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Baldonado, Donna

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pat Rasmussen [patr@rightathome.com]
Monday, Janua 26, 1998 6:01 PM '

Stop Tntium Production at Hanford

Dear Sir,

Are you absolutely crazy? You have NO PUBLIC SUPPORT to restart nuclear
weapons at Hanford!!! I!ll!!!!!!!! !! !! !!!!! I!!!!ll!

You betray the public trust by even considering such a proposal and
anger the public deeply.

DROP THIS PROPOSAL TODAY!!!!! I!! AND DO NOT CONSIDER IT AGAIN!!!!I!!

Pat Rasmussen
PO Box 154
Peshastin, WA 98847
509-548-7640

1



Tri-Party Agreement Fast -Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Portland, January 14, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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1 From: 
C

Sent: M
To:
Subject: F

PFF7
)skey, Ted [tcoskey@sccd.ctc.edu]
oskey, Ted [tcoskey@sccd.cte.edul
onday, January 28, 1998 3:49 PM

FTF

Mr. Stanley:
I have read In the "Hanford Update" that the Department of Ecology is
accepting comments on the restart of the FFTF. Your name was listed in
the article so I am hoping that you are the right person to email or
that you can appropriately forward this message.
By way of personal background, I am a college math/science instructor.
I feet there is no need to restart the FFTF. As noted in the newsletter
"the market for medical isotopes is still unproven." The idea of using
it for medical purposes is basically a smokescreen to try to convince
some people that the restarting Is necessary for peaceful purposes.
As far as tritium production is concemed, we still have plenty. Russia
seems content to continue reducing its nuclear armament as long as we do
also. If we continue these reductions, there will be no need for more
tritium for a long time.
Sincerely,
Ted Coskey

1
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Baldonado, Donna

.From:Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fraser, Sen. Karen [FRASERKA@Ieg.wa.gov]
Friday, January 23,1998 9:56 AM - .

eJmlecysmi
FFTF

FFTF.wpd
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January 22, 1998

Roger Stanley
Department of Ecology
rost461 @ecy.wa.gov

Dear Roger:

You are listed, in a Tri-Party Agreement publication, as the Department of Ecology's contact
person for information on the status of the Fast Flux Test Facility. What is the State's position
relative to the decision of former Energy Secretary Hazel O'Leary, in January 1997, to shift the
FFTF transition status from "shutdown" to "standby" condition?

I would appreciate a reply by return e-mail so that I may respond to constituents. Some of them
have been critical of the State for not having a presence at a USDOE hearing in Seattle January
20.

Thanks for your help,
Senator Karen Fraser
22"' District



Baldonado, Donna

O From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Max C. Prinsen [MAX-PACEM@worldnet.att.net]
Friday, January 23,1998 10:50 AM -

Roger Stanley
FFTF

-- Original Message-
From: Max C. Prinsen < MAX-PACEMwoddzWt.att.net <mailto:MAX-PACEM(worldnet.at.net>>

4s e.ov> >-
Date: Friday, January 23, 1998 8:40 AM
Subject: FFTF

The Prinsen family, (consisting of 7 registered voters) hereby voices its opposition to the restarting of
Hanford's FFTF reactor,
Already the cleanup of the waste in the area is costing millions
and is not completed as of yet. Additional plutonium to produce
tritium will endanger the already saturated area further. Washington can not afford the restart of
FFTF. We say "NO" to
the FFTF restart. It is unsafe and much too costly.
Please respond to us.

Max C. and Willemtje Prinsen
21858 184th Ave. SE. Renton WA. 98058-9719

1



Baldonado onna

From.
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paige Wheeler [wheeler@fermi.phys.washington.edu]
Tuesday, January 20,1998 11:00 AM - -

rost461@ecy.wa.gov
restarting Hanford

> Dear Mr. Stanley,

> I will not be able to make the January 20 meeting in
> Seattle to discuss the restarting of the Hanford reactor.
> My feelings are so strongly against this proposed action
> that I am taking this time to register my comments.

> It would be a very bad idea to begin to generate more
> highly radioactive waste before having cleaned up the
> area from previous misuse. Our earth cannot sustain this
> kind of abuse any longer. It is time we acted more
> responsibly towards the stewardship of the earth and turn
> away from producing more nuclear waste which we cannot
> find safe ways to store. Money set aside for clean-up
> should not be diverted to use for keeping the FFTF on Hot
> Standby.

" Please put my name down as one who strongly opposes the
> restarting of the Hanford reactor.

> Sincerely,

> Paige Wheeler
> 816 NE 59th
> Seattle, WA 98105

1
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Baldon , Donna

From: Lynn Sims [dwoc@teleport.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 1998 7:19 AM
To: ecology
Cc: wa doe
Subject: FFTF Portland

- [ From: Lynn Sims * EMC.Ver #2.5.02 ] -

January 19,1998

Dear Mr. Stanley,

I am writing to thank you for holding araEMffhtioIestoeCii h
hearing in Portland.

While I understand that Ecology's responsibilities are to ensure that
activities at FFTF are conducted in compliance with regulations, I am
unclear whether Hazel O'Leary's decision to halt deactivation for possible
evaluation automatically indicates that the Final PEIS for Tritium Supply
and Recylcing has been formally amended to include the FFTF altemative...or
if the use of MOX fuels would entail another EIS process. If not, must those
issues be resolved first in order to consider the site specific
advisability of restart?

In any case I do believe that it will be most challenging for the Dept. of
Ecology to maintain its mission to protect, preserve and enhance
Washington's environment, if the FFTF were ever restarted because of all the

*attendant risks, security expenses and waste streams that accompany restart.
Like FFTF I hope the milestones might be placed in "suspended animation

standby" ...and that Mr. Pena decides not to consider FFTF further so we can
'get on' with clean up.

A substantial portion of the general public is intent to nip this process in
the bud as evidenced by so many testimonies. However, I would like to point
out that although many of us are opposed to restart for a variety of reasons
, in no way do we wish to diminish the jobs or economic prosperity of the
tri-cities area or to intensify an atmosphere of us vs. them. In addition
we have sympathy for the difficulties experienced by the DOE in trying to
make progress in solving the most problematic tasks the world has ever
encountered.

We here in Portland would also like to thank all TPA members for working so
hard to ensure that environmental impacts are investigated and to protect
worker and public health and safety. We certainly hope that Hanford can
retain high visibility and adequate funding without a military mission.

Good luck in maneuvering through all the regulatory, economic, political,
technical and philosophical issues that are involved in this proposal...and
all the others down the road.

Thank you all again for your diligent efforts.

Sincerely yours,

* Lynn Sims
3959 NE 42
Portland, OR 97213
503 287-6329



(FTPr*0-Baldonada.

From*
Sent:*
To:
Subject:

Barbara Garrett [barb@imagebuilder.com]
Friday, January 16, 1998 11:14 AM
mst461@ecy.wa.gov
Hanford FFTF reactor on Standby/Milestones on TPA Agreement

One of my co-workers attended a public meeting yesterday about these
issues, and I want to state my dismay that ANY Hanford reactor is on
standby rather than deactivated. It can only have been decided by those
who do not live in the Northwest and are not affected by the billions of
dollars of cleanup which is already needed and the unconscionable waste
of our environment which has already occurred. I was bom in Washington
state and lived there for 13 years before coming to Oregon. Here I am
affected by both Hanford and Trojan issues which threaten quality of
life and cost the American taxpayers billions.

My position Is that milestones on t -A Areement should not be
affected by the status of the FFTF a or and those milestones should
remain requirements. Cleanup of Hanford is long overdue and should not
be delayed in any way.

Barb Garrett
ImageBuilder Software
6650 SW Redwood Lane Suite 200
Portland OR 97224
(503) 684-5151 x576
barb@imagebuilder.com

1
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Baldonado, a

FrO
Sent:
To:
Subject:

David Paul Meyer [paulmeyer@seanet.com]
Wednesday, January 21, 1998 2:23 PM -'
rost46l@ecy.wa.gov
Tri-Party Agreement

Dear Mr. Stanley:
I attended the hearing at Seattle Center last night. I heard the comments
about changes to the Tri-Party Agreement, and I wondered how such a monsterous
thing could happen In our open society. But knowing how won't change the
way things are. We must all work now to correct the error. The state of
Washington and the state or Oregon have paid enough. It is time we say no
to the U.S. bomb makers.

I am an active Democrat. I have supported Gary Locke and I have supported
Judith Billings. I am.the Precinct Committee Officer for one of the
strongest voting precincts in the most Democratic District of the state, and
I can tell
you and the people who appointed you that my preference for Democrats in
office has been seriously weakened by what I heard last night.

Reverse the removal of clean-up milestones from thfjiia AbreemeM and
stop the re-start of the FFTF.

Paul Meyer
Democrat PCO 37-1611

1
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fAirBaldonado, Donna

Dist Fund [DistFund@aol.com]
Thursday, January 22, 1998 10:22 AM
rost461@ecy.wa.gov
emestjhuges@ri.gov
FFTF restarting

Please read the attached Word document, and respond by e-mail or mail.

Thank You,

Mike

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

-r=;L

In
HANFORD.DOC



03/11/98 14:53 LOW LEtEL/TSPI o03

DATE: January 21, 1998

RE: Opening FFTF at Hanford Nuclear Plant

FROM: Mike Conlan, 1620 Sunset Ave SW, Seattle WA 98116-1651

The Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) is doing a poor job of cleaning up We
radioactivity at Hanford. Most of their time schedules have been exiended or
forgotten. Radioactivity is leaking into the Columbia, storage tanks continue
to leak, and more nuclear waste is being brought into the State.

There is no need to open -the FTFF at Hanfbrd. With the deploymeit of
nuclear weapons, the ability to produce radioisotopes and tritium at
accelerators, WHY is this oven an issue?

The TPA and the Hanford Facility need more public scrutiny. And omeway
to make the clean up effort more productive.

Please Respond

93-11-98 14:46 RECEIVED FROM:369 497 7152 P-93
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Author: Tammy Williams <twillial@standard.com> at -SMTPLink

Date: 2/25/98 3:55 PM

Priority: Normal
Subject: Re: production of Tritium
------------------------------------- Message Contents -----------------------------

Given the recent precarious situation with Iraq on the question of
"produciton of weapons of mass destruction", I find it the height of

hypocrisy that plans seem to be moving forward to enhance our own

nuclear weapons arsenal- namely, the continued operation of the FFTF.

if this facility does move into the production of tritium for defense
purposes this will send a message around the world that the U.S. does

not honor the nuclear non-proliferation treaty and that we are not

committed to a reduciton of nuclear weapons.
There is no excuse for the U.S. to maintain Cold War levels of defense

and I would like to add my voice to the many who have criticized any

plan to add to the mission of the FFTF.

Sincerely,

Joanne Oleksiak
Portland, Oregon



Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux-Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Portland, January 14, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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EARNEST I. HUGHES
US. DEPARThENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1 I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from thegji Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds s~ould be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectflly,

Name: rke Kz WoN c

Address -

MONARCH SOFTU1A RE
FU 00-x 147, 112 1 IstFrnS

H-usum, vA9>:,



MONARCH SOFTWARE
PO Box 147, 112 Husum SMr0C$

Husun, WA 98C:3
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY
P.O. BOX 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352
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Message Contents ------------------------------------

* -am opposed to revising the TPA.
I am a quaker. I am opposed to violence, bombs and wars. Our
government should use its vast resources, its brain power and
available technology to pursue peace and reconciliation, not to
produce bombs.
In particular, I am opposed to bomb production that would delay clean
up at Hanford, especially as more news stories come out about leaking
storage tanks. I don't want to lose any of the cleanup funds, either.
I am opposed to nuclear bomb production when we still don't know where
or how to safely store spent fuel.
I am opposed to bomb production so close to my home that a nuclear
accident could harm my two daughters.
This area of the country is dangerous enough, what with the
radioactive garbage at Hanford and the nerve gas at the Umatilla
depot. It is not fair to ask us to take on another risk, especially
when our military has so many bombs that nuclear bombs are redundant.
I am sorry that so many people think medical isotopes justify tritium.
Nothing justifies the dangers and evils of nuclear bomb production.
Do not modify thesPA.
ana maria capestany
1333 alvarado terrace
walla walla, wa 99362
509-525-8602



1 541 298 2160 P.OlFeb-19-98 13:36 COL A

U.S. Dept. of Energy February 19.,- 1998

Dear Mr. Hughes,

I am writing to have you know that I expect the ri-party
agreement to be upheld, which means as a voting citi ln that I do
not want Hanford's nuclear reactor reactivated. I am also against
the millions of dollars spent per year keeping the reactor on
stand-by. I am very concerned about the unstable storage
conditions on site of nuclear waste and the short period of time
left to safely protect the ground water and soil from nuclear
contamination. If the word FAST is being used in conjunction with
.Hanford, I favor it going along with fast clean-up of an
egregiously SLOW clean-up process.

The Columbia River is already at risk for contamination even
without re-activation, and certainly re-activation would put
poplulations at risk for lack of compliance with safe and
consistent operating standards. It is certainly hard to believe
with the half lives of these materials that we have any shortage,
not that any figures would change my mind about this issue.

This earth is our island homeand in no way can I ever
support the use of nuclear reactors.

Sincerely,

Saundra D.Kice
6618 Mill Creek Road
the Dalles, Oregon 97058
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the I Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectflly,

Name: _ __Q_ _

Address: 1% Y //-75

1703/
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HEAL
Hanford Education
Action League

Comments of the Hanford Education Action League
on the proposed Tri Party Agreement

Fast Flux Test Facility
Change Package

submitted by
Todd Martin, HEAL Staff Researcher

February 17, 1998

HEAL is opposed to altering FFTFFPA milestones.

HEAL opposes alteration of TPA FFTF milestones to suit the proposed FFTF tritium
mission. Further, HEAL is disappointed in the. utter lack of regulatory action on the part
of Ecology. As a regulator, it is Ecology's job to ensure that the provisions of the TPA
are complied with and, if the TPA is violated, to enforce those provisions. In the case of
FFTF, DOE unilaterally chose to ignore FFTF milestones, ceased work toward those
milestones, and submitted a change package long after TPA violations were ensured.
Ecology's response has been imperceptible.

Ecology is responsible with safeguarding the health and safety of the environment and
citizens. The proposed FFTF mission directly challenges Ecology's ability to fulfill this
mission. Tritium production at FFTF would require bringing plutonium to Hanford
across the State's roads and would produce more waste to add to Hanford's already
immense waste inventory. In addition, Ecology should be vigorously advocating a full
public accounting and resolution to the safety issues raised by DOE's internal
documents and the JASON Team report.

HEAL is opposed to tritium production at FFTF.

HEAL opposes the use of the Fast Flux Test Facility at the Hanford Nuclear Site for
tritium production, and the continuing waste of tax dollars to maintain this reactor in hot
standby.

We have no reassurance that FFTF will be operated safely, particularly for the tritium
mission. Moreover, we have indications that the tritium mission for FFTF could prove
extremely risky for workers, the environment and the public. Both DOE staff and the
JASON Team report raised significant safety issues concerning the use of FFTF to
produce tritium. Their concerns include the possibility that FFTF would suffer small
multiple core meltdowns every time it was started and could explode. The
consequences of such accidents seems to obviate the need for publicly accountable
and scientifically credible study of the issues. Instead we have received only blanket
assurances that FFTF would be safe. This is unacceptable.

1408 W. Broadway e Spokane, Washington 99201 * (509) 326-3370 e FAX (509) 326-2932



It is inappropriate for cleanup funding to be used to keep FFTF in hot standby as a
tritium 'option'. DOE has taken approximately $31 million a year out of the Hanford
cleanup budget to keep the FFTF reactor on "hot standby" . At the same time, DOE
claims it is short up to $183 million a year for legally required safety and cleanup work.
Further, if FFTF is used to produce tritium, DOE's Nuclear Energy and Defense
Production programs should repay (to EM) the money that the Environmental
Management program spent funding FFTF for the past several years.

This country neither needs nor can afford to produce tritium for the nuclear weapons
stockpile until well into the next century, if ever. Further, a public discussion about this
important commitment of national resources is critical. The current tritium- time line is a
race fueled not by genuine national security considerations but by pure pork -- tax
dollars for weapons production in Washington and South Carolina.

HEAL is opposed to the disposition of plutonium from retired warheads by 'burning' it
during FFTF tritium production. Plutonium retired from warheads is nuclear waste and
should be treated as such -- combined with other radioactive waste and immobilized.

Finally, it is wrong to support tritium production at FFTF so that it might eventually be
used to produce medical isotopes. The proposed medical isotope mission is highly
speculative, both medically and financially. This proposal amounts to two decades of
corporate welfare.

HEAL urges Ecology to deny the change package and enforce the TPA by requiring
the immediate shutdown of FFTF. Ecology should not be party to all of the deleterious
aspects of FFTF tritium production listed above.



Earnest J. Hughes
U.S. Department of Energy
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

Therl-Party Agreement was established in 1989 between Richland DOE,

Washington State DOE, and the EPA to begin the clean up of Hanford. I believe we need

to continue honoring this agreement and not restart the fast flux test facility for the

production of tritium. Please do not delete the existing M-81 series milestones, and do not

place the M-20-29A milestone into a "To Be Determined" status.

In regards to safety issues, it sounds as though the FFTF would have to be

modified in order to produce tritium. According to Defense Program reports this would

decrease the core's stability and make it much more dangerous to operate. More

radioactive fels, like Plutonium, would have to be brought in, continuing production of

radioactive waste and moving farther and farther away from the original mission

which is TO CLEAN UP HANFORD!

The 30 MILLION dollars a year that is going toward maintaining the FFTF in

"hot standby" is LEGALLY supposed to be going toward clean up. Please take the FFTF

off standby and permanently decommission it.

For the health of the environment and the people Please keep the terms of the

TPA fully intact and continue the clean up of Hanford.

Sincerely,

Natalie Greenleaf

4195 Belmont Dr.

Hood River, Or. 97031
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1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from th4ri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: Kk-tt3 ?f C PDA

Address: 2M ~ t-SA LAM

eOtOeUt4c.-~.. wc
1$4'20

EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

V



PLEASE INCLUDE IN THE PUBLIC RECORD

February 14, 1998

TO: Ernest J. Hughes U.S. Dept. of Energy
PO Box 550 (N2-36) Richland, WA 993521

FROM: Marybeth Condon 380 lsa Way, Goldendale WA 98620

Dear Mr. Hughes,

I do not have a deathwish
And I am convinced that I stand with the majority of American and World
citizens who are opposed to the production and proliferation of nuclear
weapons. Therefore,

I oppose the violation of thei-Party Agreement by former Energy Secretary
Hazel O'Leaty and the Dept. of Energy. No exceptions should be allowed to
the terms and milestones of the TPA and all funds should be immediately
reverted to the "clean-up* of the toxic and nuclear waste that plague the
Hanford Nuclear Reservation.

I oppose the production of tritium at the Fast Flux Test Facility at Hanford,
the Savannah River Nuclear Plant in South Carolina, or the Los Alamos
National Laboratory in New Mexico.

I oppose the Dept. of Energy's MOX program and any and all proposals or
strategies that permit the national or international transport and reprocessing
of spent nuclear. materials.

I oppose President Clinton's recent budget allotment of discretionary funds to
keep the Hanford FFF on thot standby" at the cost to the American taxpayers
of $32 million per year.

I oppose the scandalous public relations propaganda being foisted on the
American people by the Dept. of Energy, private nuclear Interests and my
own congressional representatives, Rep. Richard "Doc" Hastings, and
Senators Patty Murray and Slade Gorton, contending that nuclear bomb
production can be legitimized by the offshoot industry of medical isotope
poduction and a cancer research mission. The exposure of the relationship
between DOEs Dr. Terry R. Lash, Hanford contractors, Washington state
congressional staff and Richard Thompson, and the decision by DOE to
consider restarting the FFTF due to an "unsolicited proposal" by Advanced
Nuclear & Medical Systems shreds any notion that this process has operated
with decency and democracy.



2

I oppose any and all privatizing schemes of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation.
The containment of nuclear waste demands the participation of the
American public and in no way should the "assets" of our nuclear legacy be
handed over as subsidies to the Military/ Industrial Complex or private
nuclear corporations.

I oppose the amoral greed of TRIDEC, the Tri-Cities economic development
consortium. The containment of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation has cost,
and will continue to cost the American taxpayers billions of dollars. Surely
there is enough money in mclean-up" for jobs AND to line the pockets of
economic interests in the Tricities.

Sincerely,
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast FluxTest Facility

Transition Milestones Public Meeting
Written Comment Form

Hood River, February 12, 1998

The Ti-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A7-29
Richland, WA 99352 F F
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February 13, 1998

Ernest d. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A7-29
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381

Dear Mr. Hughes:

The proposal to delete FFT' milestones of VPA represents a
monumental change of the course of the-tission at Hanford.
Ihave not heard any convincing arguments as to the necessity
of FFTF. Tritium should be recycled from decommissioned weapons,
with the concurrent benefit of reducing nuclear arms. Heavens
knows that there are plenty of excess nuclear warheads between
the Russians and the U.S. alone. Nuclear isotopes for medical
use should be made off the Hanford site at a dedicated facility
used exclusively for that purpose. Everybody wants cures for
cancer, and I'm sure we can come up with the national resolve
to make sure thete are enough isotopes for all future needs,
but make them elsewhere.

The DOE should not subvert the TPA by deleting FFTF.milestones.
The people of our region were promised a strict environmental
clean-up mission at Hanford with no further production.

I thought TPA meant Tri-Party, as in three parties, not the
DOE unilaterally changing (or forcing a change) of the rules,
(milestones of TPA).

If FFTF milestones are deleted, then what is next? Will Hanford
then start accepting off-site or international nuclear wastes for
reprocessing or disposal? Is FFTF as safe of a machine as it is
claimed to be? Or 'does this machine put the entire region at risk?
Keep your promises to the public by keeping FFTF in the TPA
milestones.

Sincerely,

JohfiP f er
755 Country Club Rd.
Hood River, OR 97031
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Lisa Nevara
502 W 15th St

The Dalles, OR 97058

Earnest J Hughes
U.S. Dept. of Energy
PO Box 550 (N2-36)
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

I am opposed to the restart of Hanford for nuclear production. The safety history of
Hanford is unacceptable. I am a nurse living and working down river from Hanford.
Prevention remains the best and most humane cancer therapy. It has the potential to
positively impact the greatest numbers of people, at the lowest cost. With the history of
downwinders health problems and a risk of ground water contamination, it is clear to me
cleanup of Hanford should remain the priority. Containment of further waste is always
risky. I don't see that any benefits of further production could outweigh the benefits of
avoiding production. I sat through five hours of public testimony in Hood River and do
not believe there is public support for further production at Hanford.

Sincerely,

Lisa Nevara
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The Tri-Panies would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agrwement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide youj written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest 1. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition. Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Richland, January 22, 1998

Thefr/-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest 3. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381

Milestones dealing with the shutdown of FFTF should be removed from the list of TPA
Transition Milestones. The FFTF is no longer scheduled to be shutdown - therefore, it makes no
sense to retain these milestones on the TPA list. The current status of the FFTF is as an interim
option for tritium production. Being held accountable for shutdown milestones, and to be
criticized when these milestones are not accomplished, makes no sense whatsoever.

Dr. Kevin N. Schwinkendorf, PhD, PE
Richland, WA
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February 12, 1998

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381

R;e: _ri-Party Agreement FFTF Transition Miestones

Dear Mr. Hughes:

As I have been unable to attend any of the hearings regarding TPA milestones
for FFTF, this opportunity to submit written comment is greatly appreciated.

The Fast Flux Test Facility, especially considered in relationship to the
adjacent unique Fuels and Materials Examination Facility, is not just well
suited for the activities being considered for restart there. It is ideal.
On behalf of all our citizens, the Department of Energy is faced with three
urgent decisions which can not be postponed, each for very different reasons
and each involving distinctly separate segments of their organization:

. adequate tritium must be produced to provide minimum auantities
required to maintain the nation's nuclear arsenal;

. disposition of excess weapons plutonium must move forward promptly in
accordance with international agreements; and

. a reliable source of medical, research, and industrial isotopes must
be assured to meet rising demand.

There is no other single site in the United States where those tasks can be
performed concurrently in existing structures. Wisdom dictates that Tri-Party
Agreement milestones crafted to dispose of FFTF and supporting facilities be
postponed indefinitely. The Department must be allowed to continue its
decision process on these crucial matters in a deliberate and orderly fashion.
In the meantime, the operational readiness of the fastest, cheapest. safest
complex available should not be compromised by premature closure procedures.

Very truly yours,

Wanda Munn
1104 Pine Street
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 943-4391
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--- ---- Message Contents ---------------------------------

W ebruary 20, 1998--------

Mr. Ernest J. Hughes
U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550, R3-79
Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes:

SUPPORT FOR CONTINUED OPERATION OF FFTF AS A SOURCE FOR MEDICAL ISOTOPES

It has come to my attention that certain individuals have claimed that
there are no shortages of key medical isotopes, now or in the future. I
respectfully disagree with that opinion. I am involved in research and
testing of new pharmaceutical agents for therapy of neuroendocrine
cancers. We have an urgent need for medical isotopes that are not
currently available to us, and we understand that these could be

produced at the FFTF reactor near Richland, Washington. For example, we
would like to have a source of high-specific-activity iodine-131. The
regular supply of iodine-131 from Canadian sources is
low-specific-activity and of a chemical purity that interferes with the
labeling of our somatostatin-analog targeting agents. Another example
is our need for the alpha-emitters bismuth-213, actinium-225, or

adium-223. There is essentially no current supply of these
radionuclides for clinical applications. Our research efforts are

frustrated by the lack of isotope supply. I would personally urge you
to make the effort needed to get the FFTF back on-line as a source of
these radioisotopes.

Sincerely yours,

/s/
Eugene A. Woltering, M.D., F.A.C.S.
The James D. Rives Professor of Surgery
Chief, Section of Surgical Endocrinology
Louisiana State University School of Medicine
1542 Tulane Avenue
New Orleans, Louisiana 70112
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The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
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The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
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Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
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Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
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Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richlaid, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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6219 43rd Ave NE
Seattle, WA 98115
February 5, 1998

Dear Mr. Hughes:

Cleanup should be the top priority at Hanford -- not continued

weapons production. Diverting cleanup funds to keep the Fast

Flux Test Facility on hot standby is a breach of trust.

Restarting the FFTF, at the cost of billions of dollars and

yet more contamination, would be reckless and irresponsible.

The DOE has made cleanup commitments under the tri-party

agreement. Those commitments must be kept. The milestones
in the ri-party agreement must not be altered.

It's time to stop adding to the mess and to get serious
about cleaning it up.

Sincerely,

Warren Jones
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jri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Seattle, January 20, 1998

The Ti-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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1/21/98

Ernest J. Hughes, J.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,
On January 14, I attended the public hearing held in Portland concerning the

proposed changes to the fri-Party Agreement FFTF transition milestones.
I concur with the overwheTming sentiments of that gathering, that the milestones must
not be compromised, that the FFTF must be shut down completely, and that the clean-
up of Hanford must be a national priority. By and large the testimony against the
reactivation of the FFTF was factual, practical, environmentally and economically
sound siting: -high costs, indefinite funding, unrealistic start-up dates, lack of
accountability, the transportation and storage of weapons grade plutonium,.the further
generation of uncontainable radioactive wastes, the instability of both the land and
aging equipment, the current toxic leakage into ground water and the Columbia river.
This testimony came from nuclear physicists, medical doctors, politicians, journalists,
lawyers, environmentalists, irate grandmothers, students; in short, the citizenry was
well represented and must not be ignored if there is a shred of the democratic ideal
still driving the government of this country. Of course, if to hold a public hearing is no
more than a D.O.E. public relations stunt, providing an opiate rather than a voice to
tax payers, then at least the Department might release the name of the corporation(s)
lobbying for the use of Hanford, so that activists might employ boycotts, stock holder
influence and other forms of free market pressure before we must resort to, as one
spokesperson put it, "blocking the trucks."

In senator Hatfield's words, the D.O.E.'s proposal to manufacture tridium at
Hanford is, "misguided at best, insanely evil at its worst."

Sincerely dedicated to a nuclear free world,
Robin Woolman
13038 S.W. 61st
Portland, OR 97219



D E N MAC KAY

NORTHWEST 29TH', APT 5, PORTLAND, OR 97210

503-226-6372

26 January 1998

Ernest J. Hughes
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

I don't know if you have any power in this matter but implore your to look within your heart and see what re-activating the
reactor at Hanford would do. The danger of its location, the leaking, the accidents, well, you know, it has been well
documented. We have been down this road before and we need to look at other options to nuclear power.

If this is an issue of needing jobs for the Tri-Cities? Reactivating the reactor would be the least cost-effective, most
damaging option. Why doesn't logic prevail in these matters? Why can't we have alternatives? Why can't we get your

department to see that you would be polluting our environment and causing disease in our family, friends and neighbors?

We don't want that, can't you see?

Let's go for alternativesl Let's lead the world in Wind and Solar energy and provide jobs for the Tri-Citiesl There are many

options in the energy field, but I'm sure you know that.

This issue makes me so mad and so sad. I was at the hearing in Portland and I know I'm not the only one who feels this

way - but its not comforting. Please stay true to the Tri-Party agreement.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Deana MacKay
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Portland, January 14, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381



24 January, 1998

Mr. Ernest J. Hughes
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

I attended the Seattl~epublic meeting about the possible restart of the FFTF reactor. In general, I am a
very big supporter of nuclear research and nucleai- power production. However, I do not feel that it is
wise to use an experimental system in the manner you suggest.

You did not convince me that the proper studies have been done to ensure the safety of this reactor.
Nor am I convinced that there is need for the tritium as you suggest. I feel it would be better to put
monies into cleaning up the Hanford site and to research into next generation commercial nuclear
technologies such as the IFR. If there truly is a need for tritium it would be better to change the laws so
that commercial plants could co-generate electricity and tritium.

My biggest fear is that restarting the FFTF and using it in a manner for which it was not designed could
cause a nuclear accident, which would put the public at risk and heighten the any-nuclear furor in this
country. There is simply no reason to have unsafe reactors, especially now that the IFR research done
by ARGON National Labs has shown us how to build reactors that are inherently safe.

In the end though, I wonder if the point is not mute. Clearly, the bottom line of this issue is that the
military wants a new tritium source and they will find a way to get it. Finally, I believe also that the
Hanford site will not be restarted for the simple reason that the South Carolina congressional delegation
is more powerful that Washington State's. Hence, monies for tritium production will go to the Savanna
River site.

I would like to thank you for giving me this opportunity to voice my opinion.

Sincerely,

Shawn P. Henning

17202 NORTH EAST 85TH PLACE

APARTMENT N-128

REDMOND, WA 98052



> did not reach the following recipient(s):

> ernest.j.hughes@apimcol.rl.gov on Fri, 20 Feb 1998 16:11:50 -0800
Unable to deliver the message due to a communications failure
MSEXCH:IMS:HANFORD:RL:APIMC01 0 (000COSA6) Unknown Recipient

> Subject: FFTF restart
> Date: Fri, 20 Feb 1998 17:11:38 -0800
> From: acctx14@mailhost.onramp.net
> To: ernest.J.hughesorl.gov

> Dear Mr. Hughes,

> I want to reiterate my strong support for restarting FFTF. In
> agreemnt with many if not all my colleaques in Nuclear Therapy I am
> absoluty conviced that new targeted therapies for diseases as
> important as cancer, rheumatoid arthritis and atherosclerosis of
> coronary arteries will not reach the wide clinical application they
> deserve unless the medical community in the US has access to reliable
> high quality radioisotopes. This would be an enormous benefit to the
> American people and demonstrate to the outside world that the US is
> seriously interested in converting the negative connotations of
> aggression by nuclear warfare into pristine and humanitarian
> applications under the best possible conditions of radiation safety
> control. The necessary talents and infra structure are in place with
> an exemplary safety record. I hope you can assist in securing these
> vital resources , maintaining them and promoting them for the good of
> the American People

Sincerely,

Huibert M. Vriesendorp, M.D., Ph.D.
Arlington Cancer Center
906 West Randol Mill Road
Arlington, TX 76012
(817) 261-0929 Fax (817) 261-5837

hvriesendorp@acctx.com

http://www.acctx. com

Dave Kaas Internet: davekaas@rl.gov
Lockheed Martin Services Phone: (509) 376-6386
United States Department of Energy, Richland, WA



Tri-Party Agreemen st Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Portland, January 14,1998
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The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Rclhiand, January 22, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
SeattleJanuary 20, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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*AIDECr INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCILADEC
901 N.Colorado, KennewickWA99336-7685 USA 1-800-TRI-CrIY 509-735-1000 509-735-6609 fax tridec@owt.com ww.owtcom/tridec/

FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY
TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT TRANSITION MILESTONES

January 22, 1998

The following statement is submitted regarding the proposed deletion of Transition Milestones
from the 91-Party Agreement (TPA) which relate to the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF).

The Tri-City Industrial Development Council (TRIDEC) is an organization of over 500 regional
members representing individuals, organizations, business, labor, and agencies having an interest
in the economic vitality of the Tri-Cities and the surrounding area. TRIDEC has been designated
as the one voice spokesman for the business community on Hanford issues by the Department of
Energy.

We are fully committed to the safe, economical, effective, and expeditious cleanup of the
Hanford site, so that utilization of the site for other purposes can be achieved. The cleanup
efforts must be accomplished in a safe and cost effective manner without further environmental
damage or exposure to the public. We are also fully aware of the pressures on the Department to
accomplish the cleanup of Hanford and other DOE sites expeditiously and in the most cost
effective manner. Current and anticipated federal budget constraints requires that the
Department explore all reasonable alternatives to accomplish the cleanup program in the most
cost effective manner within all the DOE sites.

The stated purpose of this hearing is to obtain public input regarding deletion of the FFTF related
milestones from the TPA. As a result of the Secretary of Energy's decision to suspend
deactivation and decommissioning of the FFTF pending a decision regarding the national policy
to provide for a new supply of tritium, the current TPA milestones are inappropriate and will not
be met. The Secretary's policy decision regarding the deferral of the FFTF deactivation is a
national policy issue and is beyond the scope of this hearing. Testimony at this hearing should
be focused on deletion of the milestones.

The Tri-City Industrial Development Council supports the deletion of the transition milestones
from the Tri-Party Agreement as proposed in the public notice of this hearing.

We also wish to respond to comments made by opponents at the previous hearings on this
subject.



TRITIUM SUPPLY

It is a matter of national policy that our nation will maintain a nuclear weapons capability. This
includes the supply of tritium as a component of these weapons. The issues related to providing
an adequate supply of tritium is currently being studied within the Departments of Energy and
Defense and the Congress. One alternative is to utilize the FFTF for an interim supply of tritium
until longer term sources of supply can be developed.

The Department of Energy's budget is zero sum limited. In other words, if a low cost, feasible
alternative such as the FFTF is not utilized, funding for the Environmental Cleanup Program
(Hanford's budget) could be severely compromised by funding requirements for other options
such as an accelerator are developed on a near term accelerated schedule. The accelerator will
have a much higher cost than the FFTF.

The national policy regarding a need for an additional supply of tritium or the need for a nuclear
weapons capability is not the subject of this hearing.

PUBLIC INPUT

Some of the testimony here tonight and at other locations has raised the need for public input and
discussion regarding safety, environmental and economic issues related to the use of the FFTF
for tritium production. We agree that there is a need for public input on these issues if a decision
is made by the Department of Energy to include the FFTF in the Environmental Impact
Statement regarding the selection of a source of supply for the tritium requirement. Currently a
decision has not been made whether the FFTF will be included as an alternative in the EIS. If it
is included, then there will be adequate opportunity for public review and comment on the issues
which have been raised. This hearing on the action to delete the inappropriate milestones from
the TPA is not a forum for public comment on these larger national policy issues.

REACTOR SAFETY

There have been a number of statements made raising questions regarding the safety of the
FFTF with tritium production cores. Most of these statements are either incorrect or have been
taken out of context from available DOE documentation. The fuel that would be used for tritium
production is a mixed oxide type of fuel which contains a mixture of plutonium and uranium.
The use of plutonium in the reactor fuel within proven technology limits would have the added
beneficial effect of reducing the amount of excess weapons plutonium which is to be disposed of
as part of the weapons material disposal program.

In the initial studies of the FFTF option, a wide range of alternatives and limiting cases were
studied including the Jason study in support of the independent evaluation of the FFTF which
was conducted by the National Academy of Science. The conclusion of the NAS panel was that
the FFTF could be safely operated in a tritium production mode at initial tritium production rates.
If the reactor were to be operated at the maximum tritium production level, there are a number of

2



technology and safety issues which would need to be resolved before these higher production
levels are achieved.

The appropriate place to discuss these issues is in the EIS hearings where all pertinent
information regarding the issue is available, instead of utilizing misleading statements or the
extraction of limited or inapplicable information from a number of studies which do not
necessarily consider all applicable information.

MEDICAL ISOTOPES

The FFTF has the potential capability to produce a large number of potential medical isotopes,
many of which are not available from other sources. Operation of the FFTF on an interim tritium
production mission would provide the opportunity to develop, produce and test these isotopes for
potential beneficial applications. The medical isotope market will not at this time support
operation of the FFTF solely for this purpose. However, it is expected that the growth of the
medical isotope market will over the next ten years will develop to the point that some of the cost
of operating the FFTF could be supported by this application.

A number of prominent nationally recognized medical researchers and practicing physicians have
stated on a number of occasions the need for the FFTF to supply these isotopes since they are not
available elsewhere. A recent letter to Secretary Pena signed by a number of prominent medical
researchers, Nobel laureates and the author of a National Institute of Medicine report on the
supply of medical isotopes strongly supported the restart of the FFTF for the production of
medical isotopes.

FFTF CAPABILITY

The FFTF is the most modem reactor within the Department of Energy complex. It was
developed originally as a test bed for the development of liquid metal reactor technology, fuels
and materials, and safety technology in support of the national liquid metal breeder reactor
program. The reactor was designed to meet all applicable safety requirements, and its design was
favorably reviewed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. During its operation from 1982 to
1992, it operated safely, efficiently, effectively, and without any significant problems or events.
It received international recognition as a safe, effective, with a high availability. The reactor still
has this capability to effectively accomplish both a tritium production and a medical isotope
production mission.

FUNDING ISSUES

It has been claimed that retention of the FFTF in a standby mode will require the diversion of
funds from the Hanford cleanup mission. Following the Secretarial decision to maintain the
reactor in a standby status pending the results of the EIS evaluation, responsibility for funding
the standby mission costs were transferred from the Environmental Management (Hanford
Cleanup) Budget to the Nuclear Technology Budget in FY-98. A review of the RL EM budget

3



proposal for FY-99 indicates an increase in the funding available for the cleanup program due to
the shift of FFTF standby costs out of the EM budget.

CLEANUP PROGRAM IMPACTS

Continuing to maintain the FFTF in a standby status will not result in any immediate change in
the reactor or the Hanford resources devoted to it. This will not impact the cleanup program. If
the reactor were to be utilized for a tritium production program, the cleanup program would
actually benefit by the assumption of a portion of the Hanford site overhead and infrastructure
costs by the new program.

The opponents of the FFTF have made a number of allegations regarding the environmental
impact of operation of the FFTF. Most of these are incorrect and result from a lack of
knowledge of the reactor. Some of these are summarized below.

" The FFTE is a closed loop liquid metal (sodium) cooled reactor. Waste heat from the reactor
is discharged to the air. There are no water cooling systems in the reactor.

* There will be no reprocessing of the reactor fuel, and operation of the reactor will not result
in any increase in the amount of waste materials to be disposed of. The spent fuel from the
FFTF, following cooling, will be dry stored in concrete and steel casks prior to offsite
shipment for final disposal. The processing of the tritium targets from the reactor following
irradiation will be performed at the Savannah River site. Obtaining the release of tritium
from the targets is a very complex and difficult process. The expected leakage of tritium
from the targets is an extremely low amount. There is not expected to be any significant
tritium release from the targets at Hanford prior to shipment off-site.

TRITIUM PROGRAM FUNDING

It is in the best interests of the Hanford cleanup program to support the use of the FFTF for a
tritium and medical isotope mission. There will be a tritium production mission initiated at some
location as a matter of national policy. The Department of Energy operates on a zero sum
budget. This means that any new mission such as tritium production must be funded out of
current budget levels. Alternatives to the use of the FFTF for this purpose are the use of civilian
commercial power reactors, which although the cheapest option is prohibited by law and national
policy or the construction of a new production accelerator, probably at Savannah River. A new
accelerator requires unproven technology and has an ultimate program cost on the order of $1OB.
Initial funding requirements, on a non-accelerated schedule, will be approximately $1B per year.
The only source of funding for a program of this magnitude is from the Environmental Budget
which is currently inadequate to meet program commitments. Since Hanford receives
approximately twenty five percent of the EM budget, the initiation of an accelerator program
could have a potentially devastating impact on the Hanford cleanup program.

4



In order to provide a factual response to a number of the issues which have been raised in this
and other hearings, we request that the Department of Energy prhvide responses to the questions
regarding the FFTF which are contained in the attached supplement to this statement. We
request that their responses to these questions be included in the record of this hearing.

Again, we wish to reiterate our support for deletion of the FFTF transition milestones from the
TPA.

Thank you for the opportunity to present the views of our organization on this subject.

5



FTF Hearing Ouestions

Has there been any real interest in FFTF as a source of medical isotopes?

The Institute of Medicine report in 1994 recommended against restart of FFTF based on cost
What has happened since that time to convince the chairman of that committee to change his
mind and support restart in 1997?

What is the plan for disposing of any waste generated by FFTF?

Is it safe to transport plutonium to Hanford for fuel for FFTF?

Can Pu be safely manufactured into mixed oxide fuel?

Does standby operation of FFTF divert efforts from the Hanford cleanup?

If the tritium mission goes to Savannah River, where does the $8 to 16 billion come from in
the DOE budget to build and test this unproven accelerator concept? Will the environmental
clean up budget be impacted?

Who will pay for the power plant to provide the electricity for the new accelerator? Is the cost
of a new power plant included in the program evaluation?

Which is the least expensive and most cost effective proposal for producing tritium

1) An accelerator
2) Light water reactors
2) FFTF

Have previous operations of FFTF shown that it can safely produce 1.5 kg per year of
tritium? Can the FFTF safely operate in a production mode?

What are the emissions from FFTF, how do they compare to an average nuclear power plant?

Why does defense program need new tritium? Are they going to produce new nuclear
weapons? Are there other alternative sources of supply for tritium that meet national security
requirements?

Is Hanford cleanup money being diverted from cleanup to maintain the FFTF in a stand-by
mode?
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
PICHLAND, WA 99352

'fr. Hughes,

I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanfoid for the production of
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

I. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the i Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,
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EARNEST I HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1 I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from thei Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Resp

Name: wsar, ?a~}~$C-

Address: DJ t4P-,
DR~Y 9700



)~0< vt~~

Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Hood River, February 12, 1998
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The Ti-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A7-29
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Hood River, February 12, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast FluxTest Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Hood River, February 12,1998
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The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Pary
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A7-29
RichLand, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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Hood River, February .12, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A7-29
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Hood River, February 12, 1998

The Ti-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest I. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A7-29
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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The Washington Department of Ecology, EPA and the US
Department of Energy (US-DOE) are seeking your input to help
them decide whether the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) a-nuclear
reactor originally slated for decommissioning under thei-Party

Clean-Up Agreement be deleted from the site clean-u a ree
while US-DOE decides whether to consider its use for tritium

production for nuclear weapons

ti?
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June A. Oakley
W. Ponderose Dr.
P.O. Box 1326
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By IAUREL PHPPO

I Cancer survivors, cancer patients, their
friends and families will be interested in how
bringing the Fast Flux Test Facility at Hanford
up to speed could have a positive effect in
cancer treatment.

I am also writing my representatives in the
US. House and Senate, reminding them that a
dead constituent can't vote. Public and con-

grsinall support can help save lives by
having F Rchand produce tritium for
defense, which affects use of the reactor for
developing nuclear medicine, specifically iso-
lopes for curing cancer.

*M interest is personal. ve had cancer
four time fo January 1988 through April
1993. First, morphea basal cell carcinoma,
which required amputating a couple of chunks
or my nose followed by reconstruction by
plastic surgery. Not life threatening, but if you
don't do something your nose rots off.

Second, a radical mastectomy followed by
six months of chemotherapy and breast
reconstruction. Third, lung cancer, the lower
left lung lobe removed surgically followed by a
series of three horrible vaccinations at Ottawa
General Hospital in Canada to prevent a
recurrence. Fourth, two malignant lumps on
my mastectomy scar, removed sur call fol-
lowed by 35 radiation treatments, whc aren't
bad until the skin is so burned it'bleeds.

I'm fine now and am not paranoid about
having cancer again, but sometimes I wonder
if or when the other shoe will drop. I hope
to be around to vote in the next election or
two.

An important purpose in my life and
perhaps a reason Im still alive is trying to
achieve less painful and more successful cures
for cancer through convincing people it's a
feasible idea.

I've discussed cancer treatment with exec-
utives and/or scientists who ame v~orking on
cancer treatmnents and cures by developing
nuclear medicine - isoopes -y
Nuclear and Medical Systems, a ashington
state-based business interested in privatizing
Hanford's FFrF.

I don't have the technical expertise to
explain how that could be done in connection
with developing tritium for def rposes.

.Don Segna, director of advncdplanning,
ANM5, tells me 93 percent of car patients
in the terminal stages for non-Hodgkin's
lymphorna being treated by the Fred Hutchin-
son Cancer Research Center and the Universi-
ty of Washington are showing long-term
complete remission and possibly a cum We
need to get that in general practice as soon as
possible.

Fast Flux Test Facility
can aid cancer researe

Another scientist tells me that Hutchiison
will not trat people over 60 wIth this
condition. I'm 69. That got my attention. How
do yoU suppose they tell-people, "We can cure
you and save your life, but we won't for X
reasons because you're too old. Go home and
die."

As I said, this treatment cured 93 pent

isotopes is its much easier on the patienit than

af thospreated. the cancer cea not with
parts of the body, as chemotherapy and
radiation do.

Scientists are beginning to use tar
isotopes for trating more solid tumors such as
those in colon, lung and breast cancer. That
got my attention. I hope it gets yours, too.

Segna tells me scientists have had 100
percent success curing' solid tumors in ani-li
mals. Now they need to test the treatment
on humans, what Segna calls "proof of con-
cept." It takes about $7 million a year for one
human trial of about 30 people for just phase
one.

The treatment is much less traumatic than
chemotheray Chemotherapy is as close to
being in hellas I can imagine. Cancer patients
will demand a kinder, gentler treatment. I
hope nee to be one of them again.

FFF can be the central istoprducer
in the nation, because the Tr-Cities him the
technology, the facility, the expertise and
support community.

By the way, I am a hospice volunteer. My
current patient is dying of cancer of themcolon.
Recently I attended a weekly meeting of
volunteers, social workers, nurses, purses'
aides and doctors to go over the status of our
patients.I

Five died of lung cancer and one of
leukemia the previous week. Of those still alive
but dying. 23 have cancer four prostate, two
multiple myloma three colon; seven, baln
three breast; one rectum; one squamous
cancer~ one fallopian tube; one leukemia. Nine
have non-cancerous diseases. The six already
dead and 23 dying of cancer won't be voting in
any more elections.

Research proved isotopes can an animals
of solid tumors. The "proof of concept" applied
to cring humans needs to be proved, also. But
it may never happen if you don't us your
political influence to, make the research
possible. He keep us voters alive.

P.S. colon cancer patient can't
vote. He died last weekend.

N Laurel Piippo lives in Richland. Soapbox
q columns are submitted by Post-Intelligencp

readers.



EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the frri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully;,

Name: * TL- U

Address:__jC.__4. _-inOe_6I511
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from thelTri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down

Respectfully,

Name: //\ IVk4 A{f tIt

Address: 7 -



EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the Tri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: K/itt/ia)oz/'

Address: /61Q7 (p/JflA)g SI
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flui Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Richland, January 22, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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EARNEST I HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of

nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from thelri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for

any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear

waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.

The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: 4L. f v PEOPt O F TWe

Address: COLIR"Z/A WOR E L47* 7 'f fo
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the iri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: W / C

Address: /3& C / 4

<g"k, 1,V4 9221so



EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from thed'ri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands t cleanup and permanent shut down

Respectfully,

Name: A '

Address: 9 / 579q
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EARNEST I. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the T'ri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: A-v{ (3\ z

Address: Po t3' 44'

~Thi.~.jT L-vtkt~CV c".'A 'X~sC~St
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from thefTri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
.any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear

waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: Ac/rirax

Address: P. o. 41,

7TCcvf i-4& ley wvA '615



EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. o exceptions from theflri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any proj eE't Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: A

Address: O >Y§? \ xn.



EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the Tri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: A _ s ______ _

Address:9 > Q Cni x A &
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the Tri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: f 'Ip-r 7l
Address :Z

rc 1~ (A
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the fri Party Clean Up ngreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: (lI A c

Address: P O7'z 6w _54r
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EARNEST I. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the
nuclear weapons.

production of

2. No exceptions from the fri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: C-
Address: ? -

~v-cALczke 'vA, C 2L (o
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from theIrri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: / r Q / .

Address: ( Y% t
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the *ri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: ,.t/ R 'j -

Address- 20 M X 3 gr



EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the b'ri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: - i

Address:

TOLL- i11 u
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuciear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the f'ri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: AK lFWigk

Address:Iff% 2 A:, z §C
t~iW~~~ ~ IA i~ C,8 72



EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart pioposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the Efri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: __C

Address: e 3 /
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the Tri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Harford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name t 4  CA

Address:_____________
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the .ri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Finds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name'a

Address: G %atc f
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the Tri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to-Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: CPFi2,tc J,

Address: {bb'-- k LN,
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office sox 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the fri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respeit

Name: c

Address:

U) ct
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

\Comment Form
o) lq = 'neatte,J 20, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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--- Message Contents ---------------------------- ---

February 12, 1998

Earnest J. Hughes

United States Department of Energy

Dear Mr. Hughes,

This is a letter regarding modifications to the Tri-Party Agreement

(TPA) concerning the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF). I am opposed to

deleting the M-20-29A and the M-81 series milestones from the TPA. I

realize that these milestones cannot reasonably be met, but removing them

will create a barrier to the timely shutdown of the FFTF. I feel that

deleting these milestones from the TPA will be construed as tacit

acceptance for a DOE proposal to restart the FFTF. I do not wish to see

the FFTF restarted.

If the FFTF is restarted, it will be for tritium production. I am

opposed to the production of tritium in the strongest possible manner. The

rational for needing tritium is to maintain our nuclear arsenal at levels

dictated by the START I treaty. To maintain that nuclear capability tritium

will be necessary by the year 2005. If, however, one wishes to maintain a

nuclear arsenal at the level dictated by the START II treaty, which the

United States Senate has already ratified, then it will be unnecessary to

have any further tritium production until 2015.

By the DOE's own admission, the use of the FFTF for tritium

production is purely an interim solution, or an insurance policy. The DOE

has already decided that its long-term tritium demands will be supplied by

a commercial light water reactor, or by new accelerator-based technology.

By reducing arms levels to those specified in the START II treaty, there is

no urgent need for tritium, and hence no reason to restart the FFTF.

I have also heard a number of people who claim that the FFTF will

be important in the production of medical isotopes. You and I both know

that this is a red-herring. DOE documents clearly state that the FFTF is
being considered for tritium production, and the decision to restart will

be based solely on its usefulness to produce tritium. Whether or not the

FFTF ever makes medical isotopes is irrelevant in the decision making
process. The DOE only floats all this talk about medical isotopes because

"There is little support for operation of the FFTF solely as a tritium
producer." This quotation is from a Pacific Northwest National

Laboratories (PNNL) report dated Nov. 21, 1997 (the report is available of

the FFTF web page.) Furthermore, while the FFTF is capable of making
medical isotopes, it is certainly not a cost effective means of doing so.

Again quoting from the PNNL report, "a stand alone medical isotope mission

for the facility cannot be economically justified given current market

conditions.: There are better ways to make medical isotopes.

In conclusion, I reiterate that I do not wish to see the Tri-Party

Agreement modified, and I do not wish to see the FFTF restarted.

Sincerely,

Mark Beck
1333 Alvarado Terr.
Walla Walla, WA 99362



****** *** ** ** * ****** *** * *** ***

Prof. Mark Beck

Dept. of Physics, Whitman College

Walla Walla, WA 99362

Ph: 509-527-5260
Fax: 509-527-5904
URL: http://www.whitman.edu/-beckmk/

I have a PGP key on my Web page.
****** ******* ** ****** ******* **** ***
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Feb. 11, 1998
-N- A1berta St.

Pbrtland R 97217

Ernest J. Hughes, US Dept of Energy
PO Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

I am strongly opposed to the restart of the Hanford reactor
for the use of tritium production. Even the process of starting
the reactor runs the risk of explosion and meltdown. We don't
have to look any farther than Chernobyl to imagine what would
ensue in that case: vast areas of land dangerous and useless for
thousands of years, the lives and health of millions put in
jeopardy. Surely many would die immediately or within a short
time, many more would be sickened, their offsrping deformed.

However, let's assume that the initial start-up of the
reactor occurs without incident. The manufacture of tritium
would require a steady supply of plutonium from various areas of
the country. Plutonium being the most poisonous substance on the
planet, and given the ubiquitous working of "Murphy's law".
accidents and spills of varying degrees of severity would
inevitably occur. Thus areas all over the country would become
polluted with deadly radiation, again insidiously lowering the
general health and well-being of an even larger and more diverse
population.

Lastly, the deal that the US government made with us in
passing the superfund law dictated that Hanford was to be cleaned
using money allocated for that express purpose. To turn around
and use any portion of the cleanup money for purposes such as
tritium production (which would increase atomic waste) would in
fact reverse the results for which it was allocated and would
constitute treacherous dishonest conducive to feelings in the
citizenry of betrayal and disrespect for the law.

I hope that these and other concerns will hold sway over the
bureaucratic ignorance and corporate criminal avarice and
incompetence exhibited in the administration of Hanford program
since its inception.

Sincerely,

Rayner Ward



Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
('1:ichland nuary 22, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S.DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. - am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the ri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear'
waste which still plague the facility.

3.. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.
-C

y X Respectfully,

Y e e -kc 4- i4r)--
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office.Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the jri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. 1 am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name- cd/. - tr-Q

Address: ~7 ; qLLi ena&

A



Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility DbEtt c2&
Transition Milestones Pubik'Meeting

Writen Cominwht Form
-.i16b6d Rive,-February-12, 1998----

The Tri-Parlies would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A7-29
Richland, WA 99352
(509)373-9381
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621 West Galer Street # 101
Seattle WA 98119
February 17, 1998

Mr Ernest J Hughes
US Department of Energy
PO Box 550 N2-36
Richland WA 99352

Subjiect: Comment regarding the proposed changes to the ri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestoies

Dear Sir:

I feel most strongly that there are far, far too many risk-
related unknowns and imponderables attending the production of any
nuclear-related materials in the Hanford area before cleanup is
totally completed, let alone at this early stage, to allow us to
contemplate anything of the sort at this time.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Hardwin Firestone

V



1. J am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.- -

2. No exceptions from the tri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfiully,

Name: A/es ta(tp r
Address: -2/.7 t
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EARNEST J. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

,Dear Mr. Hughes,



------------------------------------ Message Contents ------------------------------------

- Your e-mail has been received in the Office of the Executive
Secretariat.

Reply Separator

Subject: Re; FFTF Milestone Deletion Testimony

Author: Ernest_J_Hughes@RL.govatINTERNET at X400PO

Date: 2/19/98 12:50 PM

Dear Lynn Sims:

We have received your testimony as submitted and it will be included

.in the comment documents as you have requested.

Thank you for you interest in this important matter.

Sincerely,

Ernest J. Hughes, Director

FFTF Standby Project Office

Reply Separator

Subject: FFTF Milestone Deletion Testimony

Author: Lynn Sims <dwoc@teleport.com> at -EXCHANGE

Date: 2/18/98 7:15 PM

-- [ From: Lynn Sims * EMC.Ver #2.5.02 J --

Attachment: feb98 Code: 00AMTUJ \ Created: 02-18-98, 07:01 PM [9 Kb

Attachment: jan98 Code: OoAMTUJ \ Created: 01-15-98, 01:12 AM (16

Kb]

February 18, 1998

Dear TPA Representative,

I submitted testimony regarding FFTF Milestone Deletion on Jan. 14, 1998 and

I would like to submit the attached testimony from Feb. 12, 1998 in addition

to the January statement. Thank you very much. Please let me know if you

have received both testimonies.
Sincerely,

Lynn Sims
3959 NE 42

Portland OR 97213

* woc@teleport . coi
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Feb. 12, 1998 Lynn Sims
Public Comment pon Proposed Deletion of existing FFTF transition milestones and -
targets from the %lParty Agreement

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I believe that incorporation of public
comment into DOE & TPA decision making improves results by including not only
technical and economic input, but also public value. The exchanges we have at the
hearings also provide an education for all parties and hopefully, engender trust &
cooperation as we all strive to solve our problems.

With the advent of the harnessing of the power of the atom, we have introduced one of
the most complex dilemmas that humankind has ever faced. Multifaceted and profound
in nature, influenced by politics, science, ethics, economics, corporate interest and
visions for the future-this problem of the power of the atom haunts us. We have been
unable to mask the terrible aspects of atomic power even by pursuing "the peaceful
atom". Now the FFTF situation embraces both definitions of atomic power, on the one
face promoting business as usual in maintaining absurdly large "deterrence" arsenals
which threaten all living beings, cultures and planet Earth and insinuating that this
nuclear madness that evaporates souls of men in its path is acceptable because
medical isotopes may be one day produced to offset the cancers which we ourselves
-engendered by introducing long lived toxic materials into our environment which
diminishes our immune capabilities and assaults normal, healthy life patterns.

Thus we find ourselves considering not just a mere formality of changing milestones to
comply with an administrative DOE decision to include FFTF for tritium production- but
rather we find ourselves considering profound effects of intentions regarding nuclear
proliferation as well as compounding severe and long lived environmental health risks
which stem from this project.

We all must consider this proposal carefully and above all, articulate our human values
and priorities. Not everything that is scientifically feasible is necessarily the right thing
to do. Not everything that would provide jobs and profits is necessarily the right thing to
do. These two points in no way compromise the desire to use advanced technologies
when the end result is beneficial. I believe prominent public opinion would encourage
advanced technologies, especially in the areas of waste treatment, cleanup and
containment and would support many jobs, development and prosperity for the tri-cities
region.

Here are several points that I think should be considered in this decision making.

1. Must the Final Programmatic EIS for Tritium Supply and Recycling be formally
amended before the FFTF can be included for consideration. If so, what is the process
for amendment? Does the public enter into this decision or is it made solely by

A1 administrative directive? Does this compromise the EIS process?
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2. The TrParty Agreement was made to ensure that eilronmental impacts of past and
present activities at Hanford are thoroughly investigated and to ensure the protection of
worker and public health and safety and the environment. How then can hazardous
processes (such as MOX

Sims page
2

fuel fabrication, radioactive and chemical waste generation, creation of.more highly
radioactive spent fuel, or risks associated with operation of a facility not made for using
certain levels of plutonium fuel or meeting current state seismic regulations) be in
harmony with the founding directives of the Tri Party Agreement?

There are other pressing questions which many have addressed.
Are nuclear weapons legal and do large stockpiles have any useful function in
today's world? The World Court has ruled that only in a case of retaliation of a
first strike might use of a nuclear weapon be considered "legal". The National
Academy of Science has recommended in its report "The Future of U.S. Nuclear
Weapons Policy" that arsenals can be drastically reduced and still ensure
deterrence. Why isn't the United States taking the lead on pursuing a more
rational and safe stockpile policy. We could lead the world in reducing arsenals
and risks and in avoiding unnecessary hazards and expenditures. Have we
learned anything from our Cold War experience? Where is the peace dividend?
There should be more coordination between all interested parties on this crucial
issue. Many people believe that tritium production is actually unnecessary in the
near term and that the production is undermining non-proliferation efforts.

Medical isotopes may be available through international cooperation.

The generation of more waste at Hanford is unacceptable. Already there is not
enough money, nor smooth scheduling or adequate technology to address the
extremely serious problems at the site now.

The mission of Hanford is clean up, not military production.

The use of MOX fuels is unacceptable as is the contamination of FMEF.
The serious consequences of accidents are not worth the risk of any alleged
benefit of tritium production or irradiation of MOX fuels.

For all these reasons I would hope the milestones are not deleted, but just held in
"standby" until hopefully, a rational and reasonable decision comes to delete the FFTF
from consideration.
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Please send me written comment on this testimony. Please also let me know where
public comment upon FFTF Milestone Deletion may be Yeviewed. Thank you.

Respectfully submitted,

Lynn Sims
3959 NE42
Pdx. OR 97213
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Comment to U.S. DOE, Washington Dept. Of Ecology & EPA
Subject: Milestone Changes Fast Flux Test Facility -JatIary 14 1998

submitted by
Lynn Sims
3959 N.E. 42nd
Portland, OR 97213

Thank you for the opportunity to-comment.

The decision making concerning the FFTF is of great import and is a serious concern to
the public. The primary mission at Hanford is clean up. But the road to clean up is
proving to be a difficult path full of economic, political and technological obstacles and
snags such as the FFTF situation that we see before us now.

The mission at Hanford should not be compromised. The DOE diminishes public trust
and confidence when a project that includes plutonium transport, handing, and
processing, involves clean site contamination, necessitates the creation of radioactive
and chemical wastes and produces long lived toxic spent fuels is proposed to be part of
the Hanford mission. This is a dangerous and nonsensical proposal that leads us down
the wrong path. FFTF restart would increase environmental & economic burdens that
are already strained and will never be tolerated.

In 1993 the FFTF commenced activities to be shut down.

In October 1995 the DOE released the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Tritium Supply and Recycling which implemented a dual-track strategy to
supply tritium. (See Endnote 1). The FFTF was not considered because the DOE
technical studies concluded that the lifetime of FFTF ends in 2010 and that relying on
the ability to further modify and operate the FFTF well into the middle of the next
century is not a reasonable alternative.

But at the last minute before deactivation the DOE had a change of mind. During the
post record of decision period the DOE decided to conduct some "further
evaluations" which were influenced by the decreased quantity of tritium required to
maintain the nuclear stockpile, by the determination that incorrect lifetime analysis was
included in the ROD and by the intervention of the Advanced Nuclear Medical Society
to save the government millions of dollars with an isotope mission that would be
founded upon taxpayer subsidies and then privatized for a profit industry. At this point
in time there are still serious questions yet to be resolved concerning the safety
of restarting the reactor and the quantities of tritium needed to maintain a reliable
deterrent to nuclear warfare.
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FFTF 1/14/98 Sims
page 2

+ Current evaluation of earthquake risks in the area would necessitate the FFTF
building to brought up to Washington safety codes.

+ Parts which need replaced may not be available.

+ In order to handle required tritium production the changes to the fuel and large
assemblies introduce safety issues which according to the JASON Report Would
have to be carefully analyzed and then rigorously tested.

All contested issues must be satisfactorily resolved before the Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Tritium Supply and Recycling can be amended to
imply a triple track rather than dual track approach.

The DOE should have another change of mind and reevaluate the size and function of
the nuclear stockpile before implementing expensive and hazardous waste producing
tritium source projects.
We have already seen that the quantity of tritium for stockpile maintenance changed
since the Record of Decision. Since then The Committee on International Security and
Arms Control of the National Academy of Sciences released The Future of U.S.
Nuclear Weapons Policy (1997) (see attachment 1) and concludes that the United
States should pursue a two-part program of change in its nuclear weapons policies
which would include force reductions and the fostering of international conditions in
which the possession of nuclear weapons would no longer be seen as necessary or
legitimate for the preservation of national and global security. In the summary, "the
committee has concluded that the changed international security environment makes
possible further reductions in nuclear armaments. After the reductions envisioned in a
START IllI accord, reduction to about 1,000 total warheads each for the US and Russia
would be a logical next step ...and could effectively maintain the core function against
the most challenging potential U.S.adversaries under any credible circumstances."
Then furthermore the committee states "The achievement of U.S. Russian reductions to
a mutually agreed level of about 1,000 total warheads each should not represent the
final level for nuclear arms reductions. There will still be powerful reasons to continue
down to a level of a few hundred nuclear warheads on each side..."

These assumptions indicate that U.S. tritium needs could be met by recycling of
dismantled warhead material and delay the need for new sources until decades
into the next century. These visions are supported by The International Court of
Justice declaration in July.1996.conceming the Illegality of Nuclear Weapons. It is not
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probable that these visions will ever materialize if we invest in programs that maintain
thousands of warheads.

Putting a humanitarian face on the production of nuclear weapons by coattailing the
possibility of medical isotope production sometime in the future is no justification for
restarting military production at Hanford. " Reduction of use of long lived radionuclides
in bio-medical research should be rigorously encouraged. This should include the
careful substitution of shorter lived for longer lived radionuclides, use of nonradioactive
substitutes, as well as evaluation of the necessity for research projects utilizing
radionuclides. Research into alternative to radioactive

FFTF 1/14/98 Sims page 3
tracers should be a priority for funding by pharmaceutical companies, as well as the
federal government. These funds could come from a shift in monies currently budgeted
to promote expanded use of radionuclides in medicine. Maximum recapture of tritium at
companies that manufacture radiopharmaceuticals should be required. Alternatives to
the use of the DOE nuclear weapons facilities for the production of medical and
research radionuclides should be thoroughly researched and dependence on nuclear
weapons and power programs eliminated as soon as possible. Medical needs should
not be used to justify keeping on-line antiquated, unsafe, costly nuclear weapons
facilities. Responsible physicians and biomedical research scientists can lead the way
in finding substitutions for the practices that have contributed to the radioactive waste
problem and initiating an informed debate on the subject. (The Medical Factor Minard
Hamilton, Jan. 1993)

The public is also concerned with health, safety, economic and environmental issues
which are attendant to possible restart which should also be considered. These
concern (1) the transport, handling and security risks of plutonium operations, (2) the
contamination of the FMEF, (3) the creation of volumes of wastes connected with fuel
fabrication, (4) the "disposal" of these wastes, (5) the issues included in the creation of
mixed oxide spent fuel, (6) the storage and "disposal"of this highly radioactive spent
fuel, (7) the additional decommissioning projects and who is responsible for them and
(8) the increased risks implicated by use of a liquid sodium reactor.

We are compelled to very carefully consider and use caution in FFTF proposals
because of the hazardous nature of the materials involved for the present and for
thousands of years hence. We already know that we are facing increasingly
inadequate clean up budgets for the waste that is present at Hanford already. We do
not even have enough funds to properly monitor and evaluate problems, let alone
adequately contain or aggressively clean them up and "dispose" them.

These are a number of significant reasons that the FFTF TPA milestones
should not be deleted, but if need be only held in a state of temporary
inactivity until all questions are resolved concerning amending the Record
of Decision for Tritium Supply and Recycling including the size and
function of the nuclear stockpile and related issues to FFTF restart such as
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the Production of MOX.

If the DOE is truly committed to involving stakeholders in its decision making, educating
and informing about issues associated with nuclear materials and waste and educating
senior DOE decision-makers about regional and locals concerns then you must take
most seriously the enrolled House Bill 3640 an act relating to nuclear facilities
overwhelmingly passed by the Oregon State Legislature in 1997 that declares
that "the State of Oregon is unalterably opposed to the use of the Hanford
Nuclear Reservation for operations that create more contamination at the Hanford
Nuclear Reservation, divert resources from cleanup at the Hanford Nuclear
Reservation and make the Hanford Nuclear Reservation cleanup more difficult,
such as the processing of plutonium to fuel nuclear power plants, reactors or any
other facilities." (See attachment 2)

We do not want The Great Northwest to become The Great Northwaste. Just Say No
Mr. Pena.

FFTF 1/14/98 Sims page 4
Endnote

(1) One alternative was to be a primary source and the other developed as a back-up
source. That FINAL PEIS for Tritium Supply and Recycling stated "Of the existing DOE
reactors that are currently not being operated, only one has the potential for producing
any significant quantities of tritium: the FFTF at the Hanford Site. This facility was
designed and constructed to perform materials research for the national liquid-metal
breeder reactor program. This small (440 megawatt thermal experimental reactor,
based on liquidmetal reactor technology, could, after substantial core and cooling
system modifications, as well as target technology development, have the potential to
supply a significant percentage of the steady state tritium requirement. The FFTF.
however, was designed in the late 1970s and began operation in 1980. The FFTF
is currently defueled. A technical study to extend the life of the FFTF to 10 years
past its design 20 year lifetime has been completed. While technically possible to
expand the lifetime, in the year 2010 the facility would be at the end of even the
extended life. Relying on the ability to further modify and operate the FFTF well
into the middle of the nest century is not a reasonable alternative. Final
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Tritium Supply and Recycling,
Executive Summary ES 25-26.
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones PublicI Meeting

Written Comment Form
Seattle, January 20, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT SN 8
WEST COAST OFFICE

1402 THIRD AVENUE+SurE 1215+SEATrLE, WA-981 01 +TEL206.292.2850FAX 206.292.0610
E-MAIL: GAP@WHISTLEBLOWER.ORG.WEBSrrE: WWW.WHISTLEBLOWER.ORG/GAP

Comments of the
Government Accountability Project

on the Proposed Removal of Milestones
from the Tri-Party Agreement

Relating to the Fast Flux Test Facility

January 14, 1998

Introduction

The Government Accountability Project (GAP) provides pro bono legal counseling and

support for concerned employees (i.e. whistleblowers), particularly those who allege reprisal for

voicing concerns about environment, safety, and health (ES&H) deficiencies in their places of

employment. We also work to ensure their initial ES&H concerns are addressed through public

exposure in the media, Congress, and the courts. With seventeen years of experience in

successfully representing over 2,000 government and corporate employees who have challenged

unsafe, fraudulent, and environmentally unsound practices, GAP has developed a unique and

effective strategy combining first-hand investigation of the underlying ES&H concerns with

broad public education, grassroots coalition-building, congressional action, media pressure, and

selective litigation. Moreover, our efforts have brought together diverse groups to press for

reforms-many not traditionally associated with environmental activism-such as industry,

workers, local unions, and citizens who face toxic exposures from nearby facilities. Based in

Washington, D.C., GAP opened an office in Seattle in the summer of 1992 mostly to further our

commitment to exposing and addressing the ES&H deficiencies and abuses at the Hanford

nuclear weapons reservation. GAP also represents or has represented DOE and DOE contractor

employees at various Department of Energy sites nationally, including:

NATIONAL OFFICE: 1612 K STREEr NW+SurE 400+WASHINGTON, DC*20006+TEL 202.408.0O34+FAx 202.408.9855



* Los Alamos National Laboratory

" Pantex

" Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory

" Hanford Nuclear Reservation

" Oak Ridge National Laboratory

" Savannah River Site

" Rocky Flats Plant

" Fernald

* Mound Laboratories

* Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratories

Most of GAP's Hanford whistleblowers work or worked in Hanford's deadly high-level

nuclear waste operations, where they face the production era's legacy of abysmally inferior waste

disposal practices. Radioactive waste was buried in tanks, trenches, ditches and dumped almost

directly into the Columbia River. Sixty-seven (67) million gallons of the waste is stored in 177

underground tanks, one third of which are known to be leaking radioactive and chemically toxic

solutions to the ground.

Accurately characterizing the volume and distribution of the contamination leaked from

these tanks is critical to predicting the associated risks to public health and safety. The

characterization process, however, has been plagued by controversy and mismanagement.

National award winning whistleblowers, Casey Ruud and John Brodeur were responsible, in

1996, for debunking DOE's long-standing assertion that contamination leaked from the tanks did

not migrate from the leak source and did not threaten the groundwater, when they found

radioactive Cesium-I 37 at 75 feet, in the ground beneath the tanks. Despite ongoing harassment

and attempts to silence and marginalize them, Brodeur and Ruud again came forward in May of

this year with data indicating that there is yet more contamination, deeper, closer to the Columbia

2



River, and possibly in the groundwater. Ruud, appointed to head the Tank Waste Remediation

Program by Secretary O'Leary, was removed from his position shortly after she left office.

Brodeur's role has been minimized; he is no longer permitted to conduct analysis of contaminant

transport.

Hanford Geologist, Dr; Jerry Davis, is another GAP client who suffered retaliation for

insisting on scientific integrity in the characterization of contamination in the vadose zone, the

200+ feet of sediments between the surface and water table, in which the tanks sit. Dr. Davis,

with nearly twenty years of experience at Hanford, was terminated in July of this year after

demanding remedies for conditions which allow leaking waste to go undetected.

A Labor Department investigation into Dr. Davis' claims found that he had been

subjected to discrimination, suffered continuing reprisals, and was finally terminated because of

the safety concerns he raised. Reinstatement, backpay, compensatory damages, and

reimbursement of attorney fees were ordered for Dr. Davis. The Hanford contractors found

guilty of discriminating against Dr. Davis have appealed the finding, an action that will result in

a costly and time consuming hearing before an Administrative Law Judge, which will be paid for

with taxpayer dollars.

These cases illustrate the unrelenting efforts of some Hanford managers to remove

essential resources from conscientious employees, and to reassign or terminate qualified

personnel who refuse to remain silent on the mismanagement of the Hanford tank clean-up

program. This situation is especially grave when at issue is the irreversible contamination of

groundwater and the Columbia River, which provides drinking water for several hundred

thousand people in Washington and Oregon, and which irrigates more than one-million acres of

prime cropland. The individuals responsible for suppressing the problems associated with

3



leaking high-level nuclear waste, and mischaracterizing the nature of them will soon be in charge

of deciding on how the final disposition of these wastes will be conducted.

This history is important in the context of our comments, because there can be no doubt

that Hanford has earned the distinction of being labeled the most contaminated facility in the

United States largely due to mismanagement, misplaced priorities, poor science, and an

unremitting disregard for the health and safety of Hanford workers and the public. Even with the

end of the production mission at Hanford in 1992, the "reign of error" at Hanford has continued.

Today, the "cleanup" at Hanford is bogged down in the same political intrigue and

mismanagement that plagued the production mission. The result is that, despite the commitment

of over $9 billion by the U.S. taxpayer, Hanford has made little discernible progress in cleaning

up the worst of the contamination.

And yet it is now, when the cleanup budget has been drastically slashed, resulting in

unacceptable cutbacks in the safe maintenance and operation of the tank wastes, that Hanford

clamors for a new production mission. Against this backdrop of hopeless mismanagement and

staggering radiological pollution, it is the height of folly to suggest that the State of Washington

accede to the demands of the U.S. Department of Energy to delete the decommissioning and

cleanup of FFTF from the cleanup agreement.

Background

The Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) was built at Hanford in 1980 to advance breeder

redctor technology by providing a fuels and materials irradiation test facility, including a test

environment for the Clinch River Breeder Reactor Plant. When Clinch River was shut down in

1983, FFTF was no longer needed. Repeated and extensive efforts in 1989, 1990 and 1993 failed

to identify new missions for the reactor. An independent review team reported in October of
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1993 that there was no combination of missions with a reasonable probability of financial

viability over the next ten years, and decommissioning of the reactor began in December of that

year.

The clean-up of Hanford is governed by the Tri-Parties Agreement (TPA), a legally

binding compact between Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology), the U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Department of Energy (DOE). This thirty year

plan, signed in 1989, set schedule milestones for funding, maintenance of public health

safeguards, and compliance with Washington's environmental laws. In 1995, milestones for

shutting down and cleaning up FFTF were added to the TPA, accompanied by a promise that

taking FFTF out of operation would free up additional money for clean-up.

The Tritium Mission

No sooner had decommissioning begun than nuclear entrepreneurs and politicians alike

began plotting ways to keep FFTF up and running. In November 1995, DOE was notified by

Representative "Doc" Hastings that a private group in Washington believed FFTF could play an

important role in filling the country's need for Tritium, a nuclear bomb component, and for the

production of medical isotopes. He requested that draining of the sodium from the secondary

loop be postponed until the restart proposal could be stuidied. In early 1996, the Secretary of

Energy, bowing to political pressure, ordered a halt to FFTF's decommissioning.

An internal review of the technical basis for the FFTF restart proposal, by DOE's own

Office of Defense Programs (DP), came out strongly opposed to the plan , stating in their report:

No engineer would propose a fast reactor to make tritium from lithium which is
a thermal neutron absorber, and modifying a test reactor to the strength
capacity as a production machine...places the plant at risk.

5



DP noted that proponents of Tritium production submitted proposals to modify FFTF without

knowing whether or not they can control the reactions that would occur. The DP report warned,

"no time is provided in the schedule to accommodate any safety testing or modifications required

by test results."

The Bomb Calculation

A major concern for turning a test reactor into a production facility is, that in order to

produce enough tritium to justify restart, dangerously high and untested levels of Plutonium -

enriched up to 50% -- must fuel the reactor. Plutonium is 100,000 times more radioactive than

uranium, making an accident extremely hazardous. The DP report stated that the standard

calculation of the "worst case scenario," known as the "bomb calculation," would have to be

done for this reactor because no calculations existed for such a high concentration of plutonium.

For postulated accidents, the DP report notes that the particular design of FFTF can "trigger a

very severe accident" and if metal fuel is used, the results would be "catastrophic." DP further

noted that the high production levels necessary to make FFTF financially viable "may reduce the

controllability of the reactor," and that "safety risks increase almost linearly with tritium

production rates."

Another expert analysis of the FFTF restart proposal made the following comment on the

Plutonium rich fuel required by the reactor:

The reactor contains 1,400 kilograms of weapons-grade plutonium in a compact
configuration close to prompt criticality...the lithium could melt and be swept
out of the core, resulting in a rapid rise of reactivity and possible prompt
criticality.

(JASON Report)
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One of a Kind Facility

According to DOE's internal documents, DOE must produce Tritium within 5 years, or

the rationale for restarting FFTF disappears. Because of this tight timeline, DOE admits that

there is no time for external regulation and safety testing. According to the DP report, the FFTF

proposal "extends beyond the existing experience base without feasibility and performance is an

unreliable way to fulfill a vital national security mission." Proponents of transforming the test

facility into a production facility lack the correct science to calculate its capacity for production,

much less its potential for disaster. Even routine operations present a risk: "Fuel melting is

predicted in the 50% enriched fuel during a routine FFTF production start-up," states the

DP report. In a memorandum to the Secretary of Energy dated March 21, 1996 Deputy Secretary

Charles Curtis stated, "I am convinced that the FFTF presents too many risks to warrant

further investment of inquiry."

Another high ranking DOE staffer, Major General Eldon W. Joersz summarized his

concerns regarding the FFTF restart proposal in a memo to the Energy Secretary on March 22,

1996, they are:

* No engineering has been done to support the physics calculations.

* Targets are not qualified for the hot sodium, fast neutron environment.

* Targets must be placed in the core as well as in the reflector, increasing safety risks.

* Tritium production requires use of plutonium concentrations beyond FFTF experience.

* FFTF is the only place to test targets and fuels for FFTF (catch 22).

* Advanced fuels have. not been tested or fully analyzed.

* Safety risks have not been evaluated.
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" Safety risk increases as production rate is increased.

* There is no ultimate disposition path or plan for high fissile content spent fuel.

Arjun Makhijani, President of the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research in

Tacoma Park, Maryland, and a scientist with a Ph.D. in nuclear fusion from UC Berkeley, put the

DOE's reports in perspective:

The DOE proposal to operate the FFTF for tritium production, especially with
high-plutonium content fuels, would aggravate safety concerns associated with
such reactors. It would increase the risk of catastrophic accidents, such as the
one that blew up the graphite-moderated, water-cooled Chernobyl reactor in
1986. That the DOE has proposed to proceed without extensive testing of the
concepts indicates that pork barrel politics to keep Cold War plants open is
taking precedence over safety concerns. In view of the safety issues raised by its
own Defense Programs office, DOE should scrap the plan to use FFTF for
tritium production.

Return to the Cold War

Despite the overwhelming expert opinion opposed to the restart of FFTF on its technical

merits, advocates of restarting FFTF have skirted a formidable obstacle with the Washington

State Department of Ecology's (Ecology) tentative approval of DOE's request to remove

milestones in the Tri-Parties Agreement (TPA) which regulate the decommissioning and clean-

up of the FFTF nuclear reactor. This development is of great concern to the Government

Accountability Project, and to the citizens of the Pacific Northwest. It is the only leverage that

the citizens of the Northwest have to force DOE to fulfill its commitment to cleaning up

Hanford.

Deletion of the FFTF milestones from the TPA helps pave the way for DOE to restart

FFTF, for the production of Tritium. In 1992 former President George Bush made a solemn

promise that, as the nation celebrated the end of the Cold War and sought to redefine its
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relationship to the world, so, too, must Hanford redefine its mission. President Bush vowed that

there would be no further weapons material production at Hanford. He proposed that instead,

Hanford should serve as a laboratory, applying the same creativity and innovation to clean-up

that it had applied to production. This is no small task, as the production era's aftermath left

Hanford the most polluted site in North America.

Hanford, however, has been slow to change its institutional culture. Saving the free

world was a. great motivator in the production years: Clean-up, however, has proved to be both

harder to rally around and more technically challenging. Two thirds of the nation's high-level

nuclear waste sits in aging, single shelled underground storage tanks (one third of which leak),

posing a truly daunting environmental remediation problem, and one which, to date, has been

met with mismanagement, delays and sometimes questionable science. Indeed, the clean-up

mission has limped along under ever-shrinking budgets, and ever-more unscrupulous contractors,

more concerned with perpetuating their contracts than they are with cleaning up the site. In FY

98, the program managing the disposition of high-level tank waste has a $70 million shortfall.

DOE is eager, however, to invest $.5 billion to get FFTF up and running. The restart of FFTF for

Tritium production, and DOE's clear preference for production over clean-up (as evidenced by

their budgetary priorities) undermines any progress made in changing the production-minded

culture at Hanford. That DOE's recent acknowledgment that the groundwater at Hanford is

contaminated, and heading for the Columbia River, highlights the danger of a pro-production

mentality. Adding insult to injury is the fact that $32 million a year of Hanford's diminutive

clean-up budget is spent to keep FFTF on "Hot Standby," in preparation for a new production

mission.
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New Waste Streams

Beyond its questionable technical basis, the restart of FFTF poses a formidable threat to

public health and safety in the new waste streams its operation will create. Government planning

documents reveal that restarting FFTF will create up to 60 tons (2 per year for 30 years)' of high-

level nuclear waste at Hanford, in the form of spent nuclear fuel. The spent nuclear fuel

generated by FFTF would be far more dangerous than any spent nuclear fuel currently stored at

Hanford. Up to 40% of the spent nuclear fuel generated by FFTF would be weapons grade

plutonium (90% Pu239). 2 Extreme safety precautions would have to be used with this waste

stream because "the spent fuel will be so reactive that it would have to be protected against fast

criticality.. .the spent fuel will eventually have to be reprocessed." 3 The high Plutonium content

renders long term storage unsafe and prevents disposal at a national repository.

Reprocessing. will create yet more waste, even if not done at Hanford. Accident-free

transport of the spent nuclear fuel will result in cancer fatalities, based on calculations for DOE's

transport of similar foreign reactor spent nuclear fuel.

Present storage facilities' capabilities, like those of the Canister Storage Building for

vitrified waste, and K Basin spent nuclear fuel storage will be severely impacted by FFTF spent

nuclear fuel storage requirements, and will require far higher safety margins. Such changes will

necessitate additional TPA milestones, regulatory oversight, and new, enforceable TPA

provisions ensuring that additional funding needs for FFTF waste will not divert funds or

capacity from existing requirements. Current storage of spent nuclear fuel at FFTE - in a

parking lot - is unsafe, and will have to be proactively addressed in the event of restart.
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Another new waste stream that FFTF restart would create is transuranic (TRU) liquid

waste, generated through Plutonium and isotope processing. In addition to TRU liquid wastes,

Plutonium processing operations would also result in airborne Plutonium releases, and solid

TRU waste. Plutonium processing is a necessary and interrelated part of restart. In fact, it will

require a massive new Plutonium processing operation (most likely at the adjoining FMEF) to

make the unique, high-Plutonium content fuel needed to produce Tritium at FFTF.' Before the

Plutonium could be processed, it would be necessary to remove Americium (a highly radioactive

Gamma emitter) and Gallium from the Plutonium pits. This work would most likely occur in

FMEF, and would generate a new stream of mixed waste (radioactive and hazardous) requiring

treatment and disposal.

Plutonium on the Interstate

Washington Governor Gary Locke has expressed strong opposition to free standing

proposals to ship the nation's weapons grade Plutonium to Hanford for storage or processing. In

comments to Energy Secretary Federico Pena on July 17, 1997, he said, "I find it extremely

difficult to even consider any new role for Hanford in dealing with nuclear materials or waste..."

Yet, to meet the DOE restart proposal's need for 33 metric tons of Plutonium (90% Pu239),

virtually all of the weapons grade Plutonium at PANTEX and Rocky Flats would have to be

shipped to Hanford to be processed into fuel for FFTF. To produce 1.5 kg of Tritium annually,

the reactor will need 1400 kg of weapons grade Plutonium. In its rush to speed the review

process and start up the reactor, DOE has been less than forthcoming about the realities of the

JASON Report, Sec. 3.4
* Amarillo National Resource Center for Plutonium report, 11/21/97, p. 9.
'JASON Report, Sec. 3.3.
'JASON Report, Sec. 3.3.
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plan. In their most recent report justifying restart, DOE claimed that there are no environmental

impacts preventing restart, and on the subject of importing Plutonium, stated: "Transportation:

No issue of transportation of materials to Hanford."

The Smoke Screen: Medical Isotopes

Proponents of FFTF restart in the Hanford community seeking to make it a more

palatable proposition, have hidden the return to weapons production behind a purported

humanitarian mission: the production of medical isotopes to fight cancer. Radioactive isotopes

are used for diagnosing medical problems and have shown promise in cancer treatment.. FFTF

boosters are predicting a boom in the demand for these products, of a magnitude which justifies

restarting the reactor. In 1995, the Institute of Medicine, a federal advisory panel, found no

grounds to recommend reviving FFTF to produce medical isotopes, and called the market

analysis performed by the facility's backers "speculative at best." Regarding the promise of

isotopes for cancer research, Terry Lash, Director of DOE's Office of Nuclear Energy, Science

and Technology commented, "If [such research] is successful, there could be a large demand for

isotopes, but now there is not enough market to justify isotope production at FFTF."

The majority of medical isotopes currently used in the U.S. come from Canada, where

two additional isotope production facilities are under construction. According to Ken Krohn,

Ph.D. professor of radiology at the University of Washington and chief radiologist at the UW

Medical Center, "The current system is cost-effective and will likely provide for future needs

without the Fast Flux." Dozens of Pacific Northwest physicians and surgeons sent a letter to

'JASON Report, Sec.5.2.
8 DOE-RL, 11/21/97, p. 21,
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Governor Gary Locke, opposing the use of FFTF for isotope production. They summarized their

concerns as follows:

We must carefully balance the potential good of producing medical isotopes - if the
need for a new source of them can be demonstrated - against the potential harm from
a new stream of radioactive waste, concerns about the facility's safety, and a reversal
of Hanford's clean-up mission.

Even if a need for additional isotopes could be demonstrated, it does not necessarily

follow that Hanford should be the source. In addition to reviving FFTF, options available

to the DOE include building an accelerator and converting a commercial reactor. A study

done by the Medical University of South Carolina at Charleston released in August 1997

found that the proposed accelerator would be "ideal for producing diagnostic, therapeutic

and medical research radionuclides," said a Westinghouse Savannah River Co. news

release.

Conclusion

DOE's consideration of FFTF for restocking the nation's tritium supply would only

serve as an interim measure, until a primary source could be established either through the

building of an accelerator or the conversion of a commercial plant. This fact casts further

doubt on the wisdom of restarting this facility, given the potential dangers associated with

the deadly waste which will be generated, the switch from clean-up to a new military

mission, the transportation of Weapons Grade Plutonium on our highways, the increased
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risk to the already threatened Columbia River ecosystem, the diversion of clean-up dollars,

and the loss of regional regulatory control over DOE.

Respe ,ly su ed,

om ne rec
Kathleen Leopold, Staff
Government Accountability Project
1402 Third Avenue, Suite 1215
Seattle, Washington 98101
(206) 292-2850
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League of Women Voters of Washington - 1411 Fourth Avenue - Suite 803 - Seattle, WA - 98101-2216
TEL: 206-622-8961 * (outsde toll area) 1-800-419-2596 * FAX: 206-622-4908 " email: Iwiwa@speakeasy.org

February 6, 1998

Ernest I Hughes
USDOE
PO Box 550 (N2-36)
Richland, WA 99352

Subject: jri-Party Agreement (TPA) Change Package

Dear Mr. Hughes:

The League of Women Voters of Washington supports participation and review by all government levels
to assure conformance with all adopted waste management comprehensive plans.

Therefore the League objects to the USDOE's suspension of transition activities that would have
supported completion of existing Tri-Party Agreement milestones and target dates.

A coordinated effort by all levels of government is necessary to control, limit and reduce pollution and it
is important to support the machinery. needed to provide planning, administration and conflict resolution
among the federal and state agencies. The unilateral action proposed by the USDOE to suspend parts of
the Tri-Party Agreement is undesirable and negates a cooperative effort.

Sincerely

Elizabeth Pierini, President
League of Women Voters of Washington



Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Seattle, January 20, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
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The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to.an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
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Richland, WA 99352
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Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
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The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest I. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
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Richland, WA 99352
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The TI-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest I. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
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Bruce E. Scott Telephone: (509) 582-5193
2612 W. 15th Place
Kennewick, WA 99337

Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Richland, January 22, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments

below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381

The Transition Milestones relating to the Feast Flux Test Facility (FT F) should be
removed from the Tri-Party Agreement relating to the environmental clean-up of the Hanford
Site. This site is operated by the United States Department of Energy (DOE) in Richland,
Washington. The reasons for this action are too numerous to list here; so I will list the most
important to me.

If all of the sodium is removed from the FFTF reactor core, and the core is allowed to
cool, any of the points brought up after this are moot. If the reactor core is allowed to solidify
before the final political decisions are reached, it would not matter what those decisions are.
The reactor-will be totally unusable, at that time. and an opportunity wasted.

In this time of financial cut-backs, it seems foolhardy to spend 4 to 12 Billion dollars
building a Particle Accelerator that nobody seems willing to state unequivocally will work for the
purpose of manufacturing Tritium. The FFTF is already built, and has an enviable safety record.
Although the FFTF can not be a long term source for tritium, enough can be made there annually
to allow a more in depth research into a long term source.

Several "peaceful" missions have been put forth for the FFTF. The most promising of
these is the production of rare radioactive isotopes for use in research into, and possible cures,
for cancer. While this was a source of contention at the Public Meetings, I believe that it was
more about wording than substance. The opponents quoted several cancer specialist who stated
that they had sufficient isotopes to treat their patients. That is probably true in a short-sighted
way. The proponents for the use of FFTF are primarily wanting to produce isotopes that are only
now theoretically useful in the treatment of cancer and other diseases. As such, Doctors now
working in the field would not need these isotopes. Nobody knew of a use for bread mold until
the discovery of Penicillin. Would you like to live in a world in which nobody took the risks
involved in making, testing and introducing this "wonder drug"? I think not!

Common sense would tell any thinking person that since the FFTF has been put into a
"Standby" mode, and all decommissioning work has stopped, that the Transition Milestones for
the facility can not be met. Simply leaving unreachable milestones in place would have a tendency
to hold the entire agreement up to scorn, and doubt as to its environmental value.

For these reasons, and many more, I urge that the FFTF Transition Milestones be removed
from the Hanford Site Tri-Party Agreement.

Sa or Patty Mrray
Rwresaflbve Ridwrd 000e Hastigp
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Richland, January 22, 199S

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352.
(509) 373-9381
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Richland, January 22, 199S

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representativd at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
- P.O. Box 550 N2-36

Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.

PLEASE DELETE FFTF FROM THE TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT
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The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
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The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Richland, January 22, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381

Changing the Tri Darty Agrnement Milpdtnp iq nnt with>t rececant and is
consistent with a mission change ocirring siihsequent tn qtting the 'li tclnes.
Said Milestone changes are also consistent with changes in th' hi'dgnt as they
occur.

J. Brackenbu
375 Blalock Court
Riohland, WA 99352
(509)627-7203
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S------------------------- Message Contents ---------------------s---g---

Dear Mr. Hughes,

This message is in regard to the current proposal by the Department of
Energy, the Washington State Department of Ecology and Region 10 of the

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to suspend the current Tri-Party

Agreement milestones regarding transition of the Fast Flux Test

Facility.

I fully support the Department's initiative to suspend the TPA
milestones pending a decision on a possible role for FFTF in producing

tritium and ultimately, medical isotopes. I favor use of this existing

and economical resource, with its associated facilities, by the

department as an interim facility for tritium production until a

permanent facility is acquired..

In addition, I encourage the department to proceed with an evaluation of

restarting FFTF for tritium and medical isotopes production under the
National Environmental Policy Act, so that it may be given adequate

consideration in conjunction with other ongoing NEPA evaluations for the

department's tritium production alternatives.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal.

Kathy Rhoads
913 Richardson Rd.

Pasco, WA 99301
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COLUMBIA RIVER UNITED

C RILIJ 2/18/98CRU
Mr. Roger Stanley

P.O. Box 1254 WA. State Dept. of Ecology
Hood River, OR P.O. Box 47600

5033873030 Olympia, WA 98504-7600

. P.O. Box 912 Re: Proposed TPA-FFTF Change Request-CRU Formal Comment
Bingen, WA

98605 Dear Mr. Stanley:
509-493-2808

After the TPA-FFTF public meeting in Hood River, we thought it necessary for
the Board of Directors of Columbia River United to be on record in opposition
to the proposal to delete FFTF out of the Tri-Party Agreement. It is our
understanding that the Tri-Party Agencies are supposed to be accountable to
the public. After the historical turnout at last week's Hood River meeting, it is
very clear that FFTF should not be deleted out of the TPA. At the Hood River
meeting, except for the people from the Tri-Cities, not one citizen spoke up in
favor of deleting FFTF from the TPAI Neither did one Mid-Columbia citizen sign
CRU's sign-in and comment sheet in favor of deletion. It is our understanding
that at all of the public meetings this is how the public comment ran, except of
course the meeting in Richland.

At the Hood River meeting, it became very clear that there is a small, very vocal
minority that wants this reactor for whatever purpose they can find. Too often,
the decisions made in this country are based on what some powerful special
interest groups want. We ask that you as Tri-Party Agencies be accountable to
the majority of the public, not to special interest pressures like those expressed
at our meeting.

You must remember that it was USDOE that made the request in 1994 to
include FFTF in the TPA. USDOE's rationale was very clear; there was no cost
effective mission for FFTF. The commitments made by the two past
Secretaries of Energy, Watkins and O'Leary made clear the USDOE's position,
that the Cold War is over, there is no longer a production mission at Hanford and
that the new mission is clean-up. The proposal to delete FFTF from the TPA is
unconscionable. This proposed wholesale slaughter of the TPA must not
happen. Any such action would break any public trust that has been established
since the signing of the TPA.

Ecology and EPA must hold USDOE accountable to their commitment in the
TPA and to the citizens of the Northwest. USDOE should not be able to
arbitrarily change its mind and start deleting things from the TPA. If a need for
tritium can be demonstrated, it is readily available on the open market. The
regulators concerns should only be on clean-up and should not be making it
easier for USDOE to break it legal binding commitments. If a child breaks the
rules, is it wise for the parent to just delete the broken rule? We believe the
child should bear the consequences. Otherwise, they will never learn.

Printed on unbleached. recycled paper



Secondly, CRU is very concerned that US-EPA did not participate in the public
meetings and that perhaps their lack of participation shows their lack of
commitment to the TPA and the public process.

Finally, CRU's board strongly objects to the manner in which our public meeting
was manipulated so as not to allow comments from the local people who took
their time to come to this meeting until the group from the Tri-Cities had their
chance to lecture, not comment on the issue, to our attendees. It was 9:40 when
the last person from the Tri-Cities spoke and the local citizenry could have a turn
to speak. This is an outrage, and we will not allow this type of behavior at
another meeting in our area. CRU documented over 35 people who had to
leave because it was too late that had wanted to speak and would have had a
chance to if you had not allowed the Tri-Cities folks to stack the deck by
beginning sign-up at 5:00 p.m. Even worse, Pat Seire or someone else in
charge, apparently directed the Tri-Cities people to sign up evenly on both
sign-up sheets so they had total control of the early part of the meeting. Seire
told Greg deBruler prior to the meeting she would have the Tri-Cities people
sign up on one sheet and then alternate with the other for balance. This didn't
happen. Prior to the meeting, Greg deBruler had contacted Gail McClure after
hearing this might happen and made it clear prior to the meeting that a one-
sided, early sign-in was unacceptable and another way of sign-up had to be
found. Nothing was changed and what CRU tried to prevent occurred. For all
future meetings, CRU asks that sign-in begin at the time of the scheduled
meeting, not two hours before it.

CRU requests a written response to comments and written documentation on
how this decision has been or is to be made including the responsible persons
from each agency. We look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

Columbia River United
Board of Directors
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COLUMBIA RIVER UNITED

C.C RIJJ 2/17/98
Mr. Chuck Clarke

P.O. Box 1254 US-EPA Region 10
Hood River, OR 1200 6th Ave (RA-140)

97031 Seattle, WA 98101
503-387-3030

P.O. Box 912 Re: TPA-FFTF Change Request
Bingen, WA

98605

509-493-2808 Dear Mr. Clarke:

We are writing you to express our deep concern and outrage that your agency
has refused to participate in the Tri-Party Agreement FFTF public meetings in
the Northwest. The Tri-Party Agreement is a three agency agreement, and at all
previous TPA public meetings held in the northwest your agency has been
represented. Why not now?

The four FFTF-TPA meetings held in Portland, Seattle, Richland & Hood River
had the largest public turnout of any Hanford Tri-Party Agreement meetings in
history. The combined total of public participating in these meetings was over
1,025 citizens. Yet for some unknown reason EPA did not participate, and
neither USDOE nor Ecology could explain why. One must ask the question, is
this agreement now only a two party agreement? How can EPA play an active
role in the decision making when they fail to attend and listen to the public?
Does EPA have the-opinion that public advice is unnecessary? Or perhaps
EPA already made up their mind regarding this TPA change request?

We understand that EPA is short staffed and has a daunting work load in the
-Richland office. But, that is no excuse to turn a deaf ear to the public. Because
of their work load and short staffing, we do not believe that EPA will be able to
review all comments of the official record, and therefore, cannot make an
informed decision reflective of the public's advice.

USDOE decided in 1994 to place the FFTF reactor in the Tri-Party Agreement
because there was no cost effective mission for this reactor. The past two
Secretary's of Energy Watkins and O'Leary both made clear the USDOE
position that the Cold War is over, there is no longer a production mission at
Hanford and the new mission is clean-up. The proposed deletion now of FFTF
out of the Tri-Party agreement is a major step in the wholesale slaughter of the
TPA. This is unconscionable. We must hold USDOE accountable to their
commitments to people of the NW.

Because of your Agency's lack of participation in these critical FFTF public
meetings, and all the politics behind this issue, we request that another round of
meetings be held where all Tri-Party Agencies are properly represented. This
is the only correct path forward since many of the public want to hear directly
from the EPA.

p-



We look forward to your timely response in this matter and want your Agency to
be accountable to the people of the NW and the tax payers of this country.

Sincerely,

Columbia River United
Board of Directors
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Carol Browner US-EPA
Federico Pena USDOE-HO
John Wagoner USDOE
Doug Sherwood US-EPA-RL

oger Stanley WA-Ecology.
WAGay. Gary Locke

WA Attorney Gen. Christine 0 Gregoire
OR Gay. John Kitzhaber
Tom Fitzsimmons-WA Ecology
Senator Ron Wyden
Senator Patty Murray
Senator Gordon Smith
Cong. Elizabeth Furse
Cong. Ead Blumenauer
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1* Stanley
Wa. Department of Ecologyff-
P0 Box 476000
Olympia, Wa. 98504-7600

Dear Sir,

We are writing to express mw deeply felt concern regarding the proposal to restart the FFTF to

produce tritium for nuclear weapons at Hanford. These radioactive wastes already pose a
significant threat to the Columbia River and the health and well-being of all residents in the states
of both Oregon and Washington.

The Department of Energy has been illegally diverting money for clean-up since 1995 to keep the
2FTF reactor on "hot standby" By the end of 1998, at $32 million per year, the taxpayers will have
tubsidized the FFTF reactor by $ 100 million. This is completely unacceptable!

The Department of Energy is illegally violating the 198allAgnAbt etween the WA
Department of Ecology and the US EPA and the Milestones set up to guarantee Hanford "lean-
up." 33 metric tons of plutonium will be shipped to Hanford; FFTF restart will produce 60 tons of
h' h-level nuclear waste! This new higher level of nuclear waste would be far more dangerous than
either wastes stored at Hanford.

Because of the tight timeline behind the rationale for FFTP restart that demands the production
of Tritium within 5 years, the Dept of Energy admits there is not time for external regulation and
safety testing FFTF would be the primary source of tritium and would produce it for the next 20-
30 years!

As a concerned votezand taxpaying citizens We find it extremely difficult to even consider any new
position for Hanford to restart the FFTF to produce tritium for nuclear weapons. We amr outraged
that you are willing to consider this threat to the health of the people of the Northwest.

Sincerely,
Oqzq 2&u3r6

Mark and Julia Skatrud
P.O. Box 1592
Tonasket, Wa.
98855-1592
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Baldonado, Donna

a From: Clairabelle [cowenc@whitman.edu]
Sent:. Thursday, February 19, 1998 1:06 PM
TG4, rost461@ecy.wa.gov
Subject: FFTF

Mr. Stanley -

I would like to state my opinion about the FFTF facility
proposal. As I understand, the issue currently being commented on is
whether the goals and milestones under the TPA should be amended. I do not
belive that they should be changed for two reasons. First, by changing the
milestones, we are accepting that the current shut down/ cleanup cannot
meet its mandated goals. This should not be taken lightly. If the FFTF
does remain shut-down, a new timeline will need to be mandated, but the
TPA should stand, so that it can be recognized and realized that the DOE
did not meet its timeline.

Second, and more importantly, to agree to the removal of the
current TPA timeline is a tacit agreement to the restart of the FFTF. I am
strongly against the restart for several reasons. First, I simply do not
buy the recommendation by the Department of Defense that we need more
tritium, We have PLENTY of bombs, more than enough for deterrance, plus
the fact that we could blow up the entire earth multiple times over. The
only other reason to restart the FFTF would then be for the medical
isotopes. While medical isotopes are wonderful things, and should be used,
the FFTF is not the facillity to do it. If these isotopes are needed, then
money should be spent to design facilities specifically to make them, not.to depend on them as a possible bi-product from the production of
something we do not need.

I have great concern for the safety of both humans and the
environment, not in the actual process itself, but in the shipping of the
plutonium from Texas, the processing on the Hanford site, and the
eventual waste storage (and they don't even know where such waste will be
stored).

Finally, I worry that the funding for the FFTF will be taken from
the environmental cleanup fund. As you know, Hanford is one of the most
polluted sites in the United States, if not globally. That money has
already been taken from the cleanup fund is an atrocity, and it must stop.
Cleanup of the immense pollution must take a precedence.

Thank you for taking the time to read this.

Sincerely,
Claire Cowen
Whitman College
Walla Walla, WA

I



------------------------------------ Message Contents -------------------------------

Farrabee,

It is my opinion that the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement NOT be
modified. The -milestones for the Hanford cleanup should NOT be removed,
as this action will tacitly approve the restart of the Fast Flux Test
Facility for tritium production. The storage of even more high-level
nuclear waste.at the Hanford site would be criminal... as a citizen of
Eastern Washington, I cannot support a motion that would further pollute
our already struggling Columbia River Basin.

Thank you.

Philip Capp
Whitman College
Walla Walla, WA 99362
509.522.8427
capppk@whitman.edu



Carol Lindahl

Ernest J. Hughes
US Dept of Energy
PO Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352

January 21, 1998

NO, NO, NO, NO, NO!!!

No more nuclear production, period.
No restart of the FFTF.
No further breach of the TPA.
No more releases of radioactive wastes into the atmosphere, intentional or accidental.
No more radioactive groundwater-an unspeakable and irremediable malfeasance.
No diversion of cleanup funds for more death.

If this whole situation weren't so terrifying, it would be laughable.
This is the legacy you, personally, will leave. Make it for life, not annihilation.

Very sincerely,

Carol Lindahl

P.S. Please send me a response.

7721 17thAveNE e Seattle,WA 98115-4417 - 206.525.2101 - SizzleInk@aol.com

nq a'"



Baldonado, Donna. rom: mame@scn.org
aent Friday, February 20, 1998 12:56 PM
To: rost461@ecy.wa.gov
Subject: FFTF

Sylvia Haven
10418 12th Ave NE
Seattle, WA 98125-7514

February 20, 1998

Roger Stanley
WA Dep't of Ecology
Olympia, WA

Dear Mr. Stanley,

Please register my opinion, and that of all of
the people I have spoken within the last year,
that removing the clean-up milestones from the
FFTF shutdown is absolutely unthinkable.
Whatever in the world is a department of ecology
thinking of by creating more hazards instead of
cleaning up what we already have? It doesn't
make sense.

ery truly yours,
Sylvia B. Haven
Registered voter and concerned citizen
Please send a response if convenient. E-mail is OK



RECEIVD .P4&.1 t9a

FEB23 1998 it

SAa a A aA

au ny -wtrDO

Vt -o n( w

4) 9flIO t tnsw

194d -r~ !tY
--l c7a&



Y0

~6UAa

-
ka

id

-~4o "a' r-w+'

r a afr-e 4,ncv .

O2A-LZ 1 . 4 ..eQ.
"r-v

'AW b 4va 4j, w +447

57/mw.
Wkv&r~dtf4~ q -7 72

*5 ct - 4~ot73 -aw&L,



O'3 0NORTHWEST
ECOSYSTEM
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1421 Cornwall Avenue.

Suite 201

Bellingham. WA 98225

Phone: (360) 671-9950

Fax: (360) 671-8429

email:

n wea e
e cosystem.org

website:

hitp:/Aww. ecosystem
.org/-nwSa
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Box 1175

Twisp. WA. 98856

Board Officers

Emily Barret. President
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Tom Campion. Treasurer

Jeffrey Jon Bode. Secretary

Board At Large:;-

Susan Anderson
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Mike Car

Colby Chester
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Christine Nasser

Charles Thomas

ALLIANCE
RcEIVSD

FEB 2 3 1998

Roger Stanley
Washington Department of Ecology
PO Box 476000
Olympia, WA 98504-7600

February 20, 1998

RE: Restart of FFTF at Hanford

I am writing on behalf of the Northwest Ecosystem Alliance and our 2,050 members to voice our concern
about the potential restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) at Hanford. We strongly oppose the restart
of the FFTF and ask that the Department of Ecology continue the decommissioning and clean-up of the
FFTF agreed upon in the Tri-Party Agreement.

Our primary concern is the health of the natural environment and human population near the Hanford site.
Production of tritium for nuclear weapons compromises the safety of residents of the Pacific Northwest.
Existing radioactive wastes pose a threat of explosion or slow release of gases, as well as potential
contamination of groundwaters. In fact, groundwater contamination may have already occurred. Hanford
currently houses more than half of all US nuclear weapons waste and is the most contaminated nuclear site in
the nation. Restarting the FFTF and operating it for 30 years would add 60 tons of high-level nuclear waste
to the Hanford stockpile. These new wastes would be much more dangerous than nuclear reactor wastes
currently stored at Hanford.

In addition to the risks of generating more radioactive waste, DOE must consider the risks involved with
transporting plutonium, including accidental spills. Restart of the FFTF would result in the shipment of 33
metric tons of plutonium to Hanford. The impacts of this importation of plutonium have not yet been
studied. DOE must also consider the risks associated with modifying the test reactor from its original
purpose. Modification will compromise the reliable operation of the plant.

.It must also be noted that restart of the FFTF will wrongfully divert money from the clean-up efforts.

We strongly oppose the restart of the FFTF at Hanford and we urge the Department of Ecology to uphold the
provisions for decommissioning and clean-up of the FFTF contained in the Tri-Party Agreement.

Sincerely,

Shamra Harrison
Conservation Assistant
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HEAL
Hanford Education
Action League

Comments of the Hanford Education Action League
on the proposed Tri Party Agreement

Fast Flux Test Facility
Change Package

submitted by
Todd Martin, HEAL Staff Researcher

February 17, 1998

HEAL is opposed to altering FFTF TPA milestones.

HEAL opposes alteration of TPA FFTF milestones to suit the proposed FFTF tritium
mission. Further, HEAL is disappointed in the utter lack of regulatory action on the part
of Ecology. As a regulator, it is Ecology's job to ensure that the provisions of the TPA
are complied with and, if the TPA is violated, to enforce those provisions. In the case of
FFTF, DOE unilaterally chose to ignore FFTF milestones, ceased work toward those
milestones, and submitted a change package long after TPA violations were ensured.
Ecology's response has been imperceptible.

Ecology is responsible with safeguarding the health and safety of the environment and
citizens. The proposed FFTF mission directly challenges Ecology's ability to fulfill this
mission. Tritium production at FFTF would require bringing plutonium to Hanford
across the State's roads and would produce more waste to add to Hanford's already
immense waste inventory. In addition, Ecology should be vigorously advocating a full
public accounting and resolution to the safety issues raised by DOE's internal
documents and the JASON Team report.

HEAL is opposed to tritium production at FFTF.

HEAL opposes the use of the Fast Flux Test Facility at the Hanford Nuclear Site for
tritium production, and the continuing waste of tax dollars to maintain this reactor in hot
standby.

We have no reassurance that FFTF will be operated safely, particularly for the tritium
mission. Moreover, we have indications that the tritium mission for FFTF could prove
extremely risky for workers, the environment and the public. Both DOE staff and the
JASON Team report raised significant safety issues concerning the use of FFTF to
produce tritium. Their concerns include the possibility that FFTF would suffer small
multiple core meltdowns every time it was started and could explode. The
consequences of such accidents seems to obviate the need for publicly accountable
and scientifically credible study of the issues. Instead we have received only blanket
assurances that FFTF would be safe. This is unacceptable.

1408 W. Broadway e Spokane, Washington 99201 * (509) 326-3370 - FAX (509) 326-2932



It is inappropriate for cleanup funding to be used to keep FFTF in hot standby as a
tritium 'option'. DOE has taken approximately $31 million a year out of the Hanford
cleanup budget to keep the FFTF reactor on "hot standby" .At the same time, DOE
claims it is short up to $183 million a year for legally required safety and cleanup work.
Further, if FFTF is used to produce tritium, DOE's Nuclear Energy and Defense
Production programs should repay (to EM) the money that the Environmental
Management program spent funding FFTF for the past several years.

This country neither needs nor can afford to produce tritium for the nuclear weapons
stockpile until well into the next century, if ever. Further, a public discussion about this
important commitment of national resources is critical. The current tritium time line is a
race fueled not by genuine national security considerations but by pure pork -- tax
dollars for weapons production in Washington and South Carolina.

HEAL is opposed to the disposition of plutonium from retired warheads by 'burning' it
during FFTF tritium production. Plutonium retired from warheads is nuclear waste and
should be treated as such -- combined with other radioactive waste and immobilized.

Finally, it is'wrong to support tritium production at FFTF so that it might eventually be
used to produce medical isotopes. The proposed medical isotope mission is highly
speculative, both medically and financially. This proposal amounts to two decades of
corporate welfare.

HEAL urges Ecology to deny the change package and enforce the TPA by requiring
the immediate shutdown of FFTF. Ecology should not be party to all of the deleterious
aspects of FFTF tritium production listed above.
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489 Deer Haven Lane RECEivED
Bow, WA 98232-9541 JAN23 1998
January 22, 1998

Mr. Roger Stanley
Washington State
Department of Ecology
P.O. Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Re: The Fast Flux Test Facility, Hanford

Sir:

It is our opinion that the FFTF not be restarted for any reason, but particularly in view of
the following:

1. It is, by nuclear standards, an aged facility and poses what we believe are
significant safety hazards to the general public. Even the DOE's own scientists consider
a restart risky.

2. We believe that restarting it would result in the abandoning of the presently
mandated clean-up requirements at Hanford.

3. The track record of the USDOE and its contractors with regard to safety
inspections and adherence to prescribed procedures leaves much to be desired.

4. There is more radioactive waste at Hanford now than we know how to dispose of,
with more scheduled to arrive, without adding to it by restarting another reactor.

5. Restarting the FFTF will result in importation of a large amount of the element
Plutonium.

6. It is obvious from all the leaking tanks, ground contamination, and the recent
explosion in one of the tanks, that the DOE officials and engineers at Hanford don't have
all the answers.

We truly consider the restarting of the FFTF reactor a threat to all of us in this state, and
to anybody else unfortunate enough to live downwind from Hanford. We would
appreciate it if your organizaton would truly review all the downsides of a restart, and
stick to the original agreement for clean-up and shut-down.

Very truly yours,

C s3a

0Q33

Charles D. & Carol Canfleld 6
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January 26, 1998

Roger Stanley
Washington Department of Ecology
PO Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504

Dear Mr. Stanley:

I urge the Washington Department of Ecology to turn down the proposal to restart the
Fast Flux Nuclear Test Facility at Hanford.

Although we had no part in the nuclear waste contamination already present at Hanford,
my family lives down stream and worries about the contaminated waste in the
groundwater and headed our way. It would be unconscionable for Washington
Department of Ecology and the
U. S. Department of Energy to consider restarting a facility that will make more
radioactive waste - when the current waste has not been adequately safeguarded!

Please keep the focus on cleaning up Hanford by keeping the Fast Flux Reactor in the
jiiWibly, and the lives of a million other "down streamers" will

be safeguarded by your continued focus on "cleanup" instead of "startup."

Thank you for your consideration.

Siicerely,

0935

La en Ettlin
70 4 SE Pine St.
P and, OR 97215

hanfordwadoeltr.doc

099&

Rex Ettlin

0937

Galen Ettlin, age 5
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r Marjorie LRik.18710 Sound VieaF
Edmonds, WA 98020-29M4

JAN 2 0 1998

I
1-15-98

Dear Roger,

Can you really be serious about even considering the restart
of the FFTF? This is an appalling notion., You mean that
there is not enough deadly contamination at Hanford at present
to suit you? Apparently not.

Don't tell me about medical isotopes--that's a smokescreen.
Did you know that dozens of physicians and surgeons signed
a letter -to Governor Locke opposing the use of the FFTF nuclear
reactor for the production of medical isotopes? They must
know something.

Here are six reasons not to restart, and to get on with the
cleanup: The FFTF will create dangerous new wastes. Thirty-
three metric tons of Weapons-Grade Pu would be imported to
Hanford and processed into fuel for FFTF. FFTF robs 32 million
a year from Hanford Cleanup funds to maintain "hot standby"
for weapons mission. Breaks the 1995 Cleanup Agreement (TPA).
FFTF was dropped from EIS on Tritium. Now, DOE is illegally
considering if FFTF will be part of reactor or accelerator
program for Tritium. Doing an EIS after designing the system
to include FFTF is illegal. No provision for external regulation
of safety. If FFTF is exempted fromnTpAbstate may be unable
to regulate Pu processing and High-Level wastes. And, last,
REACTOR'S SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL(HIGH-LEVEL NUCLEAR WASTE) HAS
SUCH HIGH PU CONTENT THAT IT IS UNSAFE TO STORE. Reprocessing
it creates new waste and separates the Pu again, instead of
destroying it.

Please do not restart. Hanford is too dangerous now to the
environment and all living things. I would appreciate the
courtesy of a response. Thank you.

Yours truly,

Majre ic, Me ohomi:
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KATHLEEN A. JUERGENS
PATRICK W. NORTON

P.O. BOX 3814
PORTLAND, OR 97208

January 15, 1998

Roger Stanley
Washington State Department of Ecology
P.O. Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Dear Mr. Stanley:

We are writing to strongly urge the Washington State Department
of Ecology to oppose the U.S. Department of Energy's proposal to
restart the Fast Flux Test Facility at the Hanford Nuclear
Reservation. The FFTF transition milestones must be reinstated,
the Tri-Party Agreement must be upheld, and the decommissioning
of the FFTF and cleanup of the Hanford site must proceed as
planned.

You stated at the January 14 hearing in Portland that the
Department of Ecology is approaching this public comment process
with "an open mind" and is willing to hear what the public has to
say before formulating its final position on the DOE proposal.
We hope you were paying attention to what you heard at that
hearing: the citizens of the Pacific Northwest are vehemently
opposed to this!

The Department of Ecology's position is that the U.S. Secretary
of Energy had the authority to act unilaterally, despite the
recommendations of DOE's own scientists, to take the FFTF out of
"deactivation" and place it on "hot standby." However, the
Department of Ecology appears to have conceded this issue without
even trying to put up a fight. Having conceded this point,
Ecology then agreed to delete the FFTF transition milestones,
apparently reasoning that since DOE didn't feel like complying
with them, there was no point in trying to enforce them. This is
circular reasoning at its worst!

The Department of Ecology wants to reassure citizens of the
Northwest that, regardless of what happens with the FFTF, Ecology
will enforce compliance with Washington's environmental laws. It
is difficult to image how Ecology is going to do this, when it
has apparently accepted the idea that the USDOE has the right to
unilaterally abrogate any part of the Tri-Party Agreement that it
doesn't like, any time it likes. We are not reassured!

We Oregonians, particularly residents of the Portland
metropolitan area, are downriver from Hanford, and directly
impacted by its toxic legacy. We are directly exposed to



Roger Stanley
January 15, 1998
Page 2

environmental risks and risks to our health and lives from the
proposed restart of the FFTF. It is a matter of vital importance
to us, our children, and future generations of Oregonians that
the cleanup of the Hanford site get back on track and proceed as
planned.

Yet, because we live across the state line, we are denied a
direct voice in this process that so critically affects our
lives. It is clear to us that the USDOE and the EPA are acting
on political agendas from Washington D.C. and not taking our best
interests into account. We are counting on the State of
Washington Department of Ecology to be the voice for the people
of this region and the advocate for the environment of the
Pacific Northwest. This cannot happen if the Department of
Ecology gives up its only real leverage in this process: the Tri-
Party Agreement.

You know what is the right thing to do. We are counting on you
to do it.

Sinc rely,* iJunF 
4

0953 A9s

t ens Patrick W. Norton

P.S. Please mail us the response to our comments.
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8600 SW Leahy Road
Portland, Oregon 97225-6424
503-292-5364
January 20, 1998

Washington State Department of Ecology
PO Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Attention: Roger Stanley

Subject: Restarting Fast Flux Test Reactor at Hanford

We do not need this Fast Flux Reactor restarted. In fact, that facility needs to
be de-commissioned and cleaned up as scheduled along with the rest of the Hanford
waste clean-up.

We live down stream of Hanford in Portland. With all the radioactive waste
leaking into.the ground at Hanford and moving through the aquifers toward the
Columbia River, we need to be spending tax money to clean up this waste stream.
We do not need to divert money refitting this reactor to make nuclear bomb
components (Tritium) which will produce more atomic waste. Finding a place for a
permanent waste storage facility is proving very difficult. Making more waste is
adding to the difficulties. Also, we need to be retiring atomic weapons, not
maintaining them or building new ones.

Bringing in 33 tons of highly toxic Plutonium to start-up the FFTR is scary
enough in itself, Then as mentioned above, there is all the additional waste to deal
with.

The use of the FFTR to make medical isotopes is not necessary. Current
methods of making isotopes are cost effective and likely to meet future needs,

We need to get on with the job of completing the clean-up at Hanford, a
project that is behind schedule and is costing more than expected. Diverting funds
from clean-up is just plain wrong

Sincerely yours, r

Bob Powne Lorraine Heller

CC DOE Secretary Federico Pena
Governor John Kitzauber
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t 'fTri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
-W-Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Richland, January 22, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
- P.O. Box 550 N2-36

Richlafid, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381 -
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. WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.
PLEASE DELETE FFTF FROM THE TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT

MILESTONES
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.1 WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.
PLEASE DELETE FFTF FROM THE TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT

MILESTONES
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* WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.

PLEASE DELETE FFTF FROM THE TRi-PARTY AGREEMENT
MILESTONES.

NAME (print) SIGNATUR DATE ADDRESS
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WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.

PLEASE DELETE FFTF FROM THE TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT
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WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.
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WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.

PLEASE DELETE FFTF FROM THE TR-PARTY AGREEMENT
MILESTONE.
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WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.

PLEASE DELETE FFTF FROM THE TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT
MILESTONF&
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T MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.

PLEASE DIELETE FFTF FROM THE TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT
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WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.

PLEASE DELETE FFTF FROM THE TRI-PKRTY AGREEMENT
MILESTONES.

NAME (print) SIGNATURE DATE ADDRESS
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WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.
PLEASE DELETE FFTF FROM TUE TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT
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WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.

PLEASE DELETE FFTF FROM THE TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT
MILESTONES

NAME (print) SIGNATURE DATE ADDRESS
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WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.

PLEASE DELETE FFTF FROM THE TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT
MILESTONES

NAME (print) SIGNATURE DATE ADDRESS
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WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT F$TF.
PLEASE DELETE FFTF FROM THE TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT

MILESTONE.
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COMMUNITY SUPPORT FOR OPERATION OF FFTF

We as concerned citizens an Wpaya strongly support the futwe operation o teast Fiui Tcst Facit ty
(FFTF). This unique and irreplacnble na l.asseaupld be used to produce medical sct~op to ease
human suffering, to supply Tritium for national defense, and elintinate srplus weapons grade lutOni.

FFTF has an exceIent history of safe and, qironmetIll friendlyperaui6n. We belfie' it .is the'oil
facility that can start up in time tomnem the nicipatod demand for isotopes in sufficient quantity and with
the purity that is needed for a wide range of uses. We also believe that MF77 would be able to restart and
operate at a very much lower cost than other proposed options. We strongly urge that the Department of
Energy proceed with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the fiure operation
ofFFTF.
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WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.
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WE SUPPORT MEDICAL ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AT FFTF.
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Richland, January 22, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 -N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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EARNEST I. HUGHES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart p-oposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.

2. No exceptions from the Tri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford's horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully,

Name: Dj noK Rnot

Address:4C o }&J/ L(0.F? o

5V



Washington Physicians for Social Responsibility
t Committed to public health through the eliinacion of nulear weapons nd other weapons of-mass destrucion,

the reduction of human violence, and the promotion of a sustainable environment.and economic and social jiusitice.

Board of Sponsors
Frederick Appelban, M.D.
Bruce Amundson, M.D. -
Pal S. Beeson, M.D.
'WiIliami Bremne, M.D.
Mktad Copess, M.D.
Wayne C1,MD.
Dorodcufns
Did Dde MD.
Rosh Down, MD )

iiam L. Dondl Ph.D,
Mary Sue GkMn, AR.N.P.
RobertGrameni. D.O.
Robt Haynes, M.D.
Bernic -e Hecker, M.D.
Dad HeyvoOd,.
Kajt-hriskn;kD..
Aaion Katz,MP.H.
George KRaft -M.D.
Lance.Lang, M.D.

E. UptOV, MD
James P. LoGerfo, MD.
Rep.James McDemott, MD.
PerMcGoug, MD.
John M. Neff; MD.

Gitbertarilerri M.D.
Thomas A Preston, M.D.
Mfktdl, MD.

Howard Putter, M.D.
khard Rapport, MD.

aldlcael Roheniberg, M.D.
in1neon Rubensteir, M.D.
W chd E Rust, MD,

Bernice C. Sachs, MD.
FLOr SeyM.D.
Steve Tmoff, M.D.
Robert L th psor, MD.

National Board or Dire
DwAd Hall, M.D.
Jim Trombold, M.D.

Board of Dlrectors
Tm Keller, M.D.
Pra~ent
REan t, M.D.
Vie Presiden
Gerri Hun
Tremurer

Patricia Bdkr% IAD
Karen Brewver

Swan Doederlein, MD.
Ray Farrell, M.D.
Ded Hall, MD.
Pout Herstein, M.D.
Wdfsmg Quge, MD.
Jean Marshall, MD.
Tim Takwo, M.D., MP.H.
Jim Trombold, M.D.
Melissa Wealand
Racha Wyman
Lessie Woduff

Mr. Tom Fitzsimmons-
Washington State Department of Ecology
P.O. Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Dear Director Fitzsimmons,

08
JAN 08 198

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

Thank you for your prompt response to our correspondence about the proposed TPA
change package for the FFTI.

As physicians, we sense that the Department of Ecology is overlooking potentially

public health threats posed by the FFTF restart. We are concerned about several of
yoir statements in-your December 23, 1997 letter.

;You note that the proposed modifications to the TPA, to delete cleanup milestones for
the FFTF, involved "no extended dialogue with stakeholders .. simply because the Tri-
Parties did not conduct a series of negotiations sessions (The TPA proposal was brief). . ..
We maintain that a brief proposal can be far more impactant than a more lengthy one.
Because this TPA change package represents an about-face- from a facility slated for cleanup
to one in which cleanupmilestones are lifted, this proposed change may be brief but could be
a major step toward unravelling the TPA cleanup mission at Hanford.

You state on Page 2 that "as wnjgency Ecology has no authority over that decision's
[the proposed restart's} outcome." But the Department of Ecology is one of the three parties
which signed the Tri-Party Agreement and you have a great deal of control over whether or
not you back deletion of TPA FFTF transition schedules or not. We urge you to listen
carefully to the information whih the public will be providing on this issue.

.A key piece of information is the enclosed-statement from a group of physicians who
are one of the largest users of medical radioisntopes, for therapy. They see clearly that the
appeal to the public through touting the possible medical isotope production at the FFTF "is
a ruse to disguise the weapons fuel production mission."

oIn~sly Yomh,

Ruth Yarrow-
for the Washington Physicians
for Social Responsibility

S4

R Staff

E 4 h N t DA:FC:F
Nancy Didliuan
Audi Yarron

4554 12th Ave NE, Seatte WA 98105 * Phone: (206) 547-2630 *Fax: (206) 547-2631 *e-mail: psrwse@igc.apc.org
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TM is a statement regarding thE use of the fid Nit-Plo in facilty tor prodocaoh of medlci
radoisotopes.

We do riot endorse exemtion of the Hanford Fist Plut tetctor tneility on supei- id tdwn-up
asdvities, or delay of the proposed shutdown of the fMWity, Or group Is OhS of l irgst "r* of
mcdical radioisotopes for therapy. CouATy to the sta iatC Mild by th 1aod gi4, ii do not
support the use of the faczlity rtr medical isotopt podnctm thietm it hot, tnd probaby till bat be a
shortage of medical isotopes In tbis country, given ft gl l reaarces ivaitbib to all iik. Ih iad
mission of the facility by the DOE Is to prodnce woatriijs far nuclear n"tpoLa, hot tmiobMtoqc& tat
medical use. In other woids, the activities of the Hanod gO' to appeal to public cnotidt gtdnj the
lorfmeaigreia isotnp..produdton" as a meuif ofraciellity tbutdowii. It &tiuw fti4idses the
weapons fuel production ssion.-

The availability of radloisctopes for indical use in this nation has bech A topic of coaudtrbi d Study,
with recommendadmns by such gwups As tfcstlww of Medklh. heir tcondtcdiions fini beS to
consider design and construction of ONational Biomedical Trnr facility to teet tit. " jientiil needs.

The Hanford laboratory was enbtatd for Oi; purpose and utJect4 Is not a bsefl icilhty.

As user' of radiiotopes In medicine, we do not support the effots of the linford jbilp for Isotopo

producdon for human use, and fel very suongly that the re DOE mission of aitcrials for weapons

production with its attendant risks to public hehlth due to environmental. Istpe pollution and tnsfer of

nuclcu fuels throughout the Sam of W jis should be ni to pUblic discussion *th the teal isues

Janet F. Eary, M.D. Kenne A. tKroh. PD. zrtdcrick dbaiA .
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This is a statenent regarding the use of the Hanford Past-iux teactdt facility for pioduction of
medical radioisotopes.

We do not endorse exemption of the Hanford 1a3t F1I: t to hfacIIty frdW Mgt Sd cletti-
upactlvities, or delAy qf the proposed shutdown of the fabily. t§s 6 4 ghst
users of rnedcal radioisotopes for therapy. COttrar to I §(atfl~ftt ffl y t
grot1p,e 0 not support.thenuse of the fa1cility for medical isotope todud5dfc, ,64
and pr..ably : not be a shortage of medical isotbpes if thh csttj1% bb
resources.savIlabde toadiidsers.: The stated tnsion of the fa'ilNtt

of the-Hanfodg pto app al to public erotda ery d1lg gal 10 I f fdf
isofope produrt'ii" as' a result of facility shutdown, is a tuse to disiiisb ie weapo t
produbtion mrssn.

The availability of radioisotopes for medical use in thisination has beeb a topic of considerable
study, with recdmmndations by such groups as the Institute of Medicine. Their
recommendations have been to consider design and cotistiuction of aNationtal Bioiedical
Tracer facility to imeet these potential'needs. The Nanfoid laboratty Was VaIuated fo this

urpose and rejected as not a useful facility.

As users of radioisotopes in medicine, we do not support the efforts pfAM Hanford group for
isotope productiodf for human lise, and feel very strongly thdttie ral DOE tifisiqi4of Materials
for weapons production with its attendant risks to public liddith dde to 6ftA1innliil isdope
pollution and transfer of nuclear fuels throughout the State of Washington shouuld be put to
public discussion with the real issues presented.

Signed,

Janet F. Eary, M.D.
Professpr, Radioogy, rni4Pfthology
Director, Division df Nuear. Medicine
University of Washington

Kenneth A. Krohn, Ph.D.
Professor of Radiology
Director of Radiochemistry Research
Division of Nuclear Medicine
University of Washington

Frederick R. Appelbaum, M.D.
aM'rofessor, Medicine and Oncology
I~irector of Clinical Research

Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center



STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
P.O. Box 47600 * Olympia, Washington 98504-7600

(360) 407-6000 * TDD Only (Hearing Impaired) (360) 407-6006

January 30, 1998

Ruth Yarrow
Washington Physicians for Social Responsibility
4554 12th Avenue NE
Seattle, WA 98105

Dear Ms. Yarrow:

Thank you for your recent correspondence regarding the proposed Fast Flux Test Facility
(FFTF) modifications to the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement. As you know, these proposed
modifications are the subject of a series of public meetings being held here in the Northwest.
The associated public comment period will conclude Friday, February 20, 1998.

Due to the level of public interest and the large number of comments being received, we will
not be responding to specific concerns until all comments have been received. Once the
public comment period closes, the Washington State Department of Ecology, the
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy (the three signatories
to the Tri-Party Agreement) will carefully review and evaluate all comments. Any of the
parties may conclude there is a need for revision; however, prior to final agreement each of
the parties must approve any modifications.

As part of the review and response process, the parties will also prepare a written "Response
to Comments" document in order to provide a clear record of what has been received, our
review, and the reason behind any modifications made. This document will automatically be
sent to you.

We sincerely appreciate your comments and assure you that Ecology will be carefully
considering them prior to our decision on whether or not to modify the Tri-Party Agreement.

Sincerely,

Tom Fitzsimmons
Director

TF/kdh

cc: George Sanders, DOE-RL
Doug Sherwood, EPA Region 10

co



bcc: Roger Stanley, Ecology HQ
Mike Turner, Ecology - Kennewick
Donna Baldonado, Ecology HQ
NWP Administrative Files



COPY
617 First Ave NW, Ephrata, WA 98823 (509)754-2931

December 8, 1997

Secretary Federico Pena
US Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue
Washington D C 20585

Re: Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) at the Hanford Site, Washington

Dear Secretary Pena:
I am opposed to the use of the Fast Flux Test Facility at the

Hanford, Washington Nuclear Site for tritium production or the
maintenance of this reactor in hot standby.

Hanford is a cleanup site. As such, it has no business making
weapons material. We do not need more spent fuel waste to be
stored or reprocessed. We are just now finally being told that the
storage tanks are leaking radioactive materials. The reprocessing
facilities at Hanford are ancient and all shut down.

Taking Hanford budget monies to operate the FFTF takes funds
needed for the clean-up of Hanford. In addition, I understand
there is a real safety question about running the FFTF at levels
that would make the production of tritium economic.

Apparently there is an effort to justify tritium production
for medical purposes. The FFTF was not designed for medical
isotope production and there are questions as to the ability of
such a reactor to produce the quality of isotopes required for use
in humans.

I do not believe that this country needs or can afford to
produce tritium for the nuclear weapons stockpile until well into
the next century, if ever. Further, I believe that a public
discussion about this important commitment of national resources is
critical.

I am opposed to the disposition of plutonium from retired
warheads by 'burning' it during FFTF tritium production. Plutonium
retired from warheads is nuclear waste and should be treated as
such--combined with other radioactive waste and immobilized.

Finally, I and many others in the Pacific Northwest are
strongly opposed to continued operation of the FFTF and urge you to
order its immediate shutdown.

Sincerely,

Jim Pritchard
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Portland, January 14, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

3050 SW Ridgewood Ave.
Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy Portland, OR 97225

P.O. Box 550 N2-36 January 21, 1998

Richland, WA 99352
1(509) 373-9381
Dear Sir:

T zbAjnvk4r+t no r-qn 4 pp in nuclear WnrinePring and plhysirc is obvinoSly
beyond the competence of the average individual. However, it takes no more than
a discezacIg tLne.L.Lyewc of the average isilvidua to e pezsuaueu bsy tAr yeat
number of relevant, involved scientific exdrts that in their thoroughly researched
and deeply considered judgements a decision to use Hanford's Fast Flux Test Facility
to prdusce Ltiuu, o Fat of a .atiuLial UILUti nTydudtal. strateg JuuLd mL only be
technically unwarranted but could be economically disasterous and could even run the
risk of a catastrophic accident.

Even now, while people of the Pacific Northwest have survived, so far, the great
depletion, over the past century, of its marine, forestry and agricultural resources,
they may not raivc the baneful effwtc ef Ranferd'c high 1 ;e nuclear waste. A
number 'of the local people have already died, and more are right now dying,
of radiation sickness. Within one more generation the Hanford poisons could
diQsact-oously Impact the whoie of the Columbia River Basin and it' ovxer one
million people. We cannot even wholly escape the forseeable future or even the
long run ruture. viease recall tnat Plutonium-z:i9 wiin remain nazarcous for the
next 240.000 varrr To rrpai- mare nuclear w-cte a+ Hannrd yAbn w r an nn- Pftectively
eliminating what we are burdened with already seems to me .a particularly efficient
ang inotiious way to commit eventual mass suicide.

Nonetheless, with wise management, we can modify radiation's baneful effects.
A plan ±s aleaay in Meiny: Me Iri-rarty agreement. under that ayiemxrnr, to
quote the recent statement of the Oregon Office of Eneroy, "The primary mission
at Hanford is and must continue to be management and cleanupof the existing radio-
acbive wesL 0e IIa&nfrd."J. Ayrop ed deviiLL wija sUjvUi. fiuti that MissinU is ,
in my view, unreasonable and intolerable.

In. light ef the adverse sz:2ntiffic zvidoenz, the petential for severe nogativc-
economic impact and further possible calamitous effects on the populace the
questionable proposals of the defence establishment, the nuclear industry and
certain poilticiano reprocont an alanrming affet to the public welfarc. sher
sighted if not selfish. If democracy is to work, the concerns of the general
public tor their safety and well-being and their concerns about further imposition
upon t ry ' or ohe rmeos pys or surbdnet -r 4 ract pwye it nF "hout- 0.n. -
costs, recycling or other costs or subsidies, have to be taken into account-not
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility

Transition Milestones Public Meeting
Written Comment Form

Portland, January 14, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Portland, January 14, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy FP0: ~U -u s-S TTJz-
P.O. Box 550 N2-36 L
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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Written Comment Form
Portland, January 14, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Portland, January 14, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 -N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381

fAr QL&A}Z Xf 1A A'foiMZ 86' Fog NY 79Vo.6

- bisl 7 s 1 7' A'9-g

17ZAv0 O/e . 97,2-

41V. q, I fl?



001221

Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Portland, January 14, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Plux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Portland, January 14, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(50) 373-9381
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Portland, January 14, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest I Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 .N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility

Transition Milestones Public Meeting
Written Comment Form

Portland, January 14, 1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting

Written Comment Form
Portland, January 14,1998

The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility Transition Milestones. Please provide your written comments
below and give to an agency representative at the public meeting, or send to:

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 373-9381
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