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May 77, 1998

Dear Interested Citizen:

Thank you for your comments on the draft revisions to the Hanford Federal Facz’liz;i)}.«.A greement
and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement). The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), the _
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), and the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) appreciate your concern and input. -

We made a number of changes to the tentative agreement:as a result-of the mput j ‘,
We believe that the final agreement described here is th
of the Fast Flux Test Facility by the U.S. Department o

recewed
fngi

The enclosed document and appendices present the comments.received, responses, and the
changes we have made to the Tri-Party Agreement W‘here comments.addressed national policy

Doug Sherwood, Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

hgton State Departmeht of Ecology

i April 13, 1998
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
TO THE TENTATIVE AGREEMENT
REGARDING THE FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

1. Introduction

Flux Test Facility (FFTF) from deactivation to standby
December 1998, on whether the facility will be utilized i _
In April 1997 the DOE Richland Operations Office (RL. of Washington Deparfmént of
Ecology (Ecology), and U.S. Environmental Protection Ageniey:(EPA) agreed to conduct
negotiations for the purpose of revising Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
(Tri-Party Agreement, TPA) milestones for the FFTF, in accordance with.Section 12, “Changes
to the Agreement.” Enclosure 1 shows those mllestones:.and the proposeda-actxons These
negotiations resulted in a tentative agreement si ;

milestone, in a "o Bé Determined" (TBD) status, pending the Secretary of Energy's
expected decisioii on the future of the facility;

at environmental compliance issues, should they arise during this interim period
lération, will be addressed as part of Ecology's sitewide compliance assurance
rogiam;

. establishes that, should the Secretary's decision be not to use the FFTF in the tritium
production strategy and to resume shutdown activities, the original M-81 and M-20-29A
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milestone language and structure will be used and new dates established via new TPA
transition milestone negotiations;

. commits the parties to initiate negotiations on the FFTF transition milestones within 90
days of a decision not to use the FFTF as a production facility;

. establishes the intent of DOE that the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and- Technology
(NE) will establish and maintain the management and funding responsxblhty for the FFTF
starting in fiscal year 1999; and .

restart, the M-81 and M-20-29A milestones would'beideleted.

Many (6984) of the comments involved national policy issues.that went beyond the
narrower focus of the proposed agreement change. Those comments have been collected and
indexed in accordance with the generic issue raised and'response. That indexing is shown in
Appendix A. Section 7 of this report describes whi ipies of Appendices A and B can be
reviewed. -

2. Background

, ﬁlant to a safe, shutdown condition. The FFTF was
_nd some of the transition milestones have been completed The

.In January 1997, the Secretary of Energy issued a decision to place the FFTF in a standby
pending a determination on whether the facility will be used in the national tritium

‘Cost-efficient manner practicable. It was the Secretary’s determination that the
y within her purview of responsibility, could help meet those requirements.

At the time of the decision, the FFTF was in what the TPA refers to as the “Facility
Transition Phase,” which starts with termination of operations, includes the establishment of a
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surveillance and maintenance (S&M) program, and ends with the achievement of facility-specific
end point criteria. The FFTF was about to enter the “Facility Disposition Phase”, the final period
in the life of a facility, with the draining of the secondary and primary sodium. The TPA defines
this phase as taking place “when no future use is identified as part of the DOE-HQ facility
assessment process.”

prerogative of the Department of Energy, ngen the DOE’s: stewardshxp résponmblhtles under the
Atomic Energy Act.

Following the potential “future use” decision, the-Department of Energy (1) initiated
studies to provide the basis for a proper determination regarding.the potential future use of the
FFTF; and (2) initiated formal negotiations with the other. TPA 1es in order to appropriately
negotiate a modification to the FFTF milestones, given‘the chang tus. Results of those
tudu-;s are available on the FFTF Web site (http://www:ffif org), a e TPA repositories
i chland (see Section 7).

ornot FFTF will be considered

evaluated for interim tritium productla '-='then an: Enwronméntal Iihpact Statement (EIS) will most
probably be prepared for FFTF, in accordance w1th the process outlined in the National
Environmental Policy Act. : :

As : lations Plan for the Hanford Federal Facility
Agreement an, '1997), a significant TPA change such as this one requires
certain key st :
(1) ncies AnnOﬁﬁééﬁ#S@Day Public Comment Period

A formal public comment period was held from November 24, 1997 until February 20,
1998. In this case the comment period was extended to nearly twice the minimum time to

account for the'holiday season and the schedule delay for the public meeting in Hood
Ri n, which was postponed due to inclement weather.

-.;encu‘:s Decide Whether to Schedule Public Meetings

Four public meetings were held in Portland, Oregon; Seattle, Washington; Richland,
Washington,; and Hood River, Oregon. Those meetings are described in Section 4 and
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the transcripts are provided in Appendix B.
(3)  Agencies Consider and Respend to Public Comments

This Comments and Responses document was prepared by the Agencies and formed the
basis for determining the adequacy of and appropriate revision to the tentative agreement.
Because many of the comments addressed national policy issues, a summary was provided
to the cognizant office within the Department of Energy, Washington, D.C. '

(4}  Final TPA Change and Comments and ResponseS"Document I)lstrlbuted

4. Public Meetings and Comments

A series of public meetings were he] 'regardmg thlS proposeci TPA revision in January and
February 1998 throughout the Pacific Northwest reglon :

Attendees
~225
~450
~175
~250

..._Vpportumty to speak and express their views.
5. Responses

The DOE, Ecology, and EPA received 8390 oral and written comments from individuals
oups. The writfen comments and oral transcripts of the public meetings are contained in
amm of Ecology and DOE staff reviewed each of the inputs, indexing them in
hown in Appendix A):

(1)  The first indexing was specifically related to the position taken relative to the proposed

TPA change. Positions were not “forcefit” into a small number of options. If an input
differed from the categories established, a new category was created. The resulting eight
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categories are shown below in Table 1.

TABLE 1 - POSITIONS RELATIVE TO PROPOSED TPA CHANGE
Category
(# Comments) Comment / Position
1 Favor deleting the milestones
(846)
2 Favor deferring milestones, i.e., assign them as “TB
8)
3 Oppose deleting milestones
(232)
4 Favor maintaining and meeting the milestones (nbil'chﬂqgcsi
(184) L
5 Believe FFTF milestones should not be under the PA b C e facility is no longer in 2
6 . deactivation mode
6 Question the authority of Secretary of Ei
(39

7 Made geneéral comments abo e TPA change proces ) dithe TPA public involvement process,
7)) ex., “Change process was included in criginal TPA and:precedents have been set™;, “TPA isan
‘agreement,” not a law™,EPA’s absenge at the FFTF. TPA public meetings.”

8 Felt that retaining aqﬁﬁéi-milestones-that are no longer relevant undermines the purpose/credibility
{5) of the TPA, 1., don't “ignore milestones.” '

comments received at'the four public meetings,
Of the 8390 to?ﬁi'comments received, 1406 or 17% directly and specifically addressed the
art of the reason for that apparently low number is that the 8390

s:were received from 2464 commenters'. In addition, at each of the public

tigs and in the written call for comments, while individuals and groups were

There is some duplication in the number of 2464 commenters, in that certain individuals attended
multiple public meetings as well as submitted written comments.
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repeatedly asked to address the tentative agreement, in many cases they only spoke to
national policy issues or restricted their input to a very generic rather than TPA-specific
statement relative to FFTF (ex., “for startup” or “for deactivation™).

@)

The second indexing involved relating the non-TPA-specific comments received to a set of

generic national and/or policy issues (and responses). Again, there was no attempt to
“forcefit” a comment into a small number of options. If a comment differed from the
generic categories established, a new category was created. Each category includes
comments expressing the full range of opinions and perspectives. The resulting twenty-
one categories, with comments and responses, are outhned below

TABLE 2 -

COMMENTS

/ RESPONSES O

Category
(# Comments)

Comments

1

Tritium produetion,

(1178) ie., “don’tneed,
“don’t want,”
“oppose”
2 Weapons, i.e.,
(148) “don’t need,

*don’t want,”
“OPFOSC”

oliferation Trcaty, has beeni the- total c}lmmat:on of nuclear weapons. But
fiot a unilateral agrecment action is required on other nations” part. Thc

eads. The.'Russuans haves:gncd the trcaty but the Duma, their parliamentary
ouse, has not: yet ranﬁed thls Areaty.

Hanford c]eanup is fundcd by DOE's Office of the Assistant Secretary for
1 Enwronmenta] Management (EM). FFTF fuudmg, including operation, has been a

rately-funded EM jtem since 1992. No monies have been taken from any other
projects at Hanford to support the FFTF. The agreement called for in this

ment includes the intent for DOE to have all funding, including shutdown, be
y-funded by the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology starting

The DOE has adopted a dual-track strategy for tritium production; Accelerator
Production of Tritium (APT) and Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR). The
DOE has not selected either of these options as the primary, long-term source
because of unresolved technical, economic, and institutional issues. Until these
issues are resolved, the FFTF represents an inexpensive "insurance policy” for the
DOE's tritium production responsibility,

As the Hantord Strategic Plan clearly states, primary emphasis is placed on safely
cleaning up and managing the site’s legacy wastes. However, there has also been z
commitment to use, where appropriate, existing Hanford Site capabilities and assets
where they can support naticnal and international needs.
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6 General comments If it is decided that the FFTF has a role in the national tritium production strategy,
(173) that oppose medical | and the FFTF site-specific EIS results in a ROD for restart, the DOE is committed to
isotope production, concurrent, early production of medical isotopes. Medical isotopes appear to be a
ie., “Itis a ruse™ growing component of the United States heaith care system and, based on a 1997
“There is no Frost & Sullivan study, demand may grow by 7 - 15% per year over the coming
market.” decade. ‘
7 Supported concept | DOE is committed to concurrent, early production of medical isotopes if the FFTF
(16) of tritium site-specific EIS results in 2a ROD that the FFTF has a role in the national tritium
production funding production strategy. The extent of that production will be driven-by the research
as a “bridge” to demand and market requirements at the time. Recent:market'projections are
medical isotope promising for medical isotopes; howaver evaluatigns ave been conducted to
production date indicate that the near-term of medical isotopes is |
insufficient to totally offset the, =
8 Safety of the reactor | The FFTF and all reactors arein
(389) for a new mission safety standards. These stan
[314 positive] (pros and cons) eva[uat'ions perfom_':ec! to.da_tj
[75 negative] core will operate within limits:
9 Concerned about
(154) possible Columbia
River impacts;
groundwater
10 Concerned about
(120) possible
Downwinder no releascs ‘with impact to the en nncnt or publjc, and analyses performed to-
impacts date indicate that the:inherent safety of the facility and barriers to release preciude
nt future 1mpact dunng opcranon or under foreseeable accident scenarios.
11 Concerned about . Theroperation oﬁthe FFTF wsll:-gcneratc additional waste. However, the quantities
(182) additional waste 1 are very low and the releases-well below any legal limits. The FFTF does not release

generation /

‘[ ‘hazardous or radioactive.material to the environment. Operation of the FFTF is
treatment / storage / |
; clcamng the components and placing them into interim above-ground dry storage

expected to generale-up to 60 spent fuel assemblies annually. Current plans involve

itil a national repository is completed.

; 1 ysis has been performed on the safety impact of transporting plutonium and
‘oxides and irradiated tritium targets. Both routine and accident scenatios
af there.are no significant safety issues associated with the transport of
pl uiomum fuel or fuel material shipped to Hanford or with the transport of irradiated

tritium targets from the FFTF at Hanford to Savannah River.

possible heightened
secrecy associated
with tritilzin
production, i.c.,
docuinent
assification.

Because a tritium mission would involve some national security issues, certain
aspects of the FFTF operation would be of significant value to a nuclear proliferant
and will be classified in some way. At this time, only a very small portion of the
information dealing with safety or environmental issues is expected to be classified.
The safe operating envelope for the facility would not be classified, only the precise
amount of tritiun produced at any one time.

Public involvement
during the NEPA
process or EIS,

The Department of Energy is still determining whether FFTF should be considered
further for restart. During this time, tours and status briefings by the FFTF Standby
Project Office have been made upon request. If FFTF merits further consideration,
a full NEPA process will include extensive forinal public involvement,
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15 Applicable codes

Throughout the design and construction of the FFTF, the siting and design
caleulations were reviewed by the NRC with subsequent review by the Advisory
Committee for Reactor Safeguards. To document their review, the NRC issued a
Safety Evaluation Report. Before loading of fuel and any reactor operations, the
FETF would be reviewed to commercial or equivalent standards by a fully
independent, qualified safety oversight organization who would insist on a'similar
level of safety assurance to which commercial reactors are held. FFTF has been
placed on the list of IAEA eligible facilities, Ifit is decided that the EFTF has a role
in the ndtional tritium production strategy, and the FFTF site-specifi¢ EIS results in a
ROD for restart, the DOE may refain FFTF on thatist or may:follow existing
procedures (DOE Order 1270.2B) to delete FFIE t of eligible facilities.

e. Medical isotops
t5 for privatization of:

It is premature to commit to any as;
processing has been privatized
that portion at the FFTF.

(an and standards for
’ restart; i.c., DOE,
NRC, IAEA.
16 Privatization (pro
&) and con).
{1 positive]
[4 negative]
| 17 Piutonium and
(575) mixed oxide fuel

[556 positive] issues (pro and con).

Since Russia and the United "S"_t:zi:té'si-fé@rccat_tempting 10 negotiate & jointagreement to
dispose of surplus weapons-grade.plutonium, there may be potential policy issues if
the United States says it is disposing;of the;plutonium by burning it in a reactor as

[19 negative] MOX fuel to produce another-material needed:for nuclear weapons, 1.¢., tritium.
Current U.S. policy is related to a prohibition-ef:direct use of the surplus plutonium
as material for nuclear weapons or for any other nuclear.explosive devices. A
second point of U.S..poligy:is.the stated desire:to.not.encourage the civilian use of
plutonium. The.disposition.of surplus weapons plutonium in the FFTF would not
challenge thw-pb} Y. i tef U S. pohey isto work cooperatwcly with
18. General comments
(1011) that support restart.
N/A
20 N/A
(1329)
N/A

agencies b
years of péreeived
mismanagement.

specific comments, there are several observations that can be made regarding

There is signiﬁcant uncertainty (category 1) associated with the requirement for tritium or
the logic for making a decision about a new tritium source when the likelihood is that the
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stockpile requirement may drop precipitously in the very near future.

. There were many comments supporting the concept of medical isotope production”
(category 20), but there was also skepticism (category 6) as to whether the medical
isotope mission was viable.

. There were concerns expressed (categories 3, 5, 9, 10, and 21) about any new mission at
Hanford, with questions surrounding whether that would create ‘
with the cleanup of old legacies.

. The use of plutonium at FFTF was an issue, not s
(category 8) or materials disposition (category 17
transportation (category 12). -

. There was support (category 14) from both opponents.and proponents of FFTF restart for
increased public involvement in the form of an initiation of the NEPA process (i.¢.,

preparation of an EIS relative to FFTF’s ﬁjture)

6. Actlons Taken

: the Office of Nucléar] nergy, Science and Technology, Department of Energy,
Washington, D.C..

Over the past.year, Secretary of Energy, Federico Pefia and Governor Gary Locke, State
on received over 2000 cards and letters relative to the FFTF. The content of
mmunications ranged from issues associated with the TPA to the broader issues of
-nuclear weapons stockpile, the need for tritium, interest in medical isotopes,
generation of additional wastes, bringing plutonium onto the Hanford Site, and other
related issues. These cards and letters, submitted by the general public and interest
groups, were each reviewed against the same criteria as those comments submitted in
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response to the public meeting process.

This additional review, although beyond the extent of the specific request for comments as
contained in the public announcements of “Changes Proposed to Hanford’s Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones,” was conducted to determine
whether any new issues had been raised in that input. After a full review had been made, it
was apparent that no new issues had been introduced beyond those identified:during the
formal public comment process.

7. Availability of Information

period ending February 20, 1998 are available at the three TPA reposnorles (Seattle Spokane
and Portland) and at the Public Reading Room in Richland,

Seattle Spokane

University of Washington B -;G_e'nzaga University
Suzzallo Library  Foley Center
Government Publications Room E. 502'Boene.

Mail Stop FM-25 _ 'Spokan__‘,.:..;._ [A 99258
Seattle, WA 98195 TR (509) 328 4220 extension 3125
(206} 543-4664 ‘ o

Attention: Eleanor Chase

Portland + Richiand

Portland S Washington State University/Tri-Cities
DOE Public Reading Room

100 Sprout Road

Room 130

Richland, WA 99352

(509) 376-8583

Attention: Terri Traub

FFTF can be found on the FFTF Web site (http://www.fitf org) or by contacting the
FFTF Standby Project Office at 509-376-8089 or e-mail at FFTF@rl.gov. More information
about the TPA and Hanford can be found on the Hanford Web site (http://www hanford.gov) or
by calling the Hanford Cleanup Line at 800-321-2008.
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ENCLOSURE 1 - TPA MILESTONES

The following M-81-00 series milestones and targets are impacted by this change action.
Under the “Due Date” the proposed change is indicated:

Milestone Description Due Date

M-81-00

and stable surveillance and maintenar

M-81-00-T01  Complete Reactor Defueling. L 9/30/95

' ' e o Completed
will be 236 ieled components in ~ 4/19/95
1ts in the mtenmzdecay storage and
rage facility.

At the completion of defueling, th
the reactor vessel, 113 fueled
258 fueled components in th

M-81-00-T02  Complete transfer of Irradiated Fugél toBry Cask Storage.

The Irradiated Fuel:assemblies-and pin containers will be transferred from
the interim decay;storage vessel and the, fuel storage facility to the JEM cell
for res1dua1 sodium removal, loaded into a core component container,

‘building cask loading station for placement
ry storage, and transferred to the interim
heast corner to the FFTF complex.

M-81-00-T nirradiated fuel to the Plutonium Finishing Plant.

ated fuel assemblies presently stored in the interim decay -
1. will be transferred to the IEM cell for washing and drying,

appro_:é afe"'sf.orage area in the Plutonium Finishing Plant.

il-OO-T0.4 Complete transfer of special fuel to the Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory for consolidated storage.

Sodium-bonded irradiated metal and carbide fuel pins from assemblies
cleaned and disassembled in the IEM Cell will be loaded into existing,
approved shipping casks, and transported to the Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory in Idaho Falls, Idaho, for consolidated storage. One unirradiated
metal fuel assembly will also be dispositioned in a similar manner.
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. M-81-00-T05  Complete auxiliary systems deactivation.

A major portion of the plant auxiliary systems are required to support hot
sodium circulation prior to draining the sodium. As these systems, and the
balance of plant systems, become available for shutdown, they will be
deactivated to a safe, stable condition.

M-81-01 Initiate sodium storage facility construction. T 2/28/97
SR " completed
i contractor is issued 10/09/95
s the contracting:officer. '

M-81-02 Complete sodium storage facility startup. _ ©7/31/98
: : B | completed
This milestone will be achieved by cotipletion.of the sodium storage facility ~ 01/97
startup activities which include final testitig:of the mechanical and electrical
systems and confirmation that the facility is'teady:to-receive sodium from
FFTF. Construction of the new facility closely:coupled.to the FFTF

This milestone will be achieved when th
the notice to proceed with construction:b

. . M-81-02-T01

“the TWRS Tank Sludge Pretreatment
‘his evaluation will be conducted in concert
I-50-03 (due date March 31, 1998). This
pactive (FFTF, Hallam, and Sodium reaction experiment)
-address other conversion options for disposal of the

if the produict-use for TWRS is not viable, regardless of which
selected, & new sodium reaction facility will be constructed
e.sodium storage facility to convert the bulk metallic sodium to

copstruction and operation of the sodium reaction facility based on the
option selected.
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M-81-03

M-81-04

M-81-04-T01

M-81-04-

Submit FFTF End Point Criteria Document.

A document identifying the end point criteria necessary to place the FFTF in
a safe and stable configuration will be developed. This document will be
provided to EPA and Ecology for review, and approval for the hazardous
substances proposed to remain at the facility.

Complete FETF Sodium Drain.

This milestone will be complete when all of the sodigm:

slant has been

are solid in form and adhere to the
residuals will be maintained under an’
reactions during the long-term surveill
final dxsposmon of the facility, any reg

The reactor and primary and: 'seédﬁdhfg%“h'eat transport system sodium
coolant and supportmg sodlum systems wﬂl be mamtamed in a safe

Surveillance and Maintenance Plan. : 6;‘-}67’%6%

A pla descrlbmg the S&M phase will be developed. This plan will be
prov:ded to EPA and Ecology for review, and approval for the hazardous
ystances proposed to remain at the facility. This plan will include

ocumentation of lists of hazardous substances, including dangerous waste
that remain in the FFTF Facility upon completion of Phase I activities

because the hazardous substance: (1) contains non-dangerous waste
components that are highly radioactive, (2} is part of the plant structure
and/or (3) is an intact piece(s) of equipment.
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M-81-06 Complete PCB Transformer disposal.

The nineteen Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB) electrical transformers at the
FFTE will be disposed of after the transformers are removed from service.

Twelve of the nineteen transformers, will be drained, flushed and removed

from FFTF within thirty days after being removed from service as.specified
in 40 CFR 761. Seven of'the transformers, which are in areas that are
dlfﬁcult to obtain access, W111 be dramed ﬂushed and -

agreed to revisit and reestablish a due date, “To Be Dete}mned” {(TBD), as appropnate shouId FFTF
transition resume:

M-20-29A Submit sodium storage facility and sodium reaction facility closure plan or 12131799
request for procedural closure g.

the final dispo
the basis of
sodium. .3

sodiuntfeaction facility units. If the sodium is determined to be
losure plan will be submitted for the two units.-
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ENCLOSURE 2 - TENTATIVE AGREEMENT

On October 4, 1997 the DOE Richland Operations Office (RL), State of Washington
Department of Ecology, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency signed the following
tentative agreement:

HANFORD FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT AND CONSENT ORDER

Department of Ecoiogy (Ecology), and U.S. Enwronmen_;
personnel, hereinafter the Parties, agreed to conduct negot:
Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order:; gr

These negotiations have resulted in this tentative agreement to deletezemstmg M-81 series
milestones and target dates, and to place the M-20-29A milestone in-a "T6Be Determined”
(TBD) status pendmg the Secretary of Energy s clecxston Should environmental compliance

M) &additional delay in the event they fail to agree on any
eriod, all unresolved matters shall be referred to the
1 rocess beglnnmg at the Inter Agency Management Integratlon

_artles also agree,. 1hat should the Secretary's decision be not to use the FFTF in the tritium
iction strategy and to resume shutdown activities, the original M-81 milestone language and

: byithis proposed action will be used as the starting point for new TPA transition
ations. The parties commit to initiate negotlatxons on FFTF transition within 90
sion not to use FFTF as a-production facility. It is the intent of DOE that the Office
of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology will establish and maintain the management and
funding responsibility for FFTF starting in Fiscal Year 1999 through shutdown.
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ENCLOSURE 3 - FINAL AGREEMENT

Department of Ecoiogy, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 31gned the followmg
agreement:

HANFORD FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT AND CONSENT ORDER

Department of Ecology (Ecology), and U.S. Environmental’
personnel, hereinafter the Parties, agreed to conduct negotxatxons for the purpose of revnsmg
Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order.(Agt

These negotiations have resulted in this final Agreement to place tk emstmg M-81 series
milestones and target dates, as well as the M-20-29A:milestone, ina:"Fx »BeDetermined" (TBD)
i nv1romnenta,1 comphance issues arise

milestone language and sequen
rrulestone negotiations. The--Pa _

milestoniss will be delete

3.1 April 13, 1998



