel electricity-generating 
plant-which it should do, since those are the two possible futures for the plant. 

Comment Summarized: 702-16 
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Response: It is a well-established principle under NEPA that the purpose and need of a proposed action
should delineate the limits of the reasonable alternatives to that action. That is, an alternative which does not
accomplish the agency's goals is not a reasonable alternative. As explained in Volume 1, Chapter 3 of the
CLWR EIS, the purpose of the EIS is to assess reasonable alternatives for producing tritium in one or more
CLWRs to satisfy national security requirements as directed by the President. DOE believes that the CLWR
EIS discusses all of the reasonable alternatives for producing tritium in one or more CLWRs to satisfy national
security requirements as directed by the President. The alternative of converting the Bellefonte reactors to
fossil fuel electricity-generating plants is discussed in the CLWR EIS (see Volume 1, Section 1.5.2.4). As
discussed in that section, TVA has completed a Final EIS for the Bellefonte Conversion Project (TVA 1997)
which analyzes the reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts associated with converting the Bellefonte
plants to fossil fuel plants. However, with respect to the CLWR EIS, conversion of the Bellefonte plants to
fossil fuel electricity-generating plants would not accomplish DOE's purpose and need as stated in the CLWR
EIS. As such, conversion of the Bellefonte plants to fossil fuel plants is not a reasonable alternative for the
CLWR EIS and, thus, is not analyzed in the CLWR EIS.

20.03 The commentor thinks DOE and TVA should consider the long-term effects and the cleanup and the
decontamination aspects of CLWR tritium production, which are all parts of the process, before starting such
a project.

Comment Summarized: 707-18

Response: Volume 1, Section 5.2.5 of the CLWR EIS addresses the subject of decommissioning and
decontamination. Section 3.2.1 delineates the underlying assumptions used in calculating decontamination
and decommissioning of the tritium production CLWRs. The most important assumption is that the production
of tritium at a CLWR is not expected to affect the radiological condition of the reactor at the end of its lifetime.

20.04 Two commentors question who would be responsible for the costs associated with decontamination and
decommissioning of the Bellefonte reactor plant if it were completed and used for tritium production. One
commentor is concerned with the cost of decontamination and decommissioning, stating that it will be high
and that the issue is not addressed in the CLWR Draft EIS.

Comments Summarized: 41-11,707-12

Response: Impacts associated with decontamination and decommissioning are assessed in Volume 1,
Section 5.2.5 of the CLWR EIS. The eventual costs of decontamination and decommissioning would be the
responsibility of TVA. See also the response to Comment Summary 20.01.

CATEGORY 21: REACTOR LICENSING ISSUES

21.01 The commentor asks whether TVA would expect the operational technical specification limits to remain
the same under tritium production.

Comment Summarized: 705-1

Response: At this time, it is unclear whether the operational technical specification limits would remain as
they are currently. As part of the license amendment to produce tritium, these limits will be reviewed by the
NRC.
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Response: It is a well-established principle under NEPA that the purpose and need of a proposed action 
should delineate the limits ofthe reasonable altematives to that action. That is, an alternative which does not 
accomplish the agency's goals is not a reasonable alternative. As explained in Volume 1, Chapter 3 of the 
CL WR EIS, the purpose of the EIS is to assess reasonable alternatives for producing tritium in one or more 
CL WRs to satisfy national security requirements as directed by the President. DOE believes that the CL WR 
EIS discusses all of the reasonable alternatives for producing tritium in one or more CLWRs to satisfy national 
security requirements as directed by the President. The alternative of converting the Bellefonte reactors to 
fossil fuel electricity-generating plants is discussed in the CLWR EIS (see Volume 1, Section 1.5.2.4). As 
discussed in that section, TV A has completed a Final EIS for the Bellefonte Conversion Project (TV A 1997) 
which analyzes the reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts associated with converting the Bellefonte 
plants to fossil fuel plants. However, with respect to the CL WR EIS, conversion of the Bellefonte plants to 
fossil fuel electricity-generating plants would not accomplish DOE's purpose and need as stated in the CLWR 
EIS. As such, conversion of the Bellefonte plants to fossil fuel plants is not a reasonable alternative for the 
CL WR EIS and, thus, is not analyzed in the CL WR EIS. 

20.03 The commentor thinks DOE and TVA should consider the long-term effects and the cleanup and the 
decontamination aspects of CL WR tritium production, which are all parts of the process, before starting such 
a project. 

Comment Summarized: 707-18 

Response: Volume 1, Section 5.2.5 of the CLWR EIS addresses the subject of decommissioning and 
decontamination. Section 3.2.1 delineates the underlying assumptions used in calculating decontamination 
and decommissioning of the tritium production CL WRs. The most important assumption is that the production 
of tritium at a CLWR is not expected to affect the radiological condition of the reactor at the end of its lifetime. 

20.04 Two commentors question who would be responsible for the costs associated with decontamination and 
decommissioning of the Bellefonte reactor plant if it were completed and used for tritium production. One 
commentor is concerned with the cost of decontamination and decommissioning, stating that it will be high 
and that the issue is not addressed in the CL WR Draft EIS. 

Comments Summarized: 41-11, 707-12 

Response: Impacts associated with decontamination and decommissioning are assessed in Volume I, 
Section 5.2.5 of the CL WR EIS. The eventual costs of decontamination and decommissioning would be the 
responsibility of TVA. See also the response to Comment Summary 20.01. 

CATEGORY 21: REACTOR LICENSING ISSUES 

21.01 The commentor asks whether TVA would expect the operational technical specification limits to remain 
the same under tritium production. 

Comment Summarized: 705-1 

Response: At this time, it is unclear whether the operational technical specification limits would remain as 
they are currently. As part of the license amendment to produce tritium, these limits will be reviewed by the 
NRC. 
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21.02 One commentor, referring to the 25-year-old design of the Bellefonte plant, suggests that an evaluation
of the aged equipment (reactor vessel, instrumentation, wiring) be made to ensure that today's safety
requirements are met. Another commentor opposes the use of Bellefonte as a tritium plant because the reactor
design is old and outdated. The commentor thinks that using an outdated reactor design would place all of the
people in the area in jeopardy from a potential accident.

Comment Summarized: 41-10, 49-1

Response: As discussed in Section 3.2.5.3 of the CLWR Draft EIS, the equipment at Bellefonte has been
maintained in a lay-up mode. No fuel has been added to the reactor, and there has been no degradation of the
reactor vessel. The NRC makes periodic inspections to verify that the lay-up procedures are being followed
and that the conditions for the equipment defined by the plant procedures are maintained. The lay-up
approaches and procedures used to maintain the equipment at Bellefonte are similar to those that were used
at Watts Bar 1. Watts Bar is currently in its second operating cycle and has maintained an outstanding
performance record since the start of operation. The NRC would review the "as built" condition of the
Bellefonte plant, as well as updated design and safety information, prior to the start of operation. Some of the
plant instrumentation, including the plant computer, would be upgraded prior to operation. Additional plant
modifications would be implemented to bring the plant configuration up to today's safety and licensing
requirements. The NRC also would hold public hearings and address concerns raised by the public prior to
granting an operating license for either of the units.

21.03 The commentor raises the question of whether Watts Bar and Sequoyah will be available after the
existing operating licenses expire. The commentor also states that it doesn't make sense to produce tritium
until it is needed.

Comments Summarized: 94-3, 702-12

Response: The CLWR EIS addresses license renewal in Volume 1, Section 5.2.4.1. DOE assumes that the
reactors will be capable of meeting the NRC licensing extension requirements. In the event that a reactor is
unable to meet these requirements, it is assumed that other reactors will be available. DOE also has the option
of increasing the production of tritium during the life of the existing reactors in the event that life extension
is not a viable option. The commentor references another scenario concerning when the tritium is required.
DOE is required to accept the mandates of the President in the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan. If these
requirements are reduced, DOE has the flexibility of reducing the level of irradiation services purchased from
TVA.

21.04 The commentor asks when the NRC's review of the Production Core Topical Report and its plant-
specific reviews will be available to the public.

Comment Summarized: 704-13

Response: The safety evaluation report on the Production Core Topical Report is expected to be issued by
the NRC in March 1999. The plant-specific application for a licensing amendment will be submitted for
review after the Record of Decision for the CLWR EIS is published.

21.05 The commentor opposes tritium production at a CLWR because the NRC may delay any DOE programs
assigned to a CLWR.

Comments Summarized: 14-2, 504-2
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of the aged equipment (reactor vessel, instrumentation, wiring) be made to ensure that today's safety 
requirements are met. Another commentor opposes the use of Bellefonte as a tritium plant because the reactor 
design is old and outdated. The commentor thinks that using an outdated reactor design would place all of the 
people in the area in jeopardy from a potential accident. 

Comment Summarized: 41-10, 49-1 

Response: As discussed in Section 3.2.5.3 of the CL WR Draft EIS, the equipment at Bellefonte hils been 
maintained in a lay-up mode. No fuel has been added to the reactor, and there has been no degradation of the 
reactor vessel. The NRC makes periodic inspections to verify that the lay-up procedures are being followed 
and that the conditions for the equipment defined by the plant procedures are maintained. The lay-up 
approaches and procedures used to maintain the equipment at Bellefonte are similar to those that were used 
at Watts Bar 1. Watts Bar is currently in its second operating cycle and has maintained an outstanding 
performance record since the start of operation. The NRC would review the "as built" condition of the 
Bellefonte plant, as well as updated design and safety information, prior to the start of operation. Some of the 
plant instrumentation, including the plant computer, would be upgraded prior to operation. Additional plant 
modifications would be implemented to bring the plant configuration up to today's safety and licensing 
requirements. The NRC also would hold public hearings and address concerns raised by the public prior to 
granting an operating license for either of the units. 

21.03 The commentor raises the question of whether Watts Bar and Sequoyah will be available after the 
existing operating licenses expire. The commentor also states that it doesn't make sense to produce tritium 
until it is needed. 

Comments Summarized: 94-3,702-12 

Response: The CLWR EIS addresses license renewal in Volume 1, Section 5.2.4.1. DOE assumes that the 
reactors will be capable of meeting the NRC licensing extension requirements. In the event that a reactor is 
unable to meet these requirements, it is assumed that other reactors will be available. DOE also has the option 
of increasing the production of tritium during the life of the existing reactors in the event that life extension 
is not a viable option. The commentor references another scenario concerning when the tritium is required. 
DOE is required to accept the mandates of the President in the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan. If these 
requirements are reduced, DOE has the flexibility of reducing the level of irradiation services purchased from 
TVA. 

21.04 The commentor asks when the NRC's review of the Production Core Topical Report and its plant
specific reviews will be available to the public. 

Comment Summarized: 704-13 

Response: The safety evaluation report on the Production Core Topical Report is expected to be issued by 
the NRC in March 1999. The plant-specific application for a licensing amendment will be submitted for 
review after the Record of Decision for the CLWR EIS is published. 

21.05 The commentor opposes tritium production at a CLWR because the NRC may delay any DOE programs 
assigned to a CL WR. 

Comments Summarized: 14-2,504-2 
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Response: There is no credible evidence that the NRC will intentionally delay a licensing associated with the
production of tritium in a civilian nuclear plant. DOE has been working with the NRC for the last three years.
DOE and the NRC have entered into a Memorandum of Understanding that governs the roles and
responsibilities of each agency. The NRC acted in a timely manner in approving the use of the lead test
assemblies currently in place at the Watts Bar facility. NRC has very specific and important safety
requirements that must be met before any licensing actions can occur. If questions arise, it is anticipated that
there will be more than one reactor alternative DOE can rely on in order to produce tritium in a timely manner.
DOE's schedule allows sufficient time for licensing issues to be resolved satisfactorily.

21.06 The commentor believes there are uncertainties in the ability to obtain a license for CLWR tritium
production based on public concerns over safety and environmental hazards resulting from releases of tritium
and public discomfort with the commingling of military purposes in a civilian reactor.

Comments Summarized: 45-2, 503-2

Response: The commentor is correct that, as with any project, there are uncertainties. The purpose of the
CLWR EIS is to address environmental impacts of the production of tritium in a CLWR. The issues raised
by the commentors will be taken into consideration during the final decisionmaking process and will be
reflected in the Record of Decision. DOE believes that the issues raised by the commentors, while accurate,
will not preclude the CLWR as a viable option to produce tritium. The NRC does not issue licenses based on
public opinion. The NRC considers public concerns in the licensing process; however, they make decisions
based on safety.

21.07 A commentor asks what the NRC time line for licensing would be once a decision has been made to
use Watts Bar for tritium production.

Comment Summarized: 812-2

Response: A license amendment would be necessary, and one is expected to be submitted to the NRC by the
Spring of 2000.

21.08 A commentor asks whether the license to finish the Bellefonte unit is still in effect.

Comment Summarized: 810-1

Response: Yes. TVA has construction permits from the NRC for the completion of the Bellefonte Nuclear
Plant Units 1 and 2 that are valid until October 1, 2001, and October 1, 2004, respectively.

CATEGORY 22: SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY

22.01 Commentors have suggested that the use of civilian reactors will make them attractive targets for attack
by terrorists and foreign powers. The commentor states that, since the Sequoyah Plant is located only 7.5 miles
from Chattanooga, it is a comparatively attractive target for terrorists. Furthermore, the commentor points out
that such a CLWR would be the "weak link" in the nuclear weapons complex security system and, accordingly,
such an attack should be analyzed by the CLWR EIS. Another commentor indicates the EIS, at a minimum,
should assume the CLWR would be bombed by a foreign power nuclear weapon and the impacts of such an
action should be included in the EIS. Another commentor indicates that it is unreasonable for DOE to dismiss
accidents resulting from sabotage as speculative. The World Trade Center bombing proves that the United
States is no longer impervious to terrorist activities. Another commentor states that DOE does not consider
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Response: There is no credible evidence that the NRC will intentionally delay a licensing associated with the 
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responsibilities of each agency. The NRC acted in a timely manner in approving the use of the lead test 
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there will be more than one reactor alternative DOE can rely on in order to produce tritium in a timely manner. 
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Response: A license amendment would be necessary, and one is expected to be submitted to the NRC by the 
Spring of 2000. 
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by terrorists and foreign powers. The commentor states that, since the Sequoyah Plant is located only 7.5 miles 
from Chattanooga, it is a comparatively attractive target for terrorists. Furthermore, the commentor points out 
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the possible attack on the transport of TPBARs from the production site to either the Savannah River Site or
the Richland, Washington, site. Another commentor suggests that the conclusion reached in the CLWR Draft
EIS that no environmental impacts are expected as a result of compliance with the NRC and DOE safeguard
and security provisions illustrates the cursory analysis in the EIS.

Comments Summarized: 6-4, 13-4, 41-2, 80-2, 94-20, 116-7, 136-1, 702-13

Response: Facilities and activities associated with the production of tritium are required to comply with the
stringent security provisions of DOE Orders 5632. 1C and 5633.3A. These Orders require a graded protection
for all safeguard and security interests, classified matter, property, and sensitive information from theft,
diversion, industrial sabotage, radiological sabotage, espionage, unauthorized access or modification, loss or
compromise, or other hostile acts which could cause unacceptable adverse impacts on national security, our
business partners, or on the health and safety of employees and the public. The DOE Orders further require
a facility associated with the production of tritium to provide protection against a design-basis threat. DOE
has further security provisions specifically designed to ensure that the transport of materials, equipment, and
articles utilized in the defense mission are not subject to sabotage, terrorism, or mishandling. Transportation
of national defense-sensitive materials must comply with the extensive provisions of DOE Order 5610.14.
Similar to facility security requirements, these transportation security requirements necessitate that DOE guards
against a design-basis threat.

In order for a CLWR to produce tritium, it would be required to comply with the NRC and DOE security
requirements. Requirements for developing a safeguards and security system sufficient to protect against a
design-basis threat may be found in 10 CFR Parts 73 and 74. Prior to the operation of any TVA reactor to
produce tritium, compliance with these regulatory requirements must be demonstrated to NRC's satisfaction.

The safeguard and security procedures of the TVA facilities have already been reviewed for the Lead Test
Assembly program (an ongoing program which is currently testing 32 TPBARs in TVA's Watts Bar reactor)
and have been found to be sufficiently protective of Federal property, employees, and the general public. As
indicated in Volume 1, Section 5.2.10 of the CLWR EIS, no environmental impacts are expected as a result
of compliance with both NRC and DOE safeguard and security provisions. Prior to the placement of
additional, production-quantity TPBARs in any of the TVA reactors, an additional, similar, site-specific review
of security procedures would be conducted. This analysis would include transportation of all materials
associated with the program. If it were determined that the requirements of either the NRC or DOE security
provisions could not be met, additional procedures would be implemented to achieve compliance with these
requirements.

DOE has presented what it believes to be a site-specific probabilistic assessment of severe accidents, including
the effects of external events such as fires, floods, and earthquakes. The severe accident analysis in the CLWR
EIS includes a loss-of-coolant accident which results in core overheating, fuel melting, loss of containment,
and release of radionuclides to the environment.

It is not possible to assign a probability to an attack by either a terrorist or a foreign nuclear power. Such
analysis is considered to be beyond the state-of-the-art of probabilistic risk assessment. However, if one were
to assume such an event occurred, the environmental impacts resulting from such an event are expected to be
similar to the severe accident scenario which is analyzed in the CLWR EIS and which is presented in
Volume 1, Section 5.2.1.9.2 for the Watts Bar Nuclear Plant, Section 5.2.2.9.2 for the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant,
and Section 5.2.3.9.2 for the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant.
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CATEGORY 23: COST ISSUES

23.01 The commentor asserts that the ratepayers in Tennessee are ultimately responsible for the costs currently
being incurred by TVA for the construction of Bellefonte (TVA issues bonds, but the bonds are the
responsibility of the ratepayers). The commentor states that, as a result, the Federal Government's argument
that it already owns the TVA plants is thin.

Comment Summarized: 704-12

Response: As explained in Volume 1, Section 1.3.6 of the CLWR EIS, TVA was established by an Act of
Congress in 1933, as a Federal corporation. All of the TVA reactors are the property of the United States.

23.02 A commentor expresses the opinion that DOE has significantly underestimated the cost associated with
the CLWR option and that these estimates should be subjected to an independent third-party review. Another
commentor is concerned about cost overruns in view of TVA's history.

Comments Summarized: 503-3, 600-1, 800-2

Response: The TVA estimate to complete Bellefonte Unit 1 has undergone several reviews by independent
organizations, including Bechtel, Ebasco, and Fluor Daniel. These reviews have confirmed the estimate. The
total life cycle cost of the CLWR option includes not only the cost to complete Bellefonte, but also all other
DOE program costs, such as the completion of the Tritium Extraction Facility and the cost of shipping
irradiated TPBARs from the reactor facility to the Tritium Extraction Facility. The capital costs to complete
Bellefonte are fixed under TVA's proposal. Should any additional monies be needed to complete the reactor,
TVA would be responsible for the additional cost. The TVA Bellefonte offer includes the use of the Watts
Bar Unit I reactor at no additional cost to DOE. Use of both of these reactors would meet START I
requirements, including any tritium requirements associated with replenishing the tritium reserve. [See also
the response to Comment Summary 03.03.] DOE management issued an official summary of the cost for the
two options, including life cycle costs (DOE 1998c). This official DOE summary showed the Bellefonte offer
to be significantly less expensive than the APT.

23.03 The commentor asks, since DOE and the TVA plants are government-owned, when will everybody in
the nation be responsible for TVA's $29 billion in debt, and how soon can ratepayers expect a rate reduction
from the current TVA debt (i.e., why should the ratepayers be responsible for the proposed action, which they
will be, since TVA has so magnanimously offered some of the money they will be making on the production
of electricity to DOE, and why isn't the rest of the nation paying for the proposed action?).

Comment Summarized: 623-2

Response: TVA's $29 billion debt financed total construction needs, not just for the nuclear program
construction. This debt is not the responsibility of the U.S. Government and is not part of the national debt.
TVA's power program is financially self-sufficient and relies on bond proceeds and revenues from the sale
of power. Since TVA bonds are not the obligation of the U.S. Government, they are not part of the national
debt. TVA's Board has already established a cap on the outstanding debt and is implementing a 10-Year
Business Plan that will reduce the $29 billion amount by one-half by the end of Fiscal Year 2007. This will
allow TVA to attain a competitive, reduced delivered price of power by the end of the plan period. The TVA-
proposed arrangement with DOE to complete Bellefonte for tritium production would allow for the effective
use of a TVA asset and would result in a significant benefit to all TVA ratepayers, both in debt reduction and
in reduced operating costs. The Board of Directors will continue to review TVA's power rates annually and
make adjustments based on sound business decisions.
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23.04 The commentor asks who would benefit from electricity sales revenues from a completed Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant-the taxpayers, TVA, or DOE?

Comment Summarized: 700-4

Response: The benefit from electricity sales revenues at Bellefonte could be split between TVA and DOE,
depending on the outcome of contract negotiations. Since DOE funding to complete Bellefonte would come
from Congress, any revenue returned to DOE to offset initial expenditures would benefit U. S. taxpayers. Any
revenue returned to TVA would benefit TVA and the TVA ratepayers.

23.05 The commentor expresses his belief that cost overruns are likely if TVA plants are used for tritium
production. The commentor requests DOE to guarantee that the CLWR Final EIS will contain more discussion
and analysis of the potential risks and consequences of cost overruns. The commentor states that not doing
so would be a mischaracterization of the NEPA process.

Comment Summarized: 700-10, 803-8

Response: TVA believes the estimate to complete Bellefonte is accurate and conservative. This estimate has
been reviewed by several independent outside organizations, including Fluor Daniel, Ebasco, and Bechtel.
TVA's 10-Year Business Plan does not assume any benefit from the completion of Bellefonte and sale of
electricity from the plant. To the extent the plant generates positive cash flow, TVA's 10-Year Business Plan
objective would be realized earlier than projected. Should cost overruns occur, the ratepayer would see no
negative impact until the cost to complete is greater than the cumulative net cash flow generated from power
sales. The probability of negative socioeconomic impacts is therefore minimized and considered negligible.

23.06 The commentor is disconcerted as a TVA ratepayer to learn that, first, Chairman Crowell stated in
TVA's 1996 Integrated Resource Plan that TVA will not engage in further nuclear power plant construction
without a full partner, and now, under one of DOE's tritium production scenarios, TVA would invest
$4.5 billion (essentially its current expenditures for construction of Bellefonte) into the partnership with DOE,
resulting in someone else (DOE) completing the reactor at no additional cost to the ratepayers. The commentor
believes DOE's CLWR tritium production proposal is nothing more than a thinly veiled attempt to subsidize
TVA's attempts to complete the Bellefonte reactor with taxpayer money.

Comment Summarized: 700-17

Response: DOE's purpose and need, as described in the CLWR EIS, is to provide a source of tritium and not
to complete Bellefonte. DOE would only select the Bellefonte option if producing tritium at Bellefonte is in
the best interest of the United States. TVA's proposal for the completion of Bellefonte is fully consistent with
TVA Chairman Crowell's statements regarding future nuclear power plant construction.

23.07 The commentor expresses his belief that DOE needs to understand how delicate and fragile the
contractual situation is with TVA's distributors, as well as the liabilities related to TVA's ability to meet the
obligations of its 10-Year debt [reduction] plan and the restructuring of the electric utility environment. The
commentor further states that these issues are significant and should be addressed socioeconomically to
evaluate their long-term implications for the Valley and for U.S. taxpayers. Another commentor asks whether
residents of Scottsboro would see their rates go up or down as a result of tritium production at Bellefonte.

Comment Summarized: 700-18, 806-2

Response: TVA believes the estimate to complete Bellefonte is accurate. This estimate has been reviewed
by several independent outside organizations including Fluor Daniel, Ebasco, and Bechtel. In the unlikely
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event of a cost overrun, TVA would delay debt reduction from its currently planned level. The revenues from
the sales of electricity generated by Bellefonte likely would offset the amount of delay. These revenues are
not realized in TVA's current debt reduction program. TVA would use these revenues to offset any cost
overrun. TVA does not envision any impact to the ratepayer.

23.08 The commentor asks if TVA's offer for tritium production includes a fixed price.

Comment Summarized: 706-2

Response: TVA's offer to produce tritium at Bellefonte is a fixed price to DOE.

23.09 The commentor expresses the opinion that the EIS would benefit from including more information
about the actual costs of the various alternatives and the implications of the costs for the specific economic
proposals being considered (e.g., if the project costs $1.9 billion, who will be responsible for supplying the
rest of the money if the costs exceed the fixed price?).

Comment Summarized: 706-3

Response: Actual costs of the various tritium production alternatives are not part of the EIS process.
However, DOE has issued an official cost summary that compares tritium production alternatives, including
life cycle costs (DOE 1998c).

23.10 Commentors ask whether TVA plans to pass on the cost of an overrun on its fixed price contract with
DOE to ratepayers and, if not, whether TVA is subsidized by some other means.

Comments Summarized: 703-11,704-16, 706-4

Response: TVA believes the estimate to complete Bellefonte is accurate and conservative. This estimate has
been reviewed by several independent outside organizations including Fluor Daniel, Ebasco, and Bechtel.
TVA's 10-Year Business Plan does not assume any benefit from the completion of Bellefonte and sales of
electricity from the plant. To the extent the plant generates positive cash flow, TVA's 10-Year Business Plan
objective would be realized earlier than projected. Should cost overruns occur, the ratepayer would see no
negative impact until the cost to complete is greater than the cumulative net cash flow generated from power
sales. The probability of negative socioeconomic impacts is, therefore, minimized and considered negligible.

23.11 The commentor is concerned about TVA's debt, suggesting that maybe TVA should take a little
breather before starting another project and incurring more debt.

Comment Summarized: 707-11

Response: The funds needed to complete Bellefonte would be received from DOE. There would be no
additional TVA funding needed to complete Bellefonte.

23.12 A commentor asks how the $2.9 billion will be dispersed if tritium production takes place at the Watts
Bar plant.

Comment Summarized: 816-2

Response: The commentor misspoke; the estimated dispersement presented at the December 14, 1998,
meeting was $1.9 billion. The procurement process is ongoing. It is impossible to determine how much
money TVA might receive until the negotiations are complete.
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23.13 Several commentors express disagreement with spending money for tritium production. Commentors
opine that money would be spent better on social needs, education, environmental restoration, and other
matters. Some commentors opine that the CLWR program was an effective use of taxpayers' money.

Comments Summarized: 2-3, 3-2, 7-3, 40-1, 53-3, 84-4, 99-3, 103-4, 108-2, 112-2, 115-1, 119-3, 125-2,
137-7, 141-2, 208-5, 212-8, 223-1, 239-4, 248-4, 250-5 621-2, 707-8, 712-6, 828-2

Response: Congress determines how funds are allocated. DOE spends monies consistent with Congressional
direction. DOE is not in a position to make the difficult tradeoffs that may be required between alternative
Federal programs and spending priorities. The issue of spending money for tritium production is beyond the
scope of the CLWR EIS.

23.14 The commentor questions whether the $1.9 billion to complete Bellefonte Unit 1 included the costs of
TPBAR transportation and the cost of the extraction facility. The commentor also questions whether TVA is
a Government agency.

Comments Summarized: 86-10, 501-3

Response: Official DOE cost estimates for both the APT and the CLWR were made available at the CLWR
public hearings. Additional copies of those cost estimates are available by contacting the CLWR program
office. The $1.9 billion figure cited by the commentor is a fixed-price quote of the investment cost to complete
the Bellefonte Unit 1. The costs associated with TPBAR transportation and the extraction facility are included
in the official DOE cost estimate. As explained in Volume 1, Section 1.3.6 of the CLWR EIS, TVA was
established by an Act of Congress in 1933 as a Federal corporation. All of the TVA reactors are the property
of the United States.

23.15 Several commentors express support for the CLWR over the APT due to lower costs. Some
commentors question whether the cost comparisons between the APT and the CLWR were equitable. One
commentor asks what percentage of the accelerator program would pay for the design.

Comments Summarized: 4-10, 44-10, 45-8, 90-1, 114-1,501-12, 605-1,702-5,713-2, 719-2

Response: Official DOE cost estimates for both the APT and the CLWR were made available at the CLWR
public hearings. Those official cost estimates are DOE's best estimates of the costs for both the CLWR and
the APT. Any assumptions and basis for analysis in developing those cost estimates are contained within the
cost estimates. Cost issues associated with the CLWR and the APT are beyond the scope of the CLWR EIS.

23.16 Several commentors request that DOE be explicit concerning the costs associated with tritium
production. Another commentor requests that the costs associated with spent fuel management be included
in the EIS. Another commentor asserts that cost should not be the major factor in determining where tritium
is produced. Another commentor asks whether DOE economic analysis includes the costs of pursuing the
CLWR and APT options as both primary and backup alternatives to each other.

Comments Summarized: 127-3, 143-1, 245-2, 501-13, 504-5, 700-3, 702-4

Response: The CLWR EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality's
regulations on implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508), and DOE's NEPA implementation
procedures (10 CFR Part 1021). None of these require inclusion of a cost analysis in an EIS. As discussed
in Volume 1, Section 3.2.1 of the CLWR EIS, the basic objective of this EIS is to provide the public and DOE
decision-makers with a description of the reasonable alternatives and their potential environmental impacts.
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in the EIS. Another commentor asserts that cost should not be the major factor in determining where tritium 
is produced. Another commentor asks whether DOE economic analysis includes the costs of pursuing the 
CL WR and APT options as both primary and backup alternatives to each other. 

Comments Summarized: 127-3, 143-1,245-2,501-13,504-5,700-3,702-4 

Response: The CLWR EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality's 
regulations on implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508), and DOE's NEPA implementation 
procedures (10 CFR Part 1021). None of these require inclusion ofa cost analysis in an EIS. As discussed 
in Volume 1, Section 3.2.1 of the CL WR EIS, the basic objective of this EIS is to provide the public and DOE 
decision-makers with a description of the reasonable alternatives and their potential environmental impacts. 
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While costs could be an important factor in DOE's decision regarding the production of tritium in a CLWR,
the focus of an EIS is on the environmental consequences. DOE has performed several cost analyses on the
various proposals associated with the production of tritium and made these cost analyses available to the public
at the three public hearings DOE held in October, 1998. DOE is pleased to provide the public with these
analyses upon request.

23.17 One commentor expresses concern regarding a number of issues related to costs: that costs to complete
Bellefonte were underestimated and not subjected to independent third-party review, while the APT costs have
been reviewed; that costs would overrun the TVA estimated cost of $2.44 billion to complete the cost of the
Bellefonte 1 reactor; that the Government Accounting Office states that TVA estimates are very unreliable;
that another utility estimates over $4 billion would be required to complete Bellefonte; that Bellefonte would
not meet START I tritium requirements; that there is serious question concerning the ability of Bellefonte to
generate sufficient revenues to offset costs; and that Watts Bar and Sequoyah, although discussed at length,
are being withdrawn.

Comments Summarized: 45-3,503-4

Response: The TVA estimate to complete Bellefonte Unit 1 has undergone several reviews by independent
organizations, including Bechtel, Ebasco, and Fluor Daniel. These reviews have confirmed the estimate. The
$2.44 billion cited in the comment is the total life cycle cost of the CLWR option, which includes not only the
cost to complete Bellefonte, but also all other DOE program costs, such as the completion of the Tritium
Extraction Facility, and the cost of shipping irradiated TPBARs from the reactor facility to the Tritium
Extraction Facility. The capital costs to complete Bellefonte are fixed under TVA's proposal. Should any
additional monies be needed to complete the reactor, TVA would be responsible for the additional cost. The
TVA Bellefonte offer includes the use of the Watts Bar Unit 1 reactor at no additional cost to DOE. Use of
both of these reactors would meet START I requirements, including any tritium requirements associated with
replenishing the tritium reserve. [See also the response to Comment Summary 03.03.] DOE management
issued an official summary of the cost for the two options, including life cycle costs. When considering the
life cycle costs of the completion and utilization of the Bellefonte facility for producing tritium, the revenues
to be generated from the sales of electricity, which TVA would share with DOE, would offset the initial, up-
front costs. These up-front costs, however, are quite sizable. The Watts Bar/Sequoyah offer gives DOE an
attractive alternative based upon an annual fee for irradiation services, without any large up-front costs. In
addition, this flexible offer becomes even more attractive, considering the possibility of smaller, future tritium
requirements as a result of additional cuts in the size of the nation's nuclear weapons stockpile.

23.18 The commentor states that the Congressional Research Service review raises a serious question on the
ability of Bellefonte to generate sufficient revenue to offset operating costs, much less amortize construction.

Comment Summarized: 503-12

Response: TVA's Watts Bar 1, Sequoyah 1 and 2, and Browns Ferry 2 and 3 nuclear units generate power
at an operating cost significantly lower than current market price for firm baseload power. TVA expects the
same level of low-cost efficient generation at Bellefonte 1. With the margin between the cost of generation
at a nuclear unit and the market price of power, TVA would be able to cover both fixed and variable operating
costs of generating power at Bellefonte 1, while also reducing TVA debt and sharing revenue with DOE.

23.19 The commentor wants to know what guarantees exist that TVA can finish completion of Bellefonte
within the stipulated costs. The commentor asks if all finding for the completion of Bellefonte will be up front
prior to completion and before an NRC license is obtained.

Comment Summarized: 506-3
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Response: In response to the Secretary of Energy's request that TVA provide its best and final offers, DOE
received several proposals for the completion of the Bellefonte facility (see Volume 1, Section 1.1.4 of the
CLWR EIS). All of these proposals were for a fixed price, with varying programs for completion funding by
DOE. These programs range from two annual up-front payments to six such payments. In all instances,
funding would be prior to the operation of this facility and, in all probability, most funding would be prior to
obtaining an NRC operating license.

There are no guarantees for the completion of the facility within the stipulated costs. It should be noted,
however, that these cost projections are for the completion of a facility which is already 90 percent complete.
Furthermore, the cost proposals have been reviewed by three separate, independent, outside groups.

23.20 The commentor expresses belief that the capital costs for the Bellefonte reactors will be significantly
more than for the APT and that life cycle costs will be comparable.

Comment Summarized: 503-6

Response: Cost issues associated with the CLWR and the APT are beyond the scope of the CLWR EIS.
Nevertheless, official DOE cost estimates for both the APT and the CLWR were made available at the CLWR
public hearings (DOE 1998c). Those official cost estimates are DOE's best estimates of the costs for both the
CLWR and the APT. Any assumptions and basis for analysis in developing these cost estimates are contained
within the cost estimates.

23.21 The commentor asks whether the fixed price for completing the Bellefonte plant would also include
defense of the project against any nuclear activist suits or intervenors.

Comment Summarized: 506-4

Response: The costs for potential litigation are not within the scope of the CLWR EIS.

23.22 The commentor states that using the Watts Bar plant only for tritium production clearly is the least
expensive reactor option and asks why TVA let this option expire. The commentor suggests TVA's reason
was to preclude the lower-priced option (Watts Bar only) so that Federal monies could be obtained to finish
the Bellefonte plant. Another commentor asks why TVA did not include negative EIS comments in their latest
offer letter to DOE.

Comments Summarized: 232-3, 700-2, 806-5

Response: DOE is not in a position to explain TVA's decisions during the procurement process. As discussed
in Volume 1, Section 1.1.4 of the CLWR EIS and in the response to Comment Summary 06.03, TVA
resubmitted a proposal for irradiation services at the Watts Bar plant and the Sequoyah plant after the issuance
of the CLWR Draft EIS.

23.23 A commentor feels that, as part of the decision process, TVA and DOE should compensate local
government, thereby helpiing local ratepayers and taxpayers. Another commentor asks what effect irradiation
services at the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants would have on ratepayers, and whether electric rates would
change. Another commentor asks whether residents of Rhea County would receive a tax break.

Comments Summarized: 230-2, 802-2, 809-1

Response: If Watts Bar and Sequoyah were selected, DOE expects to enter into an interagency agreement
with TVA under the Economy Act, discussed in Volume 1, Section 1.1.4 of the CLWR EIS. Under that
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agreement, DOE would pay TVA for the cost of tritium production. This would have no effect on ratepayers
or taxpayers. If Bellefonte were selected, the benefit from electricity sales revenue could be split between TVA
and DOE, depending on the outcome of contract negotiations. Because DOE funding to complete Bellefonte
would come from Congress, any revenue returned'to DOE to offset initial expenditure would benefit U.S.
taxpayers. Any revenue returned to TVA would benefit the agency and its ratepayers.

23.24 A commentor asks for clarification regarding the numbers given for the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants
in the presentation. The commentor also asks about the breakdown that led to TVA's estimate of $85 million
for irradiation services. The commentor suggests that TVA is inflating the taxpayer costs to make the
Bellefonte alternative more attractive.

Comment Summarized: 803-1

Response: Negotiations are currently ongoing between TVA and DOE to determine the cost of irradiation
services. Details of the negotiation process are procurement-sensitive.

23.25 A commentor asks how TVA can reduce its estimated costs for completing the Bellefonte plant for
tritium production. The commentor asks whether ratepayers would have to pay more to make up the $.5 billion
difference.

Comment Summarized: 806-1

Response: In the latest proposal, TVA assumes a share of the costs to complete Bellefonte. TVA would
borrow money to do this; the rates would not be increased, but the debt pay-down plan would be delayed.

23.26 A commentor asks whether TVA is paying back the principal on its debt yet.

Comment Summarized: 810-2

Response: The principal on the Bellefonte debt is included as part of the 10-year debt package that is currently
being paid.

23.27 A commentor asks whether DOE has determined over the 25- or 30-year production period which
reactor method is the most economical way to produce tritium.

Comment Summarized: 810-3

Response: Because the procurement process in ongoing, definitive costs have not been finalized yet and,
therefore, it is not possible to say with absolute certainty which of the reactor alternatives is the most
economical. Based on current estimates on a life cycle cost basis, TVA's proposal to complete Bellefonte and
produce tritium is the least costly alternative, but in the near term, the irradiation services proposal to use Watts
Bar and Sequoyah is less costly than completing and operating Bellefonte.

CATEGORY 24: MISCELLANEOUS

24.01 The commentor questions whether DOE and TVA can effectively communicate.

Comment Summarized: 501-8
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Response: The effectiveness of communication between TVA and DOE is beyond the scope of the EIS.

24.02 The commentor expresses concern that nuclear energy is a complicated process and wonders if using
highly complicated processes makes mistakes and failures more likely.

Comment Summarized: 707-13

Response: The CLWR EIS assesses the environmental impacts associated with tritium production in one or
more CLWRs. Included in the EIS is an assessment of the probabilities, consequences, and risks associated
with potential accidents. Currently, tritium is being produced in Watts Bar 1 as part of the Lead Test Assembly
demonstration. Results from that demonstration are confirming that tritium production in a CLWR is
straightforward and safe.

24.03 The commentor asks if the amount of tritium now possessed by the United States is losing its efficiency
or leaking somewhat and, if so, is there no way to prevent this loss.

Comment Summarized: 707-4

Response: Tritium is a radioactive form (or isotope) of the hydrogen atom and, like all radioactive isotopes,
will spontaneously change into a different isotope (Helium-3) through a process called "radioactive decay."
There is no known way to stop tritium from decaying.

24.04 The commentor questions, "What is the current uranium-235 enrichment, 4.0 percent? Why would
DOE supply the higher-enriched uranium, and not the U.S. enrichment plants? Is it because of the uranium
surplus at DOE?" The commentor wonders if releases from higher enrichment fuel would be greater.

Comment Summarized: 143-7

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Appendix A, normal enrichment of fuel used in CLWRs is from 4.2
to 4.5 percent. Full production loading of TPBARS may require the use of slightly higher enriched fuel (4.6
to 4.9 percent). Such an increase would be allowed by the current NRC licenses (current NRC licensing
provisions allow for up to 5 percent enrichment).

DOE has offered to provide TVA with any required uranium of higher enrichment levels to avoid causing
TVA any cost increases for normal operations. DOE already has specific quantities of highly enriched uranium
which could be blended down to the appropriate concentration levels (within the NRC licensing limitations),
should such fuel be required. DOE has clarified this in Volume 1, Section 5.2.7 of the CLWR EIS. The
somewhat higher enrichments and reduced fuel assembly bumups associated with the tritium production core,
as compared to the conventional core designs, can influence the radiological source term used in the calculation
of radiological emissions other than tritium during normal operation and accident conditions. The Tritium
Production Core Topical Report (WEC 1998) quantified this effect and concluded that, overall, the fission
product inventories were the same or lower in the tritium-producing core. Therefore, the analysis presented
in the CLWR EIS, which does not account for the increased enrichment, is conservative.

24.05 The commentor asks how a one-year delay in completing construction at Bellefonte I would impact the
schedule to complete the Tritium Extraction Facility by 2005. Another commentor questions why DOE would
want to run the Tritium Extraction Facility furnaces within the top 90th percentile of their maximum
temperature, and why there is no data in the CLWR Draft EIS that addresses recovery efficiency in the Tritium
Extraction Facility.

Comment Summarized: 500-3
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Response: The Tritium Extraction Facility construction is not related to the completion of Bellefonte.
Therefore, any delay associated with completing Bellefonte would have no impact on the construction of the
Tritium Extraction Facility. While specific comments regarding the Tritium'Extraction Facility are beyond
the scope of the CLWR EIS, these comments have been forwarded to the preparers of the Tritium Extraction
Facility EIS for response and inclusion in the Tritium Extraction Facility EIS.

24.06 The commentor asks where the tritium produced by a CLWR would go and what would be done with
it. Another commentor asks whether the tritium would be extracted immediately at the Tritium Extraction
Facility or stored at the site.

Comments Summarized: 603-1, 629-2, 704-7

Response: As explained in Volume 1, Chapter 1 of the CLWR EIS, tritium produced at a TVA reactor would
be shipped to the Savannah River Site for extraction from the TPBARs. This tritium would then undergo
purification and would be loaded into the tritium reservoir for use in the nuclear weapons stockpile. Tritium
would be extracted at the Tritium Extraction Facility as necessary to meet stockpile demands. The Tritium
Extraction Facility would have the capability to store irradiated TPBARs until extraction is necessary.

24.07 The commentor remarks that the actual tritium extraction occurs in areas already overexposed to
mismanagement. TVA would only expose special control rods and ship them to the extraction plant. It appears
that this in no way adds significantly to any existing situation.

Comment Summarized: 103-2

Response: The potential environmental impacts associated with the irradiation of TPBARs at any of five TVA
reactors are presented in the CLWR EIS. Following irradiation, TPBARs would be shipped to the proposed
Tritium Extraction Facility that would be constructed at the Savannah River Site. As discussed in Volume 1,
Section 1.5.2.2 of the CLWR EIS, a separate EIS has been prepared for this facility to evaluate the potential
environmental impacts of the tritium extraction. A summary of the environmental consequences related to the
construction and operation of the Tritium Extraction Facility appears in Section 5.3.4 of the CLWR EIS.

24.08 The commentor expresses the opinion that to establish a new use for civilian nuclear power reactors is
counter to the growing worldwide consensus that nuclear power should be eliminated as a source of energy
since it is inherently unsafe, uneconomic, and most importantly, unnecessary.

Comment Summarized: 110-6

Response: Whether there is any worldwide consensus regarding nuclear power is beyond the scope of the
CLWR EIS. Nonetheless, the position for many of the world's governments in developed countries is that
nuclear power will continue to play an important role in the next century in meeting substantially increasing
energy demands and may be essential to cope with global warming. The construction of new nuclear plants
outside of the United States continues to increase, especially in the Far East, to satisfy the rising demand for
energy in the fast-expanding economies of Japan, the Republic of Korea, and China. The strengthening of
nuclear safety is now an international collaborative effort. TVA takes its responsibility seriously to maintain
competitive rates and growth in the Tennessee Valley while protecting the health and safety of the environment
and the public; the performance records of its nuclear program support this priority. For example, last year
TVA's nuclear plants generated 27 percent of the total TVA generation, allowing TVA to meet record peak
demands during the summer and winter. TVA's operating nuclear plants have been named among the most
efficient nuclear utilities in the country and as leaders in cost reduction.
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mismanagement. TV A would only expose special control rods and ship them to the extraction plant. It appears 
that this in no way adds significantly to any existing situation. 

Comment Summarized: 103-2 

Response: The potential environmental impacts associated with the irradiation ofTPBARs at any of five TVA 
reactors are presented in the CL WR EIS. Following irradiation, TPBARs would be shipped to the proposed 
Tritium Extraction Facility that would be constructed at the Savannah River Site. As discussed in Volume 1, 
Section 1.5.2.2 of the CLWR EIS, a separate EIS has been prepared for this facility to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of the tritium extraction. A summary of the environmental consequences related to the 
construction and operation of the Tritium Extraction Facility appears in Section 5.3.4 of the CLWR EIS. 

24.08 The commentor expresses the opinion that to establish a new use for civilian nuclear power reactors is 
counter to the growing worldwide consensus that nuclear power should be eliminated as a source of energy 
since it is inherently unsafe, uneconomic, and most importantly, unnecessary. 

Comment Summarized: 110-6 

Response: Whether there is any worldwide consensus regarding nuclear power is beyond the scope of the 
CLWR EIS. Nonetheless, the position for many of the world's governments in developed countries is that 
nuclear power will continue to play an important role in the next century in meeting substantially increasing 
energy demands and may be essential to cope with global warming. The construction of new nuclear plants 
outside of the United States continues to increase, especially in the Far East, to satisfy the rising demand for 
energy in the fast-expanding economies of Japan, the Republic of Korea, and China. The strengthening of 
nuclear safety is now an international collaborative effort. TV A takes its responsibility seriously to maintain 
competitive rates and growth in the Tennessee Valley while protecting the health and safety of the environment 
and the public; the performance records of its nuclear program support this priority. For example, last year 
TV A's nuclear plants generated 27 percent of the total TV A generation, allowing TV A to meet record peak 
demands during the summer and winter. TVA's operating nuclear plants have been named among the most 
efficient nuclear utilities in the country and as leaders in cost reduction. 
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24.09 The commentor states that, when his group of retired engineers, scientists, and physicists met in April
of last year, someone told them there was absolutely no increase in any kind of disease, including cancer, in
areas where TVA facilities are operating.

Comment Summarized: 620-2

Response: A National Cancer Institute survey in the Journal of the American Medical Association, March 20,
1991 (NCI 1991), showed no general increased risk of death from cancer for people living in the 107 counties
containing or closely adjacent to 62 nuclear facilities. Included in the study were 52 commercial nuclear power
plants, 9 DOE research and weapons plants, and 1 commercial fuel processing plant. TVA's Brown's Ferry
and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants were included in this survey.

24.10 The commentor asks for clarification of a statement found in the CLWR Draft EIS Summary that
indicates no design changes would be necessary to complete Bellefonte for tritium production. The commentor
suggests clarification be added to the summary document.

Comment Summarized: 706-5

Response: Minor modifications would be required for radiological, security, and operational impacts.
Additional radiological monitoring equipment such as portable monitors, discrete air samplers, and liquid
scintillation counters would be procured, and air and water sampling station equipment would be installed for
environmental monitoring. Some minor tooling modifications may be made to facilitate handling of TPBARs
in the spent fuel storage pool. Also, some security enhancements would be made to accommodate storage of
classified documents and TPBARs. However, no major modifications would be required for tritium
production, as discussed in Section 3.2.5.3 of the CLWR EIS.

24.11 The commentor wants clarification that TVA will own the facility and at no time will it be sold or given
to DOE.

Comment Summarized: 714-2

Response: TVA has no plans or intent to transfer ownership to DOE. Since TVA facilities such as Watts Bar
and Bellefonte are government-owned, there is no reason to sell these facilities to DOE. As discussed in
Volume 1, Section 1.1.1 of the CLWR EIS, DOE is only interested in the purchase of irradiation services, not
the purchase of a reactor.

24.12 Commentors note editorial changes to be made to the CLWR Draft EIS, including the addition of words
and sentences to clarify the text, the correction of the sequence of footnotes to some tables, the elimination of
inconsistent terminology, and the correction of typographical or grammatical errors.

Comments Summarized: 89-1, 94-1, 146-4

Response: The text cited by the commentors has been revised. Additional edits have been made throughout
the document as necessary. A list of sections affected by this type of revision is included in Volume 1,
Section 1.9 of the CLWR EIS.

24.13 Commentors request clarification concerning the cumulative effects of using multiple reactors.

Comments Summarized: 146-23, 703-6
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Response: Volume 1, Section 3.2.6 explains that the impacts of using more than one CLWR for tritium
production can be determined by adding the impacts of each individual CLWR together. Tables 5-59, 5-60,
and 5-62 in the CLWR Final EIS present the cumulative impacts at each site. For the sites with two potential
units operating (Sequoyah, Bellefonte) the CLWR Draft EIS assumed that one of the units is operating in a
tritium-producing mode while the other is operating in a normal electricity-producing mode. Tables 5-51 and
5-53 have been revised in the CLWR Final EIS to reflect tritium production in both units at the same time; the
tables appear as Tables 5-60 and 5-62 in the CLWR Final EIS.

24.14 The commentor notes that the CLWR Draft EIS fails to list and examine mitigation measures for the
increased risks due to the proposed action.

Comment Summarized: 116-5

Response: The CLWR Draft EIS discusses the need for mitigation measures right after the presentation of
the impacts for each environmental resource, if such need is warranted. The CLWR Final EIS includes a
summary of these discussions in a new Volume 1, Section 5.5.

24.15 The commentor requests information on the effect on the reactor physics and asks about the differences
between regular burnable absorber rods and TPBARs.

Comment Summarized: 143-6

Response: Regular burnable absorber rods are depleted during a normal reactor cycle. That is, at the end of
a normal operating cycle, regular burnable absorber rods no longer have the ability to absorb neutrons. In
general, the TPBARs will continue to absorb neutrons throughout the entire fuel cycle. Since the TPBARs
will absorb more neutrons than regular burnable absorber rods during a reactor operating cycle, they could
require higher enriched fuel to have equivalent core performance characteristics at the end of the operating
cycle. Prior to operating the reactor, the NRC will approve the analyses of specific tritium production reactor
core configurations. NRC license holders must submit core reload analyses and demonstrate that core
performance for a new core configuration, including tritium production cores, is within the licensing basis
performance envelope for the plant. The NRC currently licenses CLWRs to operate with fuel enrichments up
to 5 percent.

24.16 The commentor notes that Table 4-11 in the CLWR Draft EIS did not contain a reference to the source
of the data presented in the table. The commentor recommends the inclusion of the reference.

Comment Summarized: 146-5

Response: The reference (TVA 1998e, now TVA 1998d) is shown at the bottom of Table 4-11 of both the
Draft and Final versions of the CLWR EIS.

24.17 The commentor notes that the first assumption listed in Section 5.1.2 of the CLWR Draft EIS is not an
assumption, but a statement concerning the conservatism of the model used. The commentor suggests that the
statement be moved from the list of assumptions up into the paragraph which precedes the list of assumptions.

Comment Summarized: 146-8

Response: The list of assumptions provides numerous examples of how the analysis was conservatively
performed. Part of this conservative approach was the use of computer models, which conventionally
overestimate health risks associated with low dose rates. Thus, the inclusion of this passage within the
assumptions list is deemed appropriate.
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24.18 The commentor, referring to Sections 5.2.1, 5.2.3, 5.2.7, and Tables 5-46 and 5-47 of the CLWR Draft
EIS, questions the consistency of the use of the terms "baseline" and "baseline configuration." The commentor
recommends that the baseline assumed in Section 5.2.9 be stated explicitly and the tables be checked for
consistency.,

Comment Summarized: 146-22

Response: Volume 1, Section 5.2.9 and associated tables have been revised to reflect consistency in the use
of the term "baseline" between text and tables.

24.19 A commentor asks if DOE and TVA are in Y2K [Year 2000] compliance.

Comment Summarized: 800-8

Response: All Federal agencies have a coordinated and aggressive program underway to ensure compliance
with Y2K requirements so that they can enter the millennium without any disruptions to required activities.
Y2K compliance is outside the scope of the CLWR EIS.

24.20 The commentor, referring to Table 5-32 of the CLWR Draft EIS, remarks that the table does not give
units for the data presented. The commentor recommends that units be provided in the table.

Comment Summarized: 146-15

Response: Note "a" of Table 5-42 (Volume 1) of the CLWR EIS (Draft EIS Table 5-32), which is cited in
the heading for each column of data, identifies the units as "Increased likelihood of cancer fatality per year."

24.21 A commentor asks what DOE would do if TVA were dismantled as a result of deregulation.

Comment Summarized: 800-7

Response: Speculation as to the continuance or dismantlement of TVA is beyond the scope of the CLWR EIS.

24.22 The commentor asks how many TPBARs were inserted into the Advanced Test Reactor.

Comment Summarized: 704-10

Response: Eleven.

24.23 The commentor, referring to the discussion of a "real" individual in Section 5.2.6 of the CLWR Draft
EIS, recommends that information should be included concerning what is meant by placing the word "real"
in quotes.

Comment Summarized: 146-17

Response: The term is often used by the NRC in their safety evaluations. The term "real" in quotations
indicates that the dose is calculated for actual individuals living near the ISFSI, as opposed to a hypothetical
individual. A hypothetical individual is used often in analyses when the results are purposely overestimated
for conservatism. Such a hypothetical individual, for example, may be assumed to stand, completely exposed,
at the worst possible location for radiological exposure. Volume 1, Section 5.2.6 is revised to include an
explanation of a "real" individual.
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24.24 A commentor asks what "point of departure" means as used in the slide presentation.

Comment Summarized: 800-1

Response: This phrase was used in the DOE slide presentation on December 14, 1998, to refer to the starting
point of discussions between DOE and TVA on all the elements of the Watts Bar/Sequoyah proposal. In other
words, DOE considers that TVA proposal negotiable.

24.25 A commentor notes that both the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (OSHA) say they have Memorandums of Understanding with TVA that allow an
exchange of paperwork instead of onsite inspections. The commentor asks where copies of these
Memorandums of Understanding can be obtained.

Comment Summarized: 811-3

Response: According to TVA's Office of General Council, there are no specific memoranda of understanding
between TVA and these agencies.

24.26 A commentor asks whether tritium production would shorten the life span of the Watts Bar or Sequoyah
units.

Comment Summarized: 814-1

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Section 3.2.1 of the CLWR EIS, tritium production is not expected to
shorten the life span of the Watts Bar or Sequoyah plants.

24.27 A commentor asks how many organizations are qualified to do this job that did not want it. The
commentor asks why TVA bid on DOE tritium production. The commentor asks why TVA had no
competition.

Comments Summarized: 813-1, 815-1

Response: There are approximately 72 pressurized water reactors in the United States that potentially could
be used for tritium production, as discussed in Volume 1, Section 3.2.2. It is unknown how many utilities are
represented by that number. TVA bid on the DOE tritium production proposal because it felt that responding
to DOE's request for proposals is in the best interest of TVA. With regard to why TVA had no competition,
DOE will not speculate on why other utilities did not bid.

24.28 A commentor asks when the last environmental impact study was done that used Bellefonte as a nuclear
reactor without tritium production.

Comment Summarized: 816-1

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement Related to Construction of Bellefonte Nuclear Plant
Units I and2 at the Tennessee Valley Authority was published in June 1974 (TVA 1974). TVA reviewed the
continuing validity of this document in 1994. This document addressed construction and operation of
Bellefonte Units 1 and 2 as nuclear-powered electrical generation facilities only, and did not address tritium
production.

24.29 A commentor states that tritium is a weapons component, and DOE should be honest about that fact.
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Comment Summarized: 835-3

Response: DOE recognizes that tritium is a component of nuclear weapons and addresses this point in
Volume 1, Section 1.3.2 of the CLWR EIS. Within that section the following statement is made: "Tritium is
not a fissile material and cannot be used by itself to construct a nuclear weapon. However, tritium is a key
component of all nuclear weapons presently in the nation's nuclear weapons arsenal. Tritium enables weapons
to produce a larger yield while reducing the overall size and weight of the warhead."

24.30 A commentor expresses concern about the impacts from tritium production on uranium mine workers
and people living in the vicinity of uranium mines.

Comment Summarized: 835-4

Response: As indicated in Volume 1, Section 5.2.7 of the CLWR EIS, the enriched uranium that would be
used for fuel assemblies in tritium production has already been mined and processed. Additionally, DOE may
provide blended-down highly enriched uranium from its inventory that has been set aside for national security
purposes. Section 5.2.7 discusses the environmental impacts associated with blending down this highly
enriched uranium. No additional environmental consequences of any significance are expected from TPBAR
fabrication activities other than the fabrication and assembly of TPBARs and the conversion of highly enriched
uranium to commercial reactor fuel.

24.31 Several commentors ask why TVA's irradiation services proposal is for 25 years, when the original
programmatic proposal was for 40 years. The commentor also asks whether the requirements changed.

Comment Summarized: 8034, 808-4

Response: In the original request for proposals, DOE asks for a minimum 10-year contract for irradiation
services. The commentor is correct that the programmatic plan calls for 40 years of tritium production. TVA
has offered 25 years, anticipating that DOE may issue another request for irradiation services proposals at some
time.
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