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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 

Donn J. Colby, M.D. 
318 17th A venue East 
Seattle, WA 98112 

Dear Dr. Colby: 

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. 

Tom Fitzsimmons 
Director 

TF/kdh 

cc: George Sanders, DOE-RL 
Doug Sherwood, EPA Region 10 
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T DONN J. COLBY, M.D. 
Internal Medk;Jne 

Tom Fitzsimmons, Director 
Washington St.ate Department of .Ecology 
PO Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Fitzsimmons, 

318 17th Avenue East 

"97 JAN 20 A10 :4 7 Seattle, WA 98112 
· Telephone: (206) 324-5379 

January 16,1998 

I am writing .to oppose the Department of Energy proposal to restart the Fast Flux 
Test Facility nudear reactor at Hanford. The Tri-Party Agreement already sets a 
timetable for the dosing and cleanup of faclllties at Hanford. Restarting the 
nuclear reactor would only add the total amount of radioactive waste ,needing 
deanup. The reactor should not be exempted from the previous agreement. 

Backers of the proposal argue that the nudear reactor could also produce medical 
isotopes. This Is an obvious ploy to gain public support for their plan ·as there is 
currently no need for such a production facility. 

It costs $32 million a year just to maintain the reactor on "standby." This Is 
money that has been appropriated for cleanup. Radioactive wastes have already 
been detected In groundwater beneath Hanford. aeanup funds should be used as 
intended and not to restart the FFTF nuclear reactor. 

Sincerely, 



Baldonado, Donna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Mr. Hughes: 

Jack Jakobsen Uakobsen@gorge.net] 
Friday, February 20, 1998 4:20 PM 
ernest_j_hughes@rl.gov 
rost461@ecy.wa.gov 
Tri-Party Agreement Changes 

I attended the public meeting held in Hood River, OR on February 12, 
1998 regarding the proposed changes to the Tri-Party Agreement, but had 
to leave before I was able to express the views of my wife , Shirley Ann 
and myself. 

We have reviewed the materials provided and have attempted to maintain 
an open mind regarding the subject. While there may be some value in 
some peoples minds regarding removing the Fast Flux Test Facil ity from 
the Agreement Milestones, we do not want to see that happen . The 
clean-up of the Hanford facility remains paramount in our minds. That 
clean-up is behind schedule and every effort should be made to bring it 
back on schedule to eliminate any potential threat to the citizens of 
the Oregon and Washington areas in proximity to that site . 

We hereby wish to go on record as being opposed to any changes to the 
Tri-Party Agreement and insist that clean-up efforts at Hanford be moved 
ahead without further delay. 

John C. & Shirley Ann Jakobsen 
Hood River, Oregon 
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,l EPAR !Ml. HT OF ECOLOr;1 
505 Swift Blvd. • Box 190 • Richland. WasMfrglo½1lf~~2 r :d09) tJ:43-7390 • FAX (509) 943-5666 

RIC'HI.AND 

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER 

January 15, 1998 

John Wagoner, Manager 
Department of Energy , Richland Operations 
P. 0 . Box 550 (A7-50) 
Richland, WA 99352 

Chuck Clarke, Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Tom Fitzsimmons, Director 
Washington Department of Ecology 
P. 0. Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504 

·97 JAN 20 A10 :4 7 

Re: Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) Transition Milestone Hearings 

Dear Messrs. Wagoner, Clarke and Fitzsimmons: 

The City of Richland was recently contacted by Department of Energy staff asking if we or 
the Hanford Communities would like to sit at the front of the room with Tri-Party 
Agreement (TPA) representatives at the public hearings on the change package for the 
FFTF. While appreciative of the contact, our response was that we believe it inappropriate 
for anyone other than TPA agency officials themselves to assume this role.. It should be 
clear to all in attendance that the TPA agencies are conducting the hearings. 

I am pleased the days are long gone when Hanford decision making was conducted behind 
the fence and shielded from proper public accountability. However, the old ways should 
not be replaced by micromanagement or politicization of the federal government's Hanford 
cleanup by public interest groups. Due process would not be well served if either local 
government representatives or anti-nuclear " stakeholders" are prominently seated in 
hearings. 

We support adoption of the proposed change package. Elimination of FFTF shutdown 
milestones from the TPA is needed in light of the decision of the Secretary of Energy to 
hold the facility in a standby mode while studying its potential use for tritium and medical 
isotope production. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
City ·Manager \ 

0 



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 

Joseph C. King 
Office of the City Manager 
505 Swift Blvd. , Box 19-0 
Richland, WA 99352 

D~g: Jii;sep~ ~ 
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. 

y, 

TF/kdh 

cc: George Sanders, DOE-RL 
Doug Sherwood, EPA Region l 0 

0 
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January 15, 1998 
12210 Densmore Ave N. 
Seattle WA 98133-7729 

Tom Fitzsimmons, Director, 
Washington State 
Department of Ecology, 
PO Box 47600, 

Olympia, WA 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Fitzsimmons 

11EPAR fMl:.NT OF ECOL Or;, 
OL YMPl.h. 'M"\ u .:• r (~ .i 

·97 JAN 16 A9 :04 

I'm writing to urge you ll.Q1 to allow the Hanford TriPany Agreement to be 
changed to exempt the Fast Flux Test Facility at Hanford in order that weapons 
materials may again be produced there. I think clean up funds are better 
spent cleaning up Hanford rather than activities that increase the risk of 
accidental radioactive contamination. 

Thank-you for time and consideration of my concerns on this matter. 

Sincerely , 

Joe Ginsburg 

cc: Governor Gary Locke 



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 

Joe Ginsburg 
12210 Desmore A venue N. 
Seattle, WA 98133-7729 

Dear Mr. Ginsburg: 

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. 

Tom Fitzsimmons 
Director 

TF/kdh 

cc: George Sanders, DOE-RL 
Doug Sherwood, EPA Region 10 

0 
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Tom Fitzsimmons, Director 
Washington State 
Department of Ecology 
PO Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Fitzsimmons: 

;lEPAR fMl:.N T OF ECO LOfi 1 
OLYM Pl ,1\ . 1':1~ ':·: r.- · i 

'97 JAN 26 A 9 :43 

The clean-up of Hanford is threatened by a proposal to amend the 
clean-up agreement. The Department of Energy is keeping the Fast 
Flux Test Facility at Hanford on "Hot Standby", using $32 million 
dollars a year of cleanup funds to do so. They would now like to 
amend the Hanford TriParty Agreement (cleanup agreement) to 
exempt the FFTF from the agreement and restart it to make 
tritium. This means importing additional dangerous plutonium to 
Hanford and creating more radioactive 'waste . 

Alhough producing medical isotopes is also proposed, leading 
Northwest medical experts say this is not necessary and does not 
balance the dangers of restarting the reactor. 

We are writing to urge you not to allow the Clean-up Agreement to 
be changed to exempt the FFTF so that weapons materials will again 
be produced at Hanford. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, rA '\ , ~ 
~ ~ {1 v~1cl,vtax\~ · 

Jill' McGrath & Richard Gelb o.ss1::, 
6743 · Palatine Ave. N. 
Seattle, WA 98103 



STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

January 30, 1998 

Jill McGrath 
Richard Gelb 

P.O. Box 47600 • Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 
(360) 407-6000 • TDD Only (Hearing Impaired) (360) 407-6006 

6743 Palatine Avenue N. 
Seattle, WA 98103 

Dear Ms. McGrath & Mr. Gelb: 

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. 

Tom Fitzsimmons 
Director 

TF/kdh 

cc: George Sanders, DOE-RL 
Doug Sherwood, EPA Region 10 

0 
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- - - - --- - - ---------------------

Tom Fitzsimmons, Director 
Department of Ecology 
PO Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 

· Dear Mr. Fitzsimmons: 

rl fPAR/'Mf:.N 
OLYMPt.4, ~iF fR~h~(i) 

"97 JAN 13 A9 :47 

716 N. 84 St. 
Seattle, WA 98103 

January 11, 1998 

The Cascade Chapter of the Sierra Club, of which I am a member, has informed me 
of the proposal to exempt the Fast Flux Test Reactor from the Hanford TriParty Agreement, 
and to use the FFTR to make tritium. 

I agree completely with the Sierra Club that this proposal is unwise and should not 
be approved. There is no legitimate policy reason or medical reason to restart the FFTR. I 
hope that the Department of Ecology will not agree to amend the TriParty Agreement. 

Sincerely yours, 

William Kreuter 
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January 30, 1998 

William Krueter 
716 N. 84th Street 
Seattle, WA 98103 

Dear Mr. Krueter: 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
P.O. Box 47600 • Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

(360) 407-6000 • TDD Only (Hearing Impaired) (360) 407-6006 

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 

0 



Baldonado, Donna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Sir, 

Pat Rasmussen [patr@rightathome.com] 
Monday, January 26, 1998 6: 10 PM 
rost461@ecy.wa.gov 
Tritium Production at Hanford 

You should .definitely hold meetings on th is in our area. We have a right 
to protect ourselves from such irresponsible government behavior. 

Pat Rasmussen 
PO Box 154 
Peshastin , WA 98847 

1 



C OMMITTEE ON THE B U DGET 

C OMMITTE E ON W AYS A ND M EA NS 
S UBCOMMITTEE ON TR ADE 

JIM McDERMOTT 
7TH DI STR ICT . WASH INGTON 

~ongreS'S' of tbr ~niteb ~tateS' 
:H,ousc of ~cpre.sentatibes· 

'Miasbington, :m~ 20515 

20 January 1998 

CHAIRMAN 

C ONGRE SSIONAL T AS K FORCE ON 

INTERNATIONAL HI V / A ID S 

Co-CHAIRMAN 

A FR ICA T RADE AND 

INVESTMEN T C A UCU S 

C o-C HAIRMArs 

CO NGR ES SION AL U RBAN C AUCUS 

I regret that previous commitments prevent my joining you in person this evening. Nonetheless, I 

want to express to you my strong opposition to the proposal to restart the Fast Flux Testing 

Facility at Hanford. We have struggled for years to achieve effective and thorough clean-up of 

the Hanford site. Billions of taxpayer dollars have been invested in that effort and still we have 

not reached our goal. Indeed, new problems emerge almost daily, and restarting the Fast Flux 

Facility will exaggerate them. 

Monies allocated for Hanford clean-up must be used for exactly that. Any other use violates the 

Tri-Party Agreement and contradicts our commitment to protect our citizens and their 

environment from the ravages of nuclear weapons production. Cleaning up the dangerous mess 

that we have created at Hanford is our first priority and our first obligation. 

It is estimated that reactivation would cost more than three billion dollars -- money that would be 

drawn away from ongoing clean-up efforts because there are no funds lying around in government 

coffers to pay for FFTF. Funding for many worthwhile programs from education to housing to 

medical research is being cut or eliminated because we supposedly can't afford them. A huge 

outlay to restart the Fast Flux Facility is simply indefensible. 

Many alternative uses have been proposed for the Hanford facility that are consistent with the 

original mission for the clean-up and economic development of the site. The US should lead the 

effort to end the proliferation of nuclear weapons, by investing in human potential instead of 

human destruction. 

2349 RAYBURN B UILDING 

WASHINGTON , D C 2 0 515-4707 

(2 02 ) 225- 3106 PRINTED ON 100~, RE CYCLED PAPER ® 

1809 7 TH A VENUE , S UITE 1212 

S EATTLE, WA 9 8 101- 1399 

(206) 553- 717 0 



Baldonado, Donna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mr. Stanley, 

Phil Capp (capppk@whitman .edu) 
Friday, February 20, 1998 10:28 AM 
rost461@ecy.wa .gov 
Don't Modify the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement 

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 

0541-
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W. P. Mead, Director 
Public Safety Resources Agency 

P. 0. Bo:z: 724 
Portland, OR 97207-0724 

February 12 , 1998 

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

Dear Mr. Hughes : 

Mr . Federico Pena 
Secretary of Energy 
James Forrestal Bui lding 
1000 Independence Ave . SW 
Washington , DC 20585 

Attached are my Hearing Testimony and my Technical and General 
Comments on FFTF ' s proposed restart , with my specific comments on 
the safety concerns associated with the continued used of this 
reactor at Hanford . 

I request that these attachments be include d contiguously in the 
official record of these proceedings , and that a True Copy of 
them be forwarded to Secretary Pena and his staff for their 
revi e w. I have included Secretary Pe na ' s mailing address , above , 
for your convenience. 

In opposing FFTF's future active role , I am basing my objections 
on the large body of scientific research and operating h i story 
tha t indicates tha t liquid sodium cooled fast fission reactors 
cannot safely or efficiently operate in any of the proposed roles 
without extensive physical modifications. Those modifications 
could greatly increase the risks of accidents and the release of 
radiation and thermal energy to the environment and population . 

We have several alternatives other than the FFTF Reactor that are 
better suited to the production , acquis ition and reclamation of 
Tritium, and I would also point-out that it is the height of 
folly to try to use a fast breeder test reactor in any attempt to 
"burn- up " MOX Fuel to " destroy" surplus Weapons Plutonium . 

I recom.~end that the Department of Energy decommiss ion the FFTF 
Reactor and instea d purs ue other methods to accomplish production 
goals ; while concurrently using the FFTF ' s funding to retrain 
its ' workforce , and concentrate on the cleanup of the massive 
contaminatio that should now be Hanford ' s entire focus . 

w. P . Mead 
Director , PSRA 

Attachments : (3) 
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W. P. Mead, Director 
Public Safety Resources Agency 

P. 0. Box 724 
Portland, OR 97207-0724 

February 12, 1998 

USDOE Hearing on FFTF Stand-by/Rest~rt Status 
Comments on FFTF Safety Concerns. 

My name is Bill Mead. I am the Director of the Public 
Safety Resources Agency and am a technical resource for Hanford 
Action of Oregon. 

I have had formal training in nuclear reactor maintenance 
and operations; have been involved in maintaining a reactor's 
core, and its' cooling, filters and environmental safety 
controls and dosimetry monitoring systems; and have operated a 
reactor as part of my training. 

I also have received formal ERDA-approved training in the 
effects and physics of nuclear weapons, was on a national NGO 
advisory panel regarding the SDI X-ray Laser that was to be 
powered by a thermonuclear weapon, and had technical discussions 
about those designs with USDOE Project Managers at Livermore. 

Before my retirement from federal service I twice attended 
a FEMA-sponsored National Disaster Institute, and was then 
assigned to help write emergency response plans for radiologic 
accidents. 

Based on this experience, plus several years of additional 
training and research, and recent discussions with other persons 
who are currently working in these fields, it is my overwhelming 
belief that any modification of the FFTF Reactor's core to 
produce Tritium would greatly increase the probabilities of an 
accident resulting in the possible release of radiation to the 
surrounding environment and populations. 

My technical argument against the FFTF is about 130KB in 
length, but that probably won't mean much because the decision 
to use FFTF to produce Tritium will be based on politics, not on 
science, and will be weighted by the ability of the Department 
of Energy to justify using FFTF because it is already available, 
that facilities associated with a MOX disposal option exist at 
Hanford, and that FFTF's workforce is in place and ready to 
work. 

FFTF is a fast fission test breeder reactor. As such, its 
basic design decreases its efficiency because it does not 
produce the type of thermal neutrons that should be used to 
strike the Lithium-6 targets to produce Tritium, and most likely 
it would create more Plutonium that it destroyed if it used MOX 
fuel. 

I should explain that a nuclear weapon really doesn't need 
Tritium to explode, and we have other ways of increasing the 
yeield without having to manufacture additional Tritium, but old 
habits die hard. 

1 



We still use an average of 4 grams of Tritium per weapon 
because the fusion of each gram of Tritium boosts the energy of 
the explosion by an amount equal to about 100 tons of TNT. We 
could just as easily use an A-bomb to destroy the target, but we 
prefer using H-bombs because we're technocrats. 

The Tritium USDOE wants to produce at FF'I'F can even be 
made within the nucl.ear weapons themsel.ves without ever having 
to be made in a standard reactor or accel.erator, and we can do 
this by simpl.y wrapping a rel.ativel.y inexpensive non-radioactive 
chemical. compound around the weapon's core assembl.y. 

All this assumes that we really need to rely on H-bombs, 
which is not true when we consider the devastating effects of 
the primitive A-bombs we used in WW-2. These photos of 
Nagasaki, Japan were taken on August 7th and 12th, 1945, 
immediately before and after that city was destroyed by an 
extremely primitive bomb using plutontum produced in Hanford's 
reactors. [11] · 

That A-bomb yielded about 20KT of explosive energy and was 
designed so crudely that the aircraft that delivered it had to 
drop it before landing because once it took off it could not 
safely land with the bomb due to fusing and safety constraints; 
yet this damage was produced by fissioning a single gram of 
Hanford's Plutonium. 

The total amount of nuclear explosives used in 1945 
to test the first A-bomb and then completely destroy 
two Japanese cities weighed less than a single penny. 

Nuclear weapons can be designed to yield different 
energies for special purposes. The NUCLEAR BOMB EFFECTS 
COMPUTER that was included in a 1977 joint publication by ERDA 
and the Department of Defense scales the effects of nuclear 
weapons ranging from a minimum yield of lKiloTon up to a maximum 
yield of 20MegaTons, yet we have built "backpackn or "suitcasen 
ADM and SADM nuclear weapons with yields smaller than 100 tons 
of TNT, and even have a "dial-a-yieldn function to control the 
size of these explosions! 

We've also been improving our ability to refine and target 
nuclear weapons, and we can now guarantee that a weapon launched 
at hundreds or even thousands of miles distance will strike 
within a few yards of it's intended target. 

Using commonly-accepted targeting calculations, on a scale 
of 100 for nuclear weapons effects against hardened targets, we 
can also show that Hiroshima's blast in 1945 - which entirely 
destroyed that city and instantly killed an estimated 79,000 
persons - represented a lethality value of only 0.069%; whereas 
a Cruise Missile now has a value of 1,519.9%; and a Trident-2 
Submarine has a value greater than 879,000! [10] 

We can also be assured that these weapons can be counted 
on to "killn hardened targets, regardless of defensive measures 
it encounters. Modern nuclear weapons have a variety of design 
characteristics to ensure their performance: 
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Terradynamic warheads can penetrate hardened targets such 
as command bunkers; Enhanced Radiation warheads can neutralize 
armored vehicles that would otherwise have withstood blast and 
thermal effects of airbursts; and Proximityn (Salvage) Fusing 
will trigger the detonation of the nuclear weapon if it senses 
it is about to be destroyed by defensive countermeasures. 

What this means is that we can alr_eady do what USDOE says 
it needs to accomplish even using the weapons we currently have, 
so let's move on to the "need" to produce more Tritium to keep 
these weapons servicable. 

Nuclear explosives work because each unit of mass produces 
34,596,000,000 times its' weight during a fission explosion. 

One pound of TNT will generate enough energy to heat 37 
gallons of water from its' freezing to boiling points, but one 
pound of U-235, if completely fissioned, will do the same thing 
to approximately 200 million gallons of water. Thermonuclear 
weapons (H-bombs) can increase the yields of fission weapons by 
up to 1,000 times. [2] 

Given that, we already have several better alternatives 
that are safer and cheaper than using the FFTF Reactor to 
produce Tritium. Enough Tritium can still be reclaimed from 
existing weapons to supply our national defense needs for 
several years; thus providing us sufficient time to restart 
production via other means. Some other immediate and/or long­
term alternatives include: 

1. The capability to purchase Tritium from Canada's 
Ontario Hydro; 

2. The ability to reconfigure weapons to use a Lithium-6 
blanket to produce the needed quantity of Tritium inside 
the weapon during the detonation sequence; 

3. The inclusion in new weapons designs of miniaturized 
charged particle accelerators to inject a pulse of 
accelerated deuterium nuclei at Tritium targets that 
use less than one - thousandth of the quantity of Tritium 
currently used in nuclear weapons; and, 

4. The possibility of building a new accelerator that could 
serve several roles with a greatly- increased degree of 
safety while concurrently producing less waste and 
thermal contamination. 

In conclusion I also want to add for the record that of 
the four sodium-cooled reactors I studied that were used during 
the design process of the FFTF Reactor, I noted that three of 
those cores had been destroyed by accidents associated with the 
use of liquid sodium coolant, while the fourth was 
decommissioned due to safety concerns. 
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Each of those four reactors were several times smaller 
than FFTF, had exclusion zones several times greater, were 
farther away from population centers, and were designed as 
"state-of-the-art" reactors. 

All of those reactors had redundant safety features that 
failed during those accidents. 

We also need to understand that the characteristics of the 
liquid sodium coolant are very hazardous in itself and, in some 
cases, those risks may even be greater than the potential energy 
release of a nuclear excursion within the reactor's core. 

In the single reactor that was decommissioned before its 
core melted down, although it was designed to withstand a 
nuclear explosion equivalent to a mere 300 pounds of TNT for the 
nuclear excursion; it's design basis postulated that the 
chemical reaction of a sodium-air explosion within the reactor's 
core could reach the equivalent of 10,000 pounds of TNT! 

FFTF is a unique reactor - it's the last operable reactor 
of its' type in the United States because all of the others have 
been shut down due to their core melting accidents and history 
of safety problems - yet we're talking about "salvaging" it. 

FFTF will not be able to safely operate in a Tritium 
production mode, and we have other more cost-effective methods 
to supply the Tritium needed to maintain our nuclear weapons. 

We don't need it. We don't want it. And we can't afford 
the risk. Drain this reactor now and put those folks to work 
cleaning up their mess! 

W. P. Mead 
Director, PSRA 
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[11) NUCLEONICS FUNDAMENTALS, McGraw-Hill Series In Nuclear 
Engineering, by David B. HOISINGTON, Professor, U.S. Naval Postgraduate 
School, McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., New York, 1959; page 323. 

(10) BOMBTALK, Nuclear Weapons Presentation, Columbia High School, 
Gresham, Oregon, December 10, 1987, by W. P. MEAD, Director, Public 
Safety Resources Agency. 

. (2/3) 2 Equation: K = Y / (cep ) 

Where "K" represents the "Lethality" value against "hardened" 
targets such as underground command bunkers. "Y" represents the 
yield of the weapon in MT. The value of the top line is then 
divided by the value of the bottom line where "(cep)" [Circular 
Error Probability - expressed in Nautical Miles) is squared. 

(2) BOMBTALK, Nuclear Weapons Presentation, Columbia High School, 
Gresham, Oregon, December 10, 1987, by W. P. MEAD, Director, Public 
Safety Resources Agency. 

Match 
(INITIATOR ) 

TNT 

37 gallons 

Kindling 
(PRIMARY ) 
Fission 
500,000 

200 million gallons 

Wood 
(SECONDARY ) 

Fusion 
60 million 

650 million gallons 

An interesting point about the relative power of nuclear energy 
can be made by examining Enrico Fermi. Fermi may have been the 
last person to fully understand all there was to know of both 
Theoretical and Experimental physics. 

In 1934 Fermi was the first person to fission the Uranium 
atom, and received a Nobel Prize for that achievement. He also 
was the first person to sustain a successful nuclear fission chain 
reaction (CP-1; now USDOE's Argonne National Laboratory ) . 

During the Manhattan Project, DuPont had so much confidence 
in Fermi's understanding of the physics required to produce Pu-239 
that they built three large production reactors at Hanford without 
even designing or testing prototypes. 

Yet with all of his knowledge, Fermi was awed by the scale 
of the A-bomb's detonation at the Trinity Test in New Mexico. 
Malcolm C. MacPherson, in the Epilogue of his book Time Bomb, 
reported that after witnessing the test, Fermi was so shaken by 
what he had seen that he did not show the elation of the other 
physicists. Fermi was so greatly disturbed by what he had seen 
that he uncharacteristically "found a driver and said, 'It's not 
safe for me to drive . You do it.' 

Although Fermi was in favor of developing the A-bomb, he 
entirely opposed development of the H-bomb. He believed that the 
H-bomb's size and increased yield would unjustifiably kill 
innocent civilians even with precise bombing of military targets. 

He stated that even if the Soviets developed the H-bomb, 
that a small arsenal of 100-300 fission weapons would be 
sufficient to protect the United States from the growing Soviet 
threat. 
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February 12, 1998 

W. P. Mead, Director 
Public Safety Resources Agency 

P. 0. Box 724 
Portland, OR 97207-0724 

USDOE Hearing on FFTF Stand-by/Restart Status 
Comments on USDOE Safety/Safeguards & Honesty Concerns. 

NOTE: This statement is to be included as supplemental comments to the attached 
comments dated January 14, 1998 addressed to Secretary Pena. 

Opening Comments 

First of all, I want to thank all of the Oregonians here tonight. It's important that we 
become involved in this Hearing process because we don't have any real say in the Tri-Party 
Agreement, and it becomes even more important once we realize that the Tritium FFTF will 
produce is not really needed to make a nuclear weapon, but is on the Department of Energy's 
"Wish List" because it will be used to boost the performance of existing and newer-generation 
bombs.[]] 

Before going any further, we should all understand some basic facts about nuclear energy 
and how using the FFTF Reactor to produce Tritium is very different from the way normal 
reactors produce Tritium. 

This is important because once we understand the increased risks of running FFTF with 
the proposed new design and fuel modifications, then we'll be much better able to understand that 
the Department of Energy really has several other options to produce or reclaim Tritium, and that 
the use of FFTF is really a jobs subsidy program for the Tri-Cities at our expense. 

The decision to use FFTF to produce Tritium will be based on politics, not science, and 
will be weighted by the ability of the Department of Energy to justify using FFTF because it is 
already available and that it has a workforce in place to operate it. In doing so, however, USDOE 
will be ignoring several important facts that mitigate against using the FFTF Reactor for this 
project. 

General Nuclear Energy Facts 

So let's begin with a couple of examples that we' re all familiar with: Firewood and 
conventional chemical explosives such as TNT; and then compare them with the energies of 
nuclear fission and fusion reactions in terms we can all understand. 

We start a wood fire by using a match to light kindling, which then allows us to add 
larger pieces of wood as the fire grows in heat and size. 

In chemical explosives we begin the explosive chain by firing a blasting cap, or other 
initiator, which then detonates the main explosive charge. 

To make a bigger bang, you simply tape two or more blocks of explosives together, insert 
a blasting cap into one block, and explode the cap. This explodes the original block and then 
continues exploding additional blocks by sympathetic detonation until all chemical explosives 
have been fired. 
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Nuclear explosives work in a similar manner but with much higher energy yields: Each 
unit of mass produces 34,596,000,000 times its ' weight during a fission explosion. 

The bomb that destroyed Nagasaki actually transformed a minute piece of Plutonium 
weighing less than one-third of the weight of a penny into an explosion equal to about forty 
million pounds of TNT! 

Chemical explosives initiate a fission explosion (A-bomb) that provides the temperatures 
and pressures needed to begin the fusion reaction. Another key requirement in both types of 
nuclear reactions is the quantity and types of neutron radiation needed to initiate and sustain a 
chain reaction in the nuclear fuels of each stage. 

Using our examples of wood, chemical explosives, and nuclear fission and fusion, we can 
get an idea of the scale of energy increases by comparing these four types of reactions: While I 
don' t have the exact numbers for a pound of wood, a pound of TNT will generate enough energy 
to heat 37 gallons of water from its' freezing to boiling points. 

One pound of U-235, if completely fissioned, will do the same thing to approximately 
200 million gallons of water. The A-bombs that destroyed Hiroshima and Nagasaki each 
fissioned only 1 gram of matter during those explosions. Thermonuclear weapons (H-bombs) can 
increase the yields of fission weapons by up to 1,000 times.[2] 

The above values are for general reference only. Nuclear weapons can be designed to 
yield different energies for special purposes. The NUCLEAR BOMB EFFECTS COMPUTER 
that was included in a 1977 joint publication by ERDA and the Department of Defense scales the 
effects of nuclear weapons ranging from a minimum yield of lKiloTon up to a maximum yield of 
20MegaTons, yet we have built "backpack" or "suitcase" ADM and SADM nuclear weapons 
with yields smaller than 100 tons of TNT. 

Potential FFTF Nuclear Accidents 

According to Samuel Glasstone, the AEC's compiler of nuclear weapons information, the 
fission of one gram atom releases about one Mega Watt of energy; therefore FFTF' s l 30MW 
capacity equates to the power released by approximately 130 Hiroshima/Nagasaki fis~ion 
bombs.[3] 

While an explosion of that scale could not occur within FFTF there exists a very real 
possibility that a smaller explosion could occur inside the if FFTF were to use MOX fuel per the 
proposed design and operational modifications to produce Tritium and/or "bum" Weapons 
Plutonium. · 

The Department of Energy plans to use MOX fuel - which is a Mixed Oxide combination 
of Plutonium-239 and Uranium-235 - to "dispose" of surplus Weapons-grade Plutonium. 

The FFTF reactor is a prime candidate for this project due to the adjacent siting at 
Hanford of several facilities that are needed to implement the MOX plan. 

The facts that FFTF is a dangerous reactor without a viable reason for its' continued 
existence, could not effectively contribute to the MOX disposal option, and should be drained and 
decommissioned all are strong arguments against delaying its ' closure. 

Even so, based on the past actions of the Department of Energy, there is a high 
probability that the FFTF will remain on hot standby status regardless of the overwhelming body 
of technical, safety and common-sense arguments to decommission it. 

In the event that FFTF is modified to participate in the MOX disposal option, a very real 
possibility exists that a nuclear accident could breach FFTF' s designed containment and release 
radioactive fission products to the atmosphere with potential near and long-term adverse effects 
to the population and environment. 
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Please remember that the complete fissioning of a single gram of each of those isotopes 
resulted in the complete destruction of two Japanese cities, and that fission products 130 times 
more plentiful may soon be coming to a city near you ! 

Tritium Production Capabilities 

Although only 4 grams of Tritium are used in an average nuclear weapon, the fusion of 
each gram of Tritium boosts the explosion by an amount equal to about 100 tons ofTNT.[4] 

A typical nuclear weapon consists of a uranium or plutonium core that is compressed by 
chemical explosives. This begins the fission reaction that detonates an A-bomb. At the instant of 
this fission reaction, Tritium is injected into the assembly to produce the neutrons needed for the 
fusion reaction. 

Neutrons produced infusion reactions have about 9 times highe, energies than if 
produced in fission reactions. As such they can travel farther and faster through air and shielding, 
which is one of the "advantages" of Enhanced Radiation weapons; also known as Neutron 
Bombs. 

To quote Ted Taylor, a former nuclear weapons designer: 

"For example, enough neutrons are produced by the complete fusion of three 
grams of tritium to fission 240 grams of plutonium or weapon-grade uranium. 
The fission of this much material corresponds to a yield of over four kilotons, 
while the fusion energy released would be only about 0.4 kiloton."[5] 

The H-bomb's thermonuclear deuterium fuel portion of the weapon (lithium deuteride is 
commonly used) then ignites and produces another pulse of neutrons, which can be channeled 
into a surrounding blanket of "depleted" uranium (U-238) to undergo fast fission that essentially 
produces a Third Stage plutonium weapon. 

To again quote Ted Taylor: 

"Deuterium is relatively inexpensive and does not decay radioactively. In any 
case, tritium will be produced once the thermonuclear fuel begins to burn, as a 
result of the fusion of deuterium with itself and the irradiation of lithium by 
neutrons from the fusion reaction."[6] 

That is an important point that bears repeating: 

The Tritium USDOE wants to produce at FFTF can even be made within the 
weapons themselves without ever having to be made in a standard reactor or 
accelerator, and we can do this by simply wrapping a relatively inexpensive -
non-radioactive chemical compound around the weapon's core assembly. 

Tritium Production Methods and Alternatives 

Without this "requirement" to produce Tritium in the FFTF for national defense, the 
current FFTF proposal clearly becomes visible for its' real purpose: To keep FFTF alive so it can 
burn MOX fuel ; create new waste streams at Hanford; decrease our health and safety; and divert 
money to continue bomb production instead of spending it to clean up Hanford's contamination. 
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If the Department of Energy is really serious about its ' need for Tritium, then why 
doesn't it simply reclaim it from the contaminated groundwater under the Hanford Reservation? 
By the mid- l 980s Tritium concentrations in the unconfined aquifer below the 200 East and 200 
West had exceeded 300,000 pCi per liter! 

. In fact, ifwe simply recycled existing Tritium from our nuclear weapons that we' re 
retiring, we easily could maintain a sufficient inventory for our defense needs as our inventory of 
active nuclear weapons decreases.[7] 

An additional consideration is that we already have the basic technology needed to 
construct miniaturized charged particle accelerators to inject a pulse of accelerated deuterium 
nuclei at Tritium targets that use less than one-thousandth of the quantity of Tritium presently 
used in nuclear weapons.[8] 

Since Tritium decays at about 5.5% annually, adopting this design technology could still 
provide USDOE with sufficient Tritium reserves well into the middle of the next century. This 
conversion is readily achievable in view that nuclear weapons are routin.!ly serviced on a seven­
year cycle; thus providing us the opportunity to modify nuclear weapons inventories as a part of 
routine maintenance procedures.[9] 

Tritium must be produced because it does not occur naturally in nature, however FFTF 
would use Lithium-6 (Li-6) as a target to produce it. 

The Lithium-6 isotope naturally occurs in nature about 7.5% of the time. Lithium-6 is 
not produced in a reactor: It is not naturally radioactive and does not produce any radioactive 
waste in its' natural state. 

The Tritium production process simply requires that a target of Lithium-6 be bombarded 
with neutrons to produce Tritium as a product of the fission reaction. 

Although this reaction can occur in several types of nuclear fission reactors, Tritium also 
can be safely produced by using accelerator technology that would provide several additional 
health and safety benefits that are compromised when using fission reactors. 

One of the overwhelming safety advantages of using an accelerator is the speed at which 
the process can be stopped in the event of an unforeseen event. 

Unlike a nuclear fission reactor, once you shut off the electrical power to an accelerator, 
the machine immediately stops and the temperature rapidly cools to ambient levels. In a fission 
reactor, the residual heat may require several days to reach a level that could permit close-up 
work by emergency personnel. 

Another benefit of using an accelerator instead of a nuclear reactor is that although both 
of these technologies produce radioactive wastes, far fewer fission products would be generated 
in an accelerator than would be in a nuclear fission reactor. 

A third consideration is that although the Lithium-6 target doesn' t really "care" about the 
source of the neutron that hits it, we should care about the source of those neutrons because FFTF 
is not the optimum reactor platform to produce Tritium: Other reactors are much better suited for 
this purpose. 

Embarrassing FFTF-Breeder Reactor Facts USDOE Ignores 

FFTF is the acronym for Fast Flux Test Reactor, meaning that it was designed to use fast 
neutrons in a test environment to help design nuclear fuels for breeder reactors. Although the 
U.S. discontinued its breeder reactor program, FFTF is still in search of a mission that will keep 
its' workers employed. 

The differences between fast and thermal neutrons are more than simply the speed of the 
neutron that is produced during the fissioning process: These differences equate to efficiency. 
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A thermal neutron is much slower-moving than a fast neutron. As such, thermal neutrons 
have a much greater chance of striking Lithium-6 targets than do the fast neutrons in the FFTF 
Reactor. 

Using the FFTF Reactor to produce Tritium - or even to burn MOX fuel - is dangerous 
and even counter-productive because it would mean using a breeder reactor to try to eliminate 
plutonium! As the very name implies, the design of this reactor is to breed more plutonium than 
it used; thus even burning MOX fuel in the FFTF likely would result in a net gain of plutonium. 

The use of the FFTF 's fast neutrons in either scenario can only result in a dangerous 
reconfiguration of the reactor' s core in a doomed attempt to achieve results that are much more 
easily accomplished in thermal reactors or accelerators. 

To quote from Nucleonics Fundamentals (pages 276-280): 

" 12-6. The Enrico Fermi Fast-breeder Reactor (EFFBR)" 

"For the reasons discussed in Sec. 10-11 , breeding of plutonium is possible only in a fast 
reactor . ... " 

"Because the fission cross sections of both U-235 and Pu-239 are only about 1.5 barns for 
fast neutrons, large quantities of power can be generated only through a combination of high 
neutron flux and large quantities of fuel." 

"To take advantage of the low value of a for uranium and plutonium with fast neutrons, it 
is essential to keep the neutron-energy spectrum well above 105 ev [electron volt]. To accomplish 
this, the quantity of structural materials and coolant in the core must be held to an absolute 
minimum, and materials containing hydrogen or other light elements cannot be tolerated. It 
follows that a very high fraction of the core material must be fissionable fuel and that the large 
quantity of fissionable fuel required must be concentrated in a very small volume. In the EFFBR 
300 Mw of heat will be produced in a core only 30.5 in[ches] in diameter by 31.2 in[ches] high, 
for a power density of 13 .1 kilowatts per cubic inch. By comparison, in the Shippingport PWR 
230 Mw of heat is produced in a core 6.8 feet in diameter by 6 feet high, or 0.61 kw per cubic 
inch. The very high power densities in fast reactors make it difficult to remove the heat without 
exceeding permissible temperatures in the core. When solid-fuel elements are used, as in the 
EFFBR, the fuel must be in the form of very thin plates or rods to give sufficient heat-transfer 
area and to prevent internal hot spots in the fuel elements. Dimensional tolerances must be held 
within very close limits, and fuel fabrication costs are high. To prevent the slowing down of 
neutrons, the fuel cannot be alloyed, and radiation damage to the fuel elements is severe. Fuel 
elements must therefore be refabricated frequently, further increasing the fuel costs. Therefore, in 
addition to the large amount of fuel in the reactor, there is at any one time a large quantity being 
reprocessed. The investment in this large inventory of fuel is one factor tending to make the cost 
of power from a fast-breeder reactor very high. For the reactor to be economically competitive 
with other types, the value of the fuel produced must offset this investment." 

To summarize the above paragraph as it relates to FFTF: 

I. FFTF will need a very high core load of fuel and will still "breed" more plutonium than it 
uses while it produces Tritium or burns MOX fuel to eliminate plutonium that the 
Department of Energy has already produced. 

2. lfwe try to burn MOX fuel, the FFTF' s core load will require an increase of plutonium 
and uranium concentrations to dangerous levels, yet the presence of light elements such 
as the Lithium-6 used as targets to produce Tritium would "poison" FFTF's ability to run 
as originally designed. 
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3. F errni-1 ' s core was nearly 21. 5 times denser than the core of the Shippingport Reactor. 
Although this analysis was written in 1959, it accurately warned of the exact type of fuel 
meltdown that destroyed the F errni-1 Reactor in 1966; including the danger associated 
with using this type of fuel and the additional risks of not being able to control the fuel ' s 
temperature in the event of a nuclear accident. 

4. The precise size and positioning of the fuel within the reactor' s core is so important that it 
raises the operating costs above those of standard reactors. The fuel also is subject to a 
severe degree of radiation damage and cannot be protected similarly to fuel elements 
used in normal thermal reactors. These factors require additional fuel assemblies, which 
further increases the operating costs of reactors such as FFTF. 

It is inconceivable that after operating the FFTF Reactor at Hanford for as many years as 
they have, that the United States Department of Energy does not fully ur.derstand the risks of 
using the FFTF in a new mission for which it was not designed. Using FFTF for any of the three 
new roles that have been proposed defies logic and runs counter to the operational, health and 
safety histories ofFFTF and similar fast reactors. 

IfUSDOE really needs Tritium, why not use cleaner, safer methods to produce it? The 
answer seems to be that the push to use FFTF really is only a cover story by USDOE to sustain 
jobs at Hanford at the expense of the public's health and safety. 

In a time when we're all having to cut back on disposable income, I think it's about time 
we hold the Department of Energy to it's promise to clean up Hanford ' s contamination before it 
begins another 40-year shop project. 

I suggest that instead of using FFTF to create more radioactive waste, that we develop 
workable strategies to switch the FFTF's workforce from Tritium production to environmental 
remediation projects that are funded at the same levels that would have been used for Tritium 
production operations at Hanford using the FFTF and its' associated facilities. 

In a time when even major corporations such as banks and phone companies are having 
to change the way they do business -- and also reassign valued employees to "non-traditional" 
jobs within those industries - it becomes clear that the workers at the Tri-Cities area should be 
retrained and then reassigned to cleanup duties at the Hanford Reservation. 

This would accomplish both goals of keeping the FFTF's workforce fully employed at 
comparable salaries and cleaning up Hanford ' s environmental contamination without diverting 
those funds to maintain FFTF on hot standby. 

While some may argue that this isn't fair to FFTF's highly trained workforce, it clearly is 
in the best interest of the nation to begin Hanford' s environmental remediation before the 
contamination migrates off-site. 

That being the case, if FFTF' s workforce truly wants paying jobs, they should be willing 
to make the necessary adjustments to continue employment at the Hanford Reservation. 

In each case of terminating a major program at Hanford during the 1980s we' ve heard 
similar dire warnings about the "need" for continuing production operations at the N-Reactor, 
PUREX Plant, converting the WPPSS-1 Reactor to produce Tritium, and now that we need to 
maintain FFTF to produce Tritium. 

The reality, however, is that all of those projects were simply make-work appeals to 
protect jobs at Hanford. We didn't need their "product" then, and we don't need it now. What 
we do need is to retrain Hanford' s workforce to clean up their legacy of contamination from the 
past 55 years of weapons production! 
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Nuclear Weapons Design Information 

It can be proven that our "need" for Tritium can be met by recycling older nuclear 
weapons, and that it ' s cheaper to Q!!J! Tritium from Canada' s Ontario Hydro than to produce it at 
FFTF. 

Using commonly-accepted targeting calculations, on a scale of I 00 for nuclear weapons 
effects against hardened targets, we can also show that Hiroshima ' s blast in I 945 - which entirely 
destroyed that city and instantly killed an estimated 79,000 persons - represented a lethality value 
of only 0.069%; whereas a Cruise Missile now has a value of 1,519.9%; and a Trident-2 
Submarine has a value greater than 879,000![10] 

These photos of Nagasaki, Japan were taken on August 7th and 12th, 1945, immediately 
before and after that city was destroyed by plutonium produced in Hanford ' s reactors.[11) 

That A-bomb yielded about 20KT of explosive energy and was designed so crudely that 
the aircraft that delivered it had to drop it before landing because once it took off it could not 
safely land with the bomb due to fusing and safety constraints, yet this damage was produced by 
fissioning a single gram of Hanford' s Plutonium. 

The total amount of nuclear explosives used in 1945 to test the first A-bomb and then 
completely destroy two Japanese cities weighed less than a single penny. 

WW-2 A-bombs were fission bombs that were designed 55 years ago, and we' ve been 
refining and testing them ever since. In the 1950s Ted Taylor even built a U-235 A-bomb with a 
yield that approached a million tons of TNT! 

As we "progressed" we were able to miniaturize the size of the bombs and add second 
stages to develop H-bombs that equaled the explosive yield of several tens of Megatons of 
TNT.[12) 

Due to improvements in targeting accuracy and related factors, we can now be assured 
that a thermonuclear weapon launched by the United States will detonate within a few feet of its ' 
target even when launched from a distance of hundreds or even thousands of miles. 

We can also be assured that weapon can be counted on to "kill" it ' s hardened target, 
regardless of defensive measures it encounters. Modern nuclear weapons have a variety of design 
characteristics to ensure their performance: 

Terradynamic warheads can penetrate hardened targets such as command bunkers; 
Enhanced Radiation warheads can neutralize armored vehicles that would otherwise have 
withstood blast and thermal effects of airbursts; and Salvage ("Proximity ") Fusing will trigger 
detonation of the nuclear weapon if it senses it is about to be destroyed by defensive 
countermeasures. 

As you can see this becomes extremely complex. A modern nuclear weapon requires 
nearly 2,000 components in about 125 sub-assemblies, and this does not even begin to take into 
account the complexity of the delivery system: A strategic missile has nearly a million 
components! Even within these complex systems, the timing and accuracies needed are measured 
in nanoseconds, so don' t tell me we need another escalation of our ability to kill people on the 
other side of the world. 

Not only does if become impossible to justify the need for additional escalation; it 
becomes even more important to stop this madness once we understand that the first victims of 
this FFTF Tritium production project will be the persons right in this room, and our children, and 
our children' s children in the Northwestern United States and adjoining portions of Canada![13] 

7 



Tritium's and Radiologic Health Effects 

Tritium is a radioactive form of hydrogen with a half-life of 12.3 years. Hydrogen is 
everywhere around us and is easily transported via our air, food and water. 

Tritium is readily absorbed through the skin and targets the whole body. Once inside the 
body, this beta radiation is free to continue bombarding virtually any cell in the victim with 
18,000 Electron Volts for the rest of their life.[14] 

This fact is even more important for the women in our audience for two reasons: ( 1) It 
has been shown that radiation generally effects women and children more than it does men; and 
(2) a health effects study in the 1980s found that even several years after their exposure to 
Tritium had ended, an abnormally high number of those women experienced spontaneous 
miscarriages and/or deformed children. 

Further investigation showed that the egg cells every woman ca.ried from birth had been 
irradiated and their own bodies had rejected their developing fetus as being a "foreign body." 

This research was reported at the October 1985 Spokane HEAL/PSR "Conference on 
Human Health and Hanford," yet USDOE's Richland Operations Office at Hanford later 
supported doubling the MPBB of Tritium even in the face of studies by numerous Health 
Physicists submitted to the ICRP that recommended Tritium exposures be decreased by JOO 
times![l5] 

In 1986 I was present on a tour of Hanford 's facilities when an Oregon State Senator 
asked the Department of Energy' s VIP tour personnel about radiation exposures in the restricted 
areas. 

The USDOE spokesperson stated that Hanford' s average annual exposure by workers to 
ionizing radiation was less than 2MREM. This statement was later determined to be 
incorrect. [ 16] 

The same State Senator followed-up her initial question by asking how USDOE protected 
pregnant employees who worked in radiation areas. The Department's spokesperson stated that 
USDOE and its' contractors transferred the employees as soon as the woman told her supervisor 
of the pregnancy. 

As many of you know, during the mid-l 980s it may have taken up to three weeks after 
conception to confirm a pregnancy. This may not seem to be significant at first glance, however 
the fetus is most susceptible to damage by ionizing radiation within the first two weeks of 
gestation, so this failure to remove workers from radiation areas posed significant increased risks 
to the future health of those unborn children. 

Shortly after this experience at Hanford I was asked to talk at the annual conferences of 
Washington and Oregon' s public health associations. During my research I discovered that 
USDOE's budget for Hanford' s plutonium operations alone totaled $610 million dollars, yet that 
the entire budget for all State and local health spending in Oregon totaled only $44,409,696; a 
ratio of 14:1 in favor of Plutonium production in Washington State that adversely impacted public 
health in Oregon. [ 17] 

Who Favors FFTF' s Operations? 

The U.S. Department of Energy now wants to subvert the Tri-Party Agreement in its' 
attempt to restart the FFTF Reactor instead of concentrating on the cleanup of the massive 
radiologic and chemical contamination that should be its entire focus at Hanford, and to which it 
agreed. 
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And what ' s worse is that Washington State' s Department of Ecology has agreed to that 
exemption because it sees no way of enforcing the law. 

That's like having Oregon' s police agencies say that it' s too much trouble to stop car 
thieves, but although they' ve decided to ignore enforcing that particular crime, they promise to 
keep an eye on the thieves to make sure that they obey all "other" traffic laws after they ' ve stolen 
your car! 

I hope that you all have the opportunity to make your verbal statements before our local 
audience and to join with us to build your own local networks to oppose this course of action. 

This is especially important because I' ve seen the opposition - whom I call "Three Hour 
Immigrants " - who have been bussed in from the Tri-Cities area of Washington State to spend 
three hours at other Oregon Hearings so they could "weight" the testimony and use our time 
instead of allowing Oregonians to speak. 

Our Three Hour Immigrants are like sneak thieves or muggers t!iat prey on us in the 
night, so the citizens of Oregon really need to form their own "Neighborhood Watch" to keep 
them from stealing our rights to public health, safety and a clean environment. 

I have a message for the Three Hour Immigrants: 

Oregonians won't be held hostage by Nuclear Muggers, 
so don't try to steal our Hearing! 

Four Traits of USDOE and its Predecessors 

Instead of summarizing my technical arguments that will be submitted against further use 
of the FFTF Reactor, which are included in the attachment to this statement, I'd like the 
Oregonians among us to consider four important facts about the Department of Energy' s history: 

(I ) The majority of the Department of Energy' s projects are asinine from the 
standpoint of environmental health, safety and security: 

During the ill-fated BWIP siting process USDOE's third- highest administrator admitted 
that even though the methodology used in that process was flawed, it was the "final result " that 
counted, even though independent tests could not replicate those findings . 

USDOE then "lost" the rock samples it.had used in the tests, but still maintained that 
" rock shattering" should not be counted against siting the High Level Waste repository 3,200 feet 
below the Columbia River' s aquifers. 

During the proposed conversion of WPPSS-1 at Hanford to produce Tritium it even 
ignored statements by its own Peer Review Committee warning of the possibility of a low order 
nuclear explosion inside that converted reactor's core because that statement didn' t conform with 
their goals. 

(2) The Department of Energy and its' Contractors don' t follow their own established 
emergency procedures when industrial accidents occur: 

This is especially stupid because a chemical explosion at Hanford in May of 1997 was 
very similar to one that occurred at Hanford's 242-Z Plant in 1976, and Hanford' s personnel still 
screwed up and needlessly exposed their workers to radiation. 

Not only that, they then lost the medical records for those workers and didn' t even realize 
the tests were missing until nearly two weeks later! 
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In other words, after first "nuking" their employees, they " lost" them and didn ' t even 
realize they were missing! This may be the first admitted instance of the Department of Energy 
having "MUF" employees in addition to their MUF inventory of Plutonium. 

Safety problems are an on-going fact of life at Department of Energy facilities and are a 
part of the institutional history of USDOE and its ' predecessor agencies. These facts have been 
reported so many times that we have had to form citizen 's organizations to help protect whistle­
blowers who report safety concerns and violations of established safety procedures! [ 18] 

(3) The Department of Energy has never completed a significant project on time or 
within their budget unless they' ve changed the rules or operating procedures to 
"fudge" the books: 

I've repeatedly cited examples of this during the past 14 years and the Department has 
never been able to counter my allegations. 

The Department often simply refuses to even acknowledge inconvenient or embarrassing 
comments made by citizens who respond during their Comment Period. This occurs even when 
specifics that bracket the subject comments are included in USDOE's Final Record of Decision, 
which is required by federal law to include responses to all of those stated concerns. 

(4) The Department of Energy will first attempt to mislead the public, but will lie 
whenever a lie is the best way for them to accomplish mission objectives. They 
often attempt to avoid discussion by spontaneously "classifying" any topic they 
cannot adequately defend or address: 

Immediately after A-bombs ended WW-2 Maj.Gen. Groves was called before a 
Congressional hearing. Groves and others had wanted to avoid mentioning " radioactivity" 
because they feared that word might have implied the army had used a weapon similar to poison 
gas. 

According to Jungk (Brighter Than A Thousand Suns, page 228): 

"Groves stated openly at a Congressional hearing that he had heard death 
from radiation was ' very pleasant."' 

"Such observations made the Los Alamos scientists ' blood boil. For at 
that very moment their twenty-six-year-old colleague Harry Dagnian was 
struggling against the menace of a cruel death from the effects of radiation." 

" ... Twenty-four days later he died." 

Jungk continued on page 229 with a footnote about a second death in 1946: 

"Exactly eight months after this first accident came the one which befell Louis 
Slotin - described in Chapter XII. As it was considered absolutely essential to 
keep this affair a secret, residents of Los Alamos were even forbidden to decline 
invitations to a reception arranged a long time in advance in honor of Santa Fe 
notabilities, who had been asked to visit the Hill. Even some of Slotin' s closest 
friends, for example Philip Morrison, were obliged to appear at this cocktail 
party, in between attendances at the bedside of the dying man, and behave as 
though they had not a care in the world." 
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In the early l 960' s Edward Teller and the AEC were concerned about adverse publicity 
from atmospheric bomb tests and tried to put a positive "spin" on radiation by calling Sr-90 
"Sunshine Units. " 

In the mid-I 960s the Oregon Health Division charged the AEC with contaminating the 
Columbia River, citing specific fission products that had been found downstream from Hanford. 
The AEC denied Hanford was to blame and stated the radiation was from worldwide fallout from 
Chinese tests. 

The Oregon State Health Division was able to prove that, although atmospheric fallout 
was present, they were able to track the overwhelming majority of the radionuclides directly back 
to the Hanford Reservation.[I 9] 

When more than a dozen world-renowned health physicists stated that Hanford' s workers 
showed increases in radiation- induced health effects, Hanford countered by funding a study to 
try to prove that such increases could just as easily have been caused by the final digit of the 
worker' s Social Security number![20] 

In August 1982 a Federal Court in Salt Lake City convicted USDOE of Fraud because of 
it's lies in a 1956 Federal Court case by downwinders of the Nevada Test Site.[2I] 

The AEC had denied contamination had drifted off-site and had classified an entire series 
of health effects studies that positively identified Nevada's A-bomb tests as the source of the 
lethal contamination in Utah, and had monitored radiation plumes that had contaminated areas 
surrounding Chicago, contributed to birth defects in New York State and had drifted into Canada. 

In the mid-I 980s the Department of Energy tried to re-classify documents that it had 
previously released to the public because those documents countered its new line of thinking. 

In one instance, when I accompanied Oregon' s Joint Interim Committee on Hazardous 
Materials to Hanford's PUREX Plant, their Manager lied to the committee's members by stating 
that their intent of altering the PUREX Plant was to reprocess U-233 fuel from the 
decommissioned Shippingport, Pennsylvania, Reactor. 

He stated that it was not possible to make a nuclear weapon using U-233 , reminded me of 
the penalties for divulging classified nuclear information, and then asked me if I had any direct 
knowledge that the United States had built a U-233 bomb. 

Although I knew a U-233 bomb could be built, I could not state anything unless I could 
cite previously-published USDOE data to confirm that fact. I had to back down then, but I later 
checked and discovered the AEC had announced a successful U-233 bomb test in Nevada during 
1957. 

In mid-I 985, during a conversation with an USDOE Project Manager at Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory, we could not agree on a technical point about an X-Ray Laser 
weapon to be used in the Strategic Defense Initiative (a.k.a.: Star Wars). 

The weapon would have required an H-bomb to produce the energy needed to power the 
x-ray pulse, however I believed that the detonation of the A-bomb trigger would have caused the 
laser rods to misalign, thus decreasing its' effectiveness. 

After confirming that the laser required an H-bomb, the USDOE official and I continued 
a technical discussion that outlined timing - in nanoseconds - of the high-altitude thermonuclear 
explosion that would be required of this weapon. 

After talking for about a half hour, the project manager ended the conversation by stating, 
"You understand, of course, that this entire conversation is classified. " 
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I stated that I didn't see why our talk should be classified because I was using the 
Department's own published sources for my calculations, and that he had not placed any 
restrictions on our discussion up .to that point. 

The official replied, "It 's still classified. " 
I followed up by stating that it seemed ironic and contradictory that a team of Soviet 

nuclear weapons designers had been invited into the Department of Energy's labs to examine SDI 
research at the same time that the Department was trying to keep even basic information from the 
public. 

The official concluded our discussion by stating, "Regardless, it 's still classified. " 

A Policy Built on "Blissful Ignorance" 

US DOE is the latest agency in a direct lineage of nuclear weapons production based on 
military goals handed down from each successive organiz.ation: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Manhattan Engineering District; 
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission; 
U.S. Energy Research & Development Administration; 
U.S. Department of Energy 

The only common thread here is that in each generation of nuclear weapons production 
there have been citizens who have come from within those agencies and rallied public support for 
more civilian control over rogue bureaucracies. Several of us here today come from pro-nuclear 
backgrounds but have changed sides - we really need your help to stop this dangerous plan. 

The Smyth Report was written in 1945, prior to the detonation of even the first nuclear 
test, by Professor H. D. Smyth as "The Official report on the Development of the Atomic Bomb 
under the Auspices of the United States Government, 1940 - 1945" at the request of Maj. Gen. 
Leslie Groves, the Director of the Manhattan Project. Smyth stated: 

"I felt that the possibilities of atomic energy, and particularly of the bomb, were 
so important that the political decisions which would have to be made ought to be 
based on the widest possible dissemination of information. I felt that it would be 
extremely dan_gerous to leave these decisions in the hands of a small number of 
men without informing the people of the country what the significance of the 
discoveries was."[22) 

Even so, Smyth' s primary concern was about the continuance of the production 
operation, he stated: 

"As of early summer 1945 the piles are operating at designed power, producing 
plutonium, and heating the Columbia River. The chemical plartts are separating 
the plutonium from the uranium and from the fission products with better 
efficiency than had been anticipated. The finished product is being 
delivered."[23] 

That's USDOE's bottom line: That nuclear weapons production goals be met regardless 
of what they have to do to the American people. It's also the reason why although the 
Department's Safety and Production offices were combined, that production goals traditionally 
overshadowed safety concerns at Hanford, and throughout the entire institutional history of the 
Department of Energy and its predecessors. 

12 



USDOE Reactor Scams: Past and Present 

During the Department of Energy ' s Hearing in Portland on January 14, 1998, Mr. Hughes 
stated he had no knowledge of accidents at similar breeder reactors. Since Mr. Hughes directs the 
FFTF project, that was a blatant admission of USDOE's ignorance of U.S. nuclear history and the 
dangers of FFTF ' s design characteristics. 

Since Mr. Hughes mentioned the Experimental Breeder Reactor #2 as being 
decommissioned, it is only logical that he should also be familiar not only with EBR-2, but also 
EBR-1 which was sited at an adjacent area of the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory; 
previously known as the National Reactor Test Station . 

The following excerpt describes the accidental core meltdown ofEBR-1 , a liquid 
sodium-cooled breeder reactor that was the AEC's experimental prototype for EBR-2, Fermi-I 
and FFTF: 

"ACCIDENT-I 4" 
"EXPERIMENT AL BREEDER REACTOR I CORE MELT DOWN" 

"The transient test being conducted with EBR-1 on 29 November, I 955, 
resulted in the melting of some fuel elements and release of fission products into 
the cooling system with minor leakage of some gaseous fission products into the 
reactor room. . .. " 

"The reactor had been operated for four years through two core loadings 
and the plant had been found to be quite stable and largely self-regulating. It was 
known that, if the coolant flow rate through the core was changed, a prompt 
positive metal temperature coefficient of reactivity was observed. A decrease in 
flow rate from 45 to 17 gal/min gave a fuel temperature rise of 10° C and a rise in 
power. It is believed that the increase in temperature caused inward bowing of 
the fuel rods and an increase in reactivity. A second phenomena observed in 
EBR-1 was an oscillation in power, if the coolant flow was reduced when the 
reactor was operating at power. If the coolant flow was reduced at full power to 
a value around 2/3 of the design value, the oscillatory behavior became rather 
violent. The mechanism which was thought to cause the oscillatory behavior was 
a negative power coefficient of reactivity that was delayed some time of the order 
of 10 sec, if a single delayed negative coefficient was postulated." 

"The reactor was scheduled to be placed on stand-by early in 1956, since 
most all the significant experiments that were practical to perform with this core 
had been completed. Measurements of the ~ansient temperature coefficients 
were to be experiments to be performed and were known to be difficult with a 
significant chance of core damage. The reactor was to be placed on a short 
period without coolant flow to measure the temperature coefficient during a fuel 
temperature rise of 500° to 600° C. The resulting coefficient of he uranium was 
close to that at which uranium metal and stainless steel form a eutectic at 725° C. 
Because of this and the rapid rate of temperature rise, the reactor had to be shut 
down within one second. In other experiments of this series at longer periods it 
has been possible to interrupt the power excursions by using the motor-driven 
control rods which subtracted reactivity slowly. However, in this final test the 
operator repeated the use of the slower motor-driven control rods until the 
scientist conducting the experiment recognized the situation and pressed the rapid 
shut-off button and, simultaneously, the automatic power level trips activated the 
shut-off rods. The delay in time, of up to two seconds, permitted the reactor 
power to overshoot and heat the fuel elements so that alloying of uranium and 
steel and uranium melting occurred, and there was extensive damage to the core. 
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After an extended period of time until radioactivity had decayed appreciably, the 
core was removed and after examination, sent to chemical processing. Besides 
the data on temperature coefficients, these experiments also provided valuable 
information on reactor behavior during melt down and on the behavior of fuel 
elements when melting in liquid sodium. No unforeseen or catastrophic 
processes occurred."[24] 

One could reasonably assume that, due to the advances in nuclear engineering that were 
made during the transition from EBR-1 to EBR-2, that all of the glitches in breeder reactors had 
been accomplished because Mr. Hughes failed to note any potential difficulties with liquid 
sodium-cooled breeder reactors, however further research reveals that this is not accurate; 
therefore one possible reason for this lapse was due to ignorance. 

The following information is included to correct that oversight and to call the 
Department' s attention to some of the dangers associated with reactors that use liquid-sodium: 

"Some of the other properties of shock waves can be illustrated by considering 
the possible sequence of events following a sudden release of energy from a 
power excursion in the core of a reactor. A liquid-filled (water or sodium) 
reactor vessel with a gas-filled space between the top of the vessel and the liquid 
as in the EBWR or EBR-2 will be assumed. Following the release of energy a 
pressure wave will travel away froin the core and become a shock wave after 
traveling a distance of less than the core dimensions in the case of a short 
duration power release. From experiments it appears that such a sharp, short 
duration shock is more destructive than a long duration shock of equal impulse 
value. In traveling through several feet of liquid to the reactor vessel about 90 
per cent of the total explosion energy is dissipated as waste heat raising the 
temperature of the liquid only a few degrees. The shock wave travels through the 
liquid and upon meeting the wall of the pressure vessel is increased several fold 
by a reflection process. For an initial energy release equivalent to 300 lb of TNT, 
the pressure at the vessel walls may be several thousand atmospheres and far 
above the strength of the vessel. The vessel is ruptured, and the energy of the 
shock wave is released below and to the sides of the reactor vessel. ... It should 
be noted that rupture of the top structure in this example is prevented by the gas 
space above the liquid. If the vessel were completely filled with liquid such an 
explosive release of energy would be expected to cause failure of the top of the 
vessel. " [25] 

The above data was a factor in designing the EBR-2, however it also raises additional 
concerns regarding the dangers of a "sodiu~-air reaction" within the reactor' s core. Although 
EBR-2 ' s design postulated a maximum release equivalent to a mere 300 pounds of TNT for the 
nuclear excursion; it stated that the chemical reaction of an sodium-air explosion in the reactor' s 
core could reach the equivalent ofJ0.000 pounds o(TNT![26] 

The dangers associated with Sodium-cooled reactors are fully documented by their 
operating histories and bas been reported in depth. In California' s SRE Reactor some of these 
problems included temperature excursions in several of the reactor' s sub-systems with 
accompanying steam production at 1000 degrees F ., high oxygen content in the sodium which 
caused oxide plugging of the process tubes, fission-product contamination of the primary coolant 
system, SCRAMs caused by abnormal sodium flow rates, changes in the core' s reactivity, and 
impairment of the heat-transfer characteristics, loss of the auxiliary primary sodium flow, failure 
and melting of fuel elements, and release of fission products into the atmosphere. 
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It's interesting to note the findings of the Atomics International Committee regarding this 
accident: 

"The difficulties encountered at the SRE are not attributed to the use of sodium 
as a coolant but rather to the impurities that were introduced into the 
coolant. " [27] 

While some may take comfort in that statement, it should be understood that the SRE 
Reactor' s difficulties arose because it used liquid sodium coolant. The use of corrosive liquid 
sodium coolant caused several problems that directly led to its' contamination; which ultimately 
destroyed the reactor' s core. 

SRE was a very small reactor of only 20MW(t) that had been sited in a remote area due 
to the dangers of liquid sodium cooled experimental reactors and the potential risks of explosion 
if the sodium coolant contacted air or water. 

The nearest community, Susana Knolls had a population of only 750 persons, and the 
surrounding canyons were so desolate that the AEC's Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards was not able to determine the population within a ten mile radius of the reactor. 

Even though the reactor had been built underground to help contain any radiation 
produced by an accident, the SRE Reactor still released fission products into the environment. 

FFTF is several times larger in size than SRE and much closer to cities. Even though it 
operates at atmospheric pressure - just as the SRE Reactor did - the similarities of the coolant and 
the much greater size of the core present serious challenges to public health and safety in the 
event of an accident at the reactor. 

In the "Wash-3 Report " the AEC publicly admitted Hanford ' s potential danger to 
surrounding populations: 

" .. . a 3-mile an hour wind is not improbable in view of the 
meteorological conditions observed at Hanford. The 3.3 hours required in this 
case for the cloud to travel 10 miles will only barely allow notification of 
hazard." 

"In the light of this discussion we adopt the following point of view. We 
accept 3 hours as a critical time. We consider a receptor at a given distance from 
the pile catastrophe:" 

"(a) If the wind is so slow that more than 3 hours are required for the cloud to 
reach the receptor then indeed the possible accumulated exposure will be greater 
than we are about to calculate. It is, however, possible to notify and more the 
people out of the way of the cloud. It is recognized that this evacuation itself will 
be difficult and hazardous."[28] 

During the Department of Energy ' s Hearing in Portland, Oregon on January 14, 1998, at 
least two persons cited the catastrophic accident that had occurred at the Fermi-I sodium-cooled 
breeder reactor on October 5, 1966. 

This accident was so serious that for nearly an entire month the Atomic Energy 
Commission considered trying to evacuate 1.5 million persons from Detroit, Michigan, located 25 
miles north of that reactor. 
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[NOTE: All MegaWatts are not created equal ... ] 

Although the Fermi-I Reactor was commonly rated at about 60.9MW(e), 
it was about four times more "powerful" than the EBR-2 ' s rating of 62.5MW(t) 
due to the design characteristics of the reactors, and the difference between the 
electric and thermal MegaWatts referred to as MW(e) and MW(t). Fermi-1 ' s 
actual "size" - when compared to EBR-2 - was 262ME(t). 

As an example, Hanford's N-Reactor was rated at 860MW(e) for its 
ability to generate electricity, but it was rated at 4,000 MW(t) for its ability to 
produce plutonium. 

This difference, or thermal coefficient, allowed the N-Reactor to reliably 
produce the neutrons needed to irradiate U-238 targets to produce plutonium, but 
also resulted in operating the reactor in a mode that wasted 34.826.000,000 
kilowatt hours of generating capacity due to the downtime a~sociated with the 
Plutonium production cycle. 

During its 43 year history Hanford never relied on any of its ten large 
nuclear reactors to produce electricity for its on-site operations: Hanford ' s 
electricity needs were supplied by the BP A and two on-site coal plants. 

In comparing the relative sizes of the sodium-cooled breeder reactors 
listed above, it is important to recall that the "siting" of those reactors have come 
much closer to population centers as the designs became larger. 

EBR-1 and EBR-2 were sited within the boundaries of the 870 square 
mile NRTS (now !NEEL) due to safety concerns in the event a nuclear accident 
breached their containment. 

FFTF is rated at about 130MW -- which is much larger than twice the 
size of the Fermi-I and EBR-2 Reactors -- but is sited virtually adjacent to the 
Tri-Cities metropolitan area.] 

In the Forward of the book, "We Almost Lost Detroit," Carl J. Hocevar, stated: 

"The developers of the Fermi breeder reactor were very sincere, diligent, and 
highly qualified individuals to whom the safety of the reactor was paramount. 
Extreme care was taken to insure against the possibility of a serious accident 
occurring. The scientists involved were most confident that they had covered all 

· possible problem areas. They had built safeguards on top of safeguards. Yet in 
spite of the precautions in the design and COI1$truction of the Fermi reactor, and 
in spite of the reassurances by the scientists that a serious accident could not 
happen, one did occur. The results far exceeded the expectations of anyone 
involved with the project. Fortunately, at the time of the accident, the reactor 
was operating at a very low power level or the consequences could have been 
much worse. "[29) 

The New York Times Book Reviewer, in confirming this incident, stated: 

"In an amazing windfall, Fuller obtained five thousand pages of Atomic Energy 
Commission documents revealing that the agency suppressed a study showing 
that a runaway nuclear reactor could devastate an area the size of Pennsylvania ... 
the documents make fascinating reading. They form the backbone of the story of 
how our legal and political institutions have failed to inform us of, or protect us 
from, the uncertainties of nuclear power." 
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The information about this accident was known throughout the world, however Mr. 
Hughes apparently didn' t know about it when he last testified in Portland on January 14, 1998, 
yet in his book, "Nuclear Disaster In The Urals" Zhores A. Medvedev, even referred to: 

" ... many news stories in the United States about the near-disaster at the Enrico 
Fermi reactor near Detroit, publicity about which the government and AEC found 
extremely unpleasant."[30] 

It' s interesting to note that during the first public Congressional hearing on atomic energy 
back in the late I 940' s only four persons were invited to testify : Secretary of War Patterson, 
General Groves, and two atomic scientists who had been consultants to writing the bill : Vannevar 
Bush and James Conant. 

Leo Szilard blew the whistle at this attempt to keep the public in the dark, and shortly 
thereafter the co-sponsor of the bill, Congressman May, was forced to retire from public life and 
went to prison for showing favors to an industrialist who had gotten Army contracts by corrupt 
practices. [3 I] 

We've come a long way since the I 940s, and we' ve made major improvements just in the 
last twenty years, however we still need to work closer to develop a balanced national policy on 
how to protect national security vs. the public ' s health, safety and environmental interests. 

While is currently appears to be necessary to maintain a minimum quantity of nuclear 
weapons for deterrent purposes, the Department of Energy has not satisfactorily demonstrated the 
need to restart the FFTF reactor to produce additional Tritium. 

Enough Tritium can still be reclaimed from existing weapons to supply our national 
defense needs for several years; thus providing us sufficient time to restart production via other 
means. 

A restart of the FFTF Reactor cannot be justified at a time when we have three 
immediately and/or long-term alternatives that may augment our supply of Tritium: 

I. The capability to purchase Tritium from Canada' s Ontario Hydro; 

2. The ability to reconfigure weapons to use a Lithium-6 blanket to 
produce the needed quantity of Tritium inside the weapon during 
the detonation sequence; 

3. The inclusion in new weapons designs of miniaturized charged particle 
accelerators to inject a pulse of accelerated deuterium nuclei at 
Tritium targets that use less than one-thousandth of the quantity of 
Tritium presently used in nuclear weapons; and, 

4. The possibility of building a new accelerator that could serve several 
roles with a greatly.:increased degree of safety while concurrently 
producing less waste and thermal contamination than reactors. 

On December 7th. I 987, Portland hosted a Congressional Hearing about an experimental 
bomb USDOE wanted to drop on us in the Northwest: USDOE wanted to convert WPPSS-1 to 
produce Tritium, and they wanted to do it by increasing its' fuel core by nearly 25% and raising 
the uranium fuel ' s enrichment level from the 3% normally used in commercial reactors of this 
design, and increasing it to 93% even though their own internal "Peer Review" committee said 
that that configuration could produce a low yield nuclear explosion inside the reactor! 
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The WNP- I idea was politically and scientifically flawed, and so is the idea of using the 
FFTF Reactor in a production mission. We have much better - and cheaper - alternatives that are 
readily available to us and need further exploration. 

We should use the funds currently used to keep FFTF on hot standby status to retrain its 
workforce for environmental remediation projects at Hanford, while we pursue other options to 
maintain a minimum quantity of weapons by recycling existing Tritium supplies. 

The FFTF is a Fast Breeder Test Reactor. It was not designed to accomplish its ' new 
Tritium production mission and cannot be safely operated in that role. 

FFTF is not a low-power TRIGA Mk. 1 Training and Irradiation Reactor: FFTF - if 
modified and operated with the fuel matrix that has been proposed - could experience a low-order 
nuclear explosion that could possibly breech its ' designed containment and allow fission products 
to escape into the atmosphere very similarly to what happened at Chernobyl in 1986. 

FFTF was designed as an experimental breeder reactor that is cooled by molten sodium 
that explosively reacts to both air or water. This reactor was designed in the I 960's, but you'll 
hear that it's still "state of the art" reactor technology; that it' s 1,120MW(e) smaller than Trojan; 
and that it only needs to be " tweaked a little bit" in order to run correctly. 

This safety talk is nothing more than a pile of Road Apples on the highway to a potential 
nuclear disaster! 

FFTF is an old reactor that cannot be run safely in the envisioned mode: It is too big and 
too close to the Tri-Cities area to be run as a production reactor, yet is too small to meet 
USDOE' s Tritium production goals. It steals money from needed health, safety and 
environmental remediation at Hanford. 

The Fermi-I Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor that threatened Detroit was less than half 
the size ofFFTF and was projected to cost $62 million. It wound up costing $109 million to 
build, was repeatedly tested at very low power over a period of two years, and then had a 
catastrophic nuclear accident the first time its' operators tried to bring it on line. 

The cause of the accident was a piece of metal about the size of a soup can' s top. It 
floated through the reactor and eventually clogged the liquid sodium coolant loop, which then 
raised the nuclear fuel ' s temperature so rapidly that it burst its' cladding and puddled on the floor 
of the reactor's core. That reactor was never repaired and is now entombed in a guarded concrete 
shell -- just like Chernobyl. 

While we all know an operating nuclear reactor produces its' energy by fissioning 
uranium or plutonium fuel - and in FFTF' s case it probably will be a mixture of both elements -
most of us don't understand that the fission reaction can hapha?.ardly split these atoms in any of 
approximately thirty different ways, which will then create some 143 different fission particles 
and decay products with very different energies and adverse health impacts. 

What's really scary about that fact is that an operating nuclear fission reactor generally 
contains as much radioactivity as approximately 1,000 Nagasaki-sized A-bombs. 

This becomes even more important when we realize that FFTF is a breeder reactor using 
"fast" neutrons that are vastly different from the thermal neutrons used in common nuclear power 
reactors.[32] 

What's going to happen to the Northwest if a similar accident breaches FFTF? We have 
only three methods of protecting ourselves from the effects of ionizing radiation: Time, Distance 
and Shielding. 

FFTF is more than twice the size of F ermi-1 and twice as close to a major population 
center! If we breech FFTF's containment, then - to use the industry' s own term - we' ll all be 
"Crapped Up" before we even have a chance to evacuate the area. 
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Last month Mr. Hughes, The Department of Energy 's Project Manager, stated he didn ' t 
even know of that accident, so how can we believe they know what they' re talking about in 
running a redesigned 20-year-old test reactor at more than its ' original designed power, using an 
entirely new and untested fuel matrix and core enrichment, for a job no one' s ever tried before? 

This is a dangerously stupid jobs program for the Tri-Cities at our expense. We need to 
shut this reactor down cold, drain and decommission it, and then put those people to work 
cleaning up the contamination that exists at the 1,000 EPA Superfund sites that already exist at 
Hanford. 

Proposals to convert Hanford's jobs from Production to Cleanup were developed in the 
1970s, yet the Department of Energy and its ' Contractors still won't accept the fact that their 
mission goals must be changed to protect the health and safety of our population in an entirely 
new way: We no longer need nuclear weapons to protect us from foreign enemies when the 
production of those weapons are now the single most important threat tc our own lives! 

FFTF is a unique reactor - it's the last operable reactor of its' type in the United States 
because all of the others have been shut down due to their overwhelming safety problems - yet 
we're talking about "salvaging" it. We don't even "salvage" tires to put on school busses because 
we want our kids to be safe, yet we' ve got an entire cult running around the country saying, 
"Let's play with the breeder!" 

It's time to shut FFTF down cold and put it in a crypt. We don't need it. We don ' t want 
it. And we can' t afford the risk. 

Drain this reactor now and put those folks to work cleaning up their mess![33][34] 

W. P. Mead 
Director, PSRA 
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FOOTNOTES & REFERENCES 

[l] SOURCEBOOK ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 2nd Ed., Samuel GLASSTONE,(D. Van 
Nostrand Co., Inc., Princeton, NJ, 1958); Sec. 14. l 02, page 444. (GLASSTONE was the 
AEC and ERDA's senior consultant and essentially wrote the their series on atomic and 
nuclear weapons: The Effects of Atomic Weapons (1950); The Effects of Nuclear 
Weapons (1962); and The Effects o(Nuclear Weapons (1977).) 

Equation cited: 1T
3 + 1D

2 = 2He4 + on 1 + 17.6 Mev. 

[2] BOMBTALK, Nuclear Weapons Presentation, Columbia High School, Gresham, Oregon, 
December IO, 1987, by W. P. MEAD, Director, Public Safety Resources Agency. 

Match 
(INITIATOR) 

TNT 

37 gallons 

Kindling 
(PRIMARY) 

Fission 
500,000 

200 million gallons 

Wood 
(SECONDARY) 

Fusion 
60,000,000 

650 million gallons 

An interesting point about the relative power of nuclear energy can be made by 
examining Enrico Fermi. Fermi may have been the last person to fully understand all 
there was to know of both Theoretical and Experimental physics. 

In 1934 Fermi was the first person to fission the Uranium atom, and received a 
Nobel Prize for that achievement. He also was the first person to sustain a successful 
nuclear fission chain reaction (CP-1; now USDOE's Argonne National Laboratory). 

During the Manhattan Project, DuPont had so much confidence in Fermi' s 
understanding of the physics required to produce Pu-239 that they built three large 
production reactors at Hanford without even designing or testing prototypes. 

Yet with all of his knowledge, Fermi was awed by the scale of the A-bomb's 
detonation at the Trinity Test in New Mexico. Malcolm C. MacPherson, in the Epilogue 
of his book Time Bomb; reported that after witnessing the test, Fermi was so shaken by 
what he had seen that he did not show the elation of the other physicists. Fermi was so 
greatly disturbed by what he had seen that he uncharacteristically "found a driver and 
said, 'It 's not safe for me to drive. You do it. ' 

Although Fermi was in favor of developing the A-bomb, he entirely opposed 
development of the H-bomb. He believed that the H-bomb's size and increased yield 
would unjustifiably kill innocent civilians even with precise bombing of military targets. 

He stated that even if the Soviets developed the H-bomb, that a small arsenal of 
l 00-300 fission weapons would be sufficient to protect the United States from the 
growing Soviet threat. 

[3] SOURCEBOOK ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 2nd Ed.; section 14.16, pages 416-8. 

[4] MAKING WARHEADS: A Little Tritium Goes A Long Way. Bulletin of the Atomic 
Scientists, January/February 1988, pages 39-42; by David ALBRIGHT & Theodore B. 
TAYLOR. 

Theodore Taylor is a former nuclear weapons designer. He designed the largest 
pure fission weapon ever detonated; the "SOB" (Super Oraloy Bomb), with a yield 
approaching 1 megaton, and was the subject of the book, The Curve Of Binding Energy. 
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Taylor's understanding of the energies produced by fusion was so precise that he 
was the first person ever to intentionally focus an H-bomb's thermal effects to light a 
cigarette during an atmospheric test. 

Taylor now believes that the United States can assure its security without 
improving its nuclear arsenal, and has authored several articles against any further 
development of weapons of mass destruction. 

[5] Ibid, page 39. 

[6] Ibid, page 39. 

[7] POTENTIAL CONVERSION OF WPPSS I COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWERPLANT 
TO A PRODUCTION REACTOR. Oversight Hearing Before The Subcommittee On 
General Oversight & Investigations Of The Committee On Interior & Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives 100th Congress, 1st Session, Portland, OR December 7, 1987, 
Serial No. I 00-42. 

[8] 

[9] 

Daniel HIRSCH, Director, Program on Nuclear Policy, University of California, 
Santa Cruz; page 168: 

"Now, I was asked whether there are substitutes for tritium and I think I 
need to correct a misimpression. It is true that Lithium 6 deuteride is the primary 
constituent of the secondary in the hydrogen weapon. And this is something we 
then do not need production reactors to make. But tritium is used to boost the 
trigger. And it is true that if you do not replenish the tritium that decays there, 
the boosting diminishes and you may not be able to have the weapon operate as 
efficiently or perhaps not at all." 

"But that does not mean that we need to start converting reactors to 
tritium production. There is plenty of tritium in the arsenal already. We have 
somewhere on the order of I 00,000 grams of tritium in our stockpile. And there 
is about 4 grams, on average, in a nuclear weapon. Now, if we are going to be 
dismantling weapons and treating decays at about 5.5 percent per year, there is 
plenty of tritium to take from these weapons that we are retiring and to use for 
replenishing the weapons that we wish to maintain." 

MAKING WARHEADS: A Little Tritium Goes A Long W av. Bulletin of the Atomic 
Scientists, January/February 1988, page 40; by David ALBRIGHT & Theodore B. 
TAYLOR. 

POTENTIAL CONVERSION OF WP PSS I COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWERPLANT 
TO A PRODUCTION REACTOR. Oversight Hearing Before The Subcommittee On 
General Oversight & Investigations Of The Committee On Interior & Insular Affairs, 
House ofRepresentatives 100th Congress, 1st Session, Portland, OR December 7, 1987, 
Serial No. 100-42. Testimony of W. P. MEAD, Director, Public Safety Resources 
Agency, Portland, Oregon; page 314. 

[10] BOMBTALK, Nuciear Weapons Presentation, Columbia High School, Gresha~ Oregon, 
December 10, 1987, by W. P. MEAD, Director, Public Safety Resources Agency. 

Equation: K = y f}}J) / ( cep )2 
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Where "K" represents the "Lethality" value against "hardened" targets such as 
underground command bunkers. "Y" represents the yield of the weapon in MT. The 
value of the top line is then divided by the value of the bottom line where "(cep)" 
[Circular Error Probability - expressed in Nautical Miles] is squared. 

[11] NUCLEON/CS FUNDAMENTALS, McGraw-Hill Series In Nuclear Engineering, by 
David B. HOISINGTON, Professor, U.S. Naval Postgraduate School, McGraw-Hill 
Book Co., Inc., New York, 1959; page 323. 

[12] BUILDING A CRITICAL MASS: A Primer On Citizen Involvement, by W. P. Mead, 
Director, Public Safety Resources Agency, Portland, Oregon. (Unfinished manuscript, 
publication expected late 1998.) 

While the United States never admitted testing an H-bomb larger than the 
l 3.5MT Yankee shot at Bikini Atoll in the South Pacific on May 4, 1954, we have 
admitted to arming USAF bombers assigned to the Strategic Air Command with 20-
24MT weapons. 

The United States also has detonated "Megaton range" H-bombs at altitudes of 
141,000 and 252,000 feet over Johnston Island, and nuclear weapons in the l-2KT range 
above the South Atlantic at altitudes of about 300 miles. 

The largest H-bombs ever detonated were by the Soviet Union's Novaya Zemlya 
test site during 1961 and 1962. On October 30, 1961 a single H-bomb yielded explosive 
energies up to 58 Megatons of TNT and produced a fireball larger than seven miles in 
diameter! 

[13] INTERNATIONAL SERIES OF MONOGRAPHS ON NUCLEAR ENERGY; Division XI: 
REACTOR OPERATIONAL PROBLEMS, Volume 1, REACTOR SAFEGUARDS by 
Charles R. RUSSELL, Ph.D.,P.E.; The MacMillan Co., New York, 1962: INTERNAL 
SOURCES OF RADIATION. [Also cited as INTERNATIONAL SERIES.] 

"Whenever radioactive material is released into the lower atmosphere 
there is a possibility that such material will enter the body through the digestive 
tract due to consumption of food and water contaminated with fission products, 
through the lungs by breathing air containing particulate material or through 
wounds or abrasions. A very small amount of radioactive material present in the 
body can cause considerable injury since radiation exposure of . various organs 
and tissues from internal sources is continuous and further the body tissues in 
which injury may occur are near the source of radiation and not shielded from it 
by intervening materials. This is of particular importance with alpha and beta 
particles which cannot reach sensitive organs, except the outer layers of the skin, 
if originating outside the body. But, if the sources, e.g. plutonium (alpha-particle 
emitter) or fission products (beta-particle emitters) are internal, the particles can 
dissipate their entire· energy within a small, possibly sensitive, volume of body 
tissue, thus causing considerable damage .... "[page 220] 

Dr. Russell continues his general report on page 222: 
"The genetic effects of radiation are of a long term character which produce no 
visible injury in the exposed individual but may have noticeable consequences in 
future generations." 
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" ... There is apparently no amount of radiation, however small, that does not 
cause some increase in normal mutation frequency. The dose rate of the 
radiation exposure or its duration have little influence; it is the total accumulated 
dose to the gonads that is the important quantity. It should be pointed out 
however that a large dose of radiation does not mean that the resulting mutations 
will be more harmful than for a small dose .. .. " 

"... Whatever the effects of radiation on genetic status may be, its 
principal impact will not be upon the generation of individuals exposed. Rather 
it will be distributed over future generations up to perhaps fifty in number. 
Whether the effects on future generations are to be good or bad - and on the 
average the prediction is bad - the control of that future lies in the hands of those 
living today." 

Dr. Russell concludes his general report on page 223: 
"The establishment of permissible levels of radiation exposure is not basically a 
scientific problem. Indeed, it is more a matter of philosophy, or morality, and of 
wisdom. There is today little or no direct, positive proof that there does or does 
not, exist some level of exposure to radiation below which harm will not result. 
Therefore, today the term 'tolerance dose' is not used since it implies that there 
was some degree of radiation that was wholly without harm. In its place is used 
a term 'permissible dose,' which, while not completely _unobjectionable, does not 
carry the connotation of absolute safety." 

[14] Telephone conversation of February 2, 1998 with Oregon State Health Division, 
Radiation Protective Services, Portland, Oregon office to confirm the energy levels of 
Tritium's ionizing radiation and targeting of specific internal organs. Sourcebook: 
Radiation Health Handbook, Appendix B, IO CFR 20. The allowed dose to the general 
public is 100 MREM per year. 

[15] RAD-WASTE GENERATION AT THE HANFORD RESERVATION, by W. P. MEAD, 
Director, Public Safety Resources Agency, Portland, Oregon; presented at the 
Washington State Public Health Association Symposium, Thunderbird Red Lion Hotel, 
Pasco, Washington, October 1986. 

[16] During this tour the author was wearing a personal dosimeter that had been calibrated at 
the Reed Reactor Facility (in Portland, Oregon) the previous day, and had been rechecked 
that morning prior to leaving the hotel. 

The Hanford portion of the tour included a six hour bus ride that included stops 
at the Gable Mountain BWIP tunnel and Visitor Center, a briefing at the PUREX Plant's 
administrative buildings, and a drive-by ofHanford's low-level waste repository. 

After leaving Hanford that evening, but before even reaching the Columbia 
River, the author examined the dosimeter: It read that 2MREMs of ionizing radiation had 
been received during that day; the equivalent of what USDOE's spokesperson had 
claimed to be the average annual exposure by Hanford's workers. 

[17] HANFORD 'S RAD-WASTE & THE PUBLIC 'S HEALTH, by W. P. MEAD, Director, 
Public Safety Resources Agency, Portland, Oregon. 

[18] In the Forward of the book, "We Almost Lost Detroit," Carl J. Hocevar, recounted his 
personal experiences with the AEC: 
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[19) 

"In more than seven years of working with the AEC's safety research program for light­
water reactors, I had an excellent opportunity not only to become familiar with the AEC's 
research programs and safety analysis methods, but also to observe the basic underlying 
philosophy of the AEC. This attitude was primarily one of trying to prove that existing 
reactors were safe rather than one of independently assessing the adequacy of the safety 
systems. While many of the scientists working on the safety research were conscientious 
and tried to point out valid problems regarding reactor safety, their questions were largely 
ignored. The decisions regarding safety research programs were made by the AEC in 
Washington, not by the scientists in the laboratories. Worse, many of the managers in 
private industry that ran the laboratories for the AEC were more interested in keeping 
their contracts than they were in doing the research as it should have been done. The 
managers' philosophy was that the AEC was always right." 

"I left my job with Aerojet Nuclear Company, the AEC's major safety 
contractor at the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, bec2use of a growing 
frustration with the safety program. I became particularly concerned about the 
way in which the AEC had continually misled the public about the safety of 
nuclear reactors. Only favorable results regarding the safety research were 
reported. I knew well the large number of uncertainties and problems there were 
not freely publicized; only a continuing pressure from citizen groups has made 
these uncertainties known to the general public . ... " 

ENVIRONMENTAL RADIOLOGICAL SURVEILLANCE REPORT ON OREGON 
SURFACE WATERS 1961 - 1983, Oregon State Health Division, Radiation Control 
Section, Environmental Radiation Surveillance Program, Vol. 1; page 20: 

" In the Columbia River, the longer-lived radionuclides from atmospheric fallout 
and Hanford accumulated primarily in aquatic vegetation, algae and river-bed sediments. 
At one time, the accumulated long-lived radionuclides in these media formed a vast, self­
sustaining reservoir of fission-product and neutron-induced radioactivity extending 
downstream from Hanford to the river's mouth and continuing southward along the 
Oregon seacoast." 

" ... The neutron-activation product radionuclides generally detected in Columbia 
River biota and sediments were chromium-51 . zinc-65, manganese-54 and cobalt-60. 
Readily apparent concentrations of the last three were observed in algae even when levels 
in water were too low to be detected. From the maximum levels observed when this 
study began the concentration of neutron-activation products in the above media 
generally showed its greatest decreases between 1965-1971 , corresponding to the 
shutdown of the eight plutonium production reactors .... " 

The Report continued on page 26: 
"When this surveillance began and periodically thereafter, all Oregon surface 

waters showed significant fission-product activity from worldwide fallout. In addition, 
significant levels of both short-lived and long-lived radioactivity were being discharged 
into the Columbia River through the cooling waters of the Hanford production reactors." 

"With the progressive shutting down of the eight reactors between 1965 and 
1971 , the levels in the Columbia River decreased progressively to the background levels 
observed in other Oregon surface-water bodies." 

" ... When this study began, the lower Columbia River had the distinction of 
containing the highest levels of radioactivity of any surface-water body in the state. 
Gross beta activity levels at upstream locations, primarily of Hanford origin, were 
approaching 1000 pCi/liter. ... " 
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[20] MORTALITY STUDIES OF HANFORD WORKERS, by E. S. GILBERT before "The 
Public Health and the Law " Symposium on Hanford, May 3, I 986; funded by the 
Richland Operations Office, USDOE under contract PNL-SA-13790.] 

[21] THE DAY WE BOMBED UTAH: America 's Most Lethal Secret, by John G. Fuller, New 
American Library, NY, 1984; page 246. 

[22] THE SECRET HISTORY OF THE ATOMIC BOMB, by Anthony Cave Brown & Charles 
B. Mac Donald; 1976. 

On page xviii of the introduction to his book, Brown quoted Smyth' s 
"Memorandum on the History of the Preparation of My Report on Atomic Energy for 
Military Purposes," in the "Manhattan_ Engineer District History." 

[23] ATOMIC ENERGY FOR MILITARY PURPOSES: The Official Report on the 
Development o(the Atomic Bomb under the Auspices ofthe United States Government, 
1940-1945 (commonly known as The Smyth Report, by Henry De Wolf Smyth, Chairman, 
Department of Physics, Princeton University; Consultant, Manhattan District, U.S. 
Engineers, "Written at the request of Maj. Gen. L. R. Groves, U.S.A.", Princeton 
University Press, Princeton, NJ, 1945; Section 8.54. 

[24] INTERNATIONAL SERIES, REACTOR SAFEGUARDS, "Accident-14" p 297. 
The report also cited a ten second delay of the negative power coefficient of 

reactivity. The Negative Power Coefficient is one of the primary safety aspects in some 
nuclear reactor designs, thus the delay was of critical importance in this accident 
scenano. 

[25] Ibid., pages 127-8. 

[26] Ibid., page 131. 

[27] Ibid., pages 312-4. 

[28] Ibid. , Appendix B, page 340: "Estimates by the Reactor Safeguard Committee of 
Radiation.from a Cloud of Fission Products (Reproduced.from "Summary Report of 
Reactor Safeguard Committee," Wash-3 (Rev.) by permission of the U.S. Atomic Energy 
Commission). 

[29] WE ALMOST LOST DETROIT, by John G. Fuller, Ballantine Books, NY, 1975; page vi. 

[30] NUCLEAR DISASTER IN THE URALS, by Zhores A. Medvedev, Vintage Books 
Random House, New York, NY; page 131. 

[31] BRIGHTER THAN A THOUSAND SUNS: A Personal History O(The Atomic Scientists, 
by Robert JUNGK, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc. , New York, 1958; pages 234-5. 
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[32] HANFORD 'S RAD-WASTE & THE PUBLIC 'S HEALTH by W. P. MEAD, Director, 
Public Safety Resources Agency, Portland, Oregon, November 1986. Composite article 
of two presentations: RADIOACTIVITY AND THE PUBLIC 'S HEALTH: THE 
HANFORD EXPERIENCE before the Oregon Public Health Association' s Annual 
Meeting on October 21 , 1986 at the Inn at the Seventh Mountain, Bend, Oregon; and 
RAD-WASTE GENERATION AT THE HANFORD RESERVATION at the Washington 
State Public Health Association Symposium, Thunderbird Red Lion Hotel, Pasco, 
Washington, October 24, 1986. 

[33] PANEL REPORT: Technical Review o(Radioactive Wastes at the Hanford Reservation, 
National Research Council, 1977: 

"The quantity of waste and the amount of radioactive material it contains 
are difficult to visualize. Some appreciation of the magnitudes can be gained by 
noting that the average annual flow of the Columbia River is 100 billion cubic 
meters, and that the quantity of the single radioisotope Strontium-90 in Hanford 
wastes is so large that the river would have to flow for a thousand years to 
provide enough water to dilute this isotope to a concentration that would be 
acceptable for ordinary use." 

[34] U.S. Department of Energy Hearing, Hanford Reservation B WIP Proposal, Portland, 
Oregon, March 11 , 1985; testimony ofW. P. Mead, Director, Public Safety Resources Agency: 

"We are dealing with cosmic volumes here: 100 billion cubic meters of 
water equals 26 trillion, 417 billion, 300 million gallons per year for each of the 
one-thousand years necessary to dilute only this one isotope, Strontium-90, to its' 
Maximum Permissible Concentration." 

"Such numbers are beyond meaning to most of us." 
"Since we' re dealing with cosmic volumes here, this quantity of water -

if we could form it into a column one foot by one foot square - would reach a 
height of 436,303.35 miles. This is enough to drive straight through the earth' s 
equator and touch the moon on both sides of its' orbit. The remaining 50,626.94 
miles left over are enough to wrap around the equator twice, and then tie a bow 
on it 823.838 miles long." 

"Multiply the 536,303.35 miles __ per year by one-thousand years, and you 
might have enough distance to be safe from the rest of the crap that is already at 
Hanford and going to enter the river before those one-thousand years expire." 
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January 14, 199 8 

W. P. Mead, Director 
Public Safety Resources Agency 

P. o. Box 724 
Portland, OR 97207-0724 

Mr. Federico Pena, Secretary 
United States Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Ave., S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

RE: Comments on MOX Fuel and FFTF Safety/Safeguards Concerns 

Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile 
Materials; 
MOX fuel environmental, safety, health and security 
issues; 
Use of Hanford's FMEF to fabricate new reactor fuel; and 
Use of FFTF to produce Tritium and/or medical isotopes. 

Dear Secretary Pena: 

I very strongly object to "processingn this new inventory of 
fissile material in reactors because of the history of poor 
operational safety in this area of nuclear energy, and the 
creation of additional low-level, intermediate and high-level 
waste streams that such projects would incur. 

If you review the Department's records, you will see that in the 
1980's I was a advisor to several health and state agencies 
about specific projects at the Hanford Reservation. In that 
capacity I testified before state legislative committees and 
working groups; advised public health departments; provided 
research services for citizens' forums and intervenors in the 
United States and Canada; testified before a congressional Sub­
committee about converting the WPPSS-1 nuclear generating plant 
for Tritium production; and provided technical research 
concerning the environmental, health, safety and security issues 
of the Hanford Reservation's PUREX Plant and N-Reactor's 
production histories. 

It is my opinion, based on my review of the available data and 
published internal USDOE reports and other related documents, 
and my previous research into these topics, that the restart of 
the FFTF is not in our best national interests. 

In addition to the many environmental, safety and health 
concerns involved with the required conversion from a "testn to 
a full Production Reactor mode, there are several very real 
physical security problems that would be associated with running 
this reactor in a production mode with the use of the proposed 
MOX fuel. 
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In the event that we need additional tritium that cannot be 
recycled from existing and/or retired weapons we should choose a 
method other than FFTF: Canada's Ontario Hydro recently offered 
the Department tritium in sufficient annual quantities to 
maintain our stabilized nuclear weapons inventory, as it did in 
1987 when WPPSS-1 was being considered for conversion to a 
Tritium Production Reactor. In both instances, the overall cost 
of procuring tritium from these and other Canadian sources was 
shown to be much less expensive than to produce similar 
quantities in new or salvaged facilities at Hanford . 

Also, in the event that the Department failed to take advantage 
of the Canada's offer, the very real probability exists that an 
option using accelerator technology developed and sited at 
another USDOE enclave within the United · states sould provide the 
needed quantity of tritium at less overall cost and with a far 
greater degree of safety than by using the aging FFTF reactor. 

FFTF is absolutely one of the worst candidates for this project 
from the aspect of reactor safety. This statement even includes 
the Department's ill-advised sojourn with WPPSS-1 back in 1987 
when the Department's own peer review finding of its in-house 
technical feasibility studies that warned of " ... an outstanding 
safety issue, the prob1em of in-vesse1 re-critica1ity." [l/]. 

Several years ago I was asked to testify before a Congressional 
Sub-Committee about the WPPSS-1 conversion proposal at the 
Hanford Reservation. That project was a poorly-conceived plan 
to salvage the canceled WPPSS #1 power generator at taxpayer's 
and ratepayer's expense by taking experimental theory and 
scaling it up as a full-scale operational testbed using the 
population of the Northwestern United States as Ground Zero. 

The 1987 proposal -- to increase the core matrix by nearly 25% 
and run the reactor using HEU fuel enriched to 93% -- was an 
e x tremely hazardous idea that would have endangered much of the 
Northwestern United States and Canada if the experiment failed. 

Why · tempt fate: We don't need "salvaged" reactors when it's been 
demon~trated that even experts who are certified on specific 
commercial reactors with well known, documented operating 
histories routinely experience Off Normal Occurrences. 

Hanford's FFTF, identified in the Department's reports as having 
a capacity of 130 MW(e), is not a safe candidate for this 
project: FFTF is an experimental "Breeder" LMR designed in the 
1960s and has reached the end of its operating life. 

As such, it probably would require extensive physical plant 
modifications before being restarted as a relatively low-yield 
WPu "burner" and/or tritium production reactor using MOX fuel. 
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FFTF's total production of Tritium and/or medical isotopes would 
achieve only minimum results at a relatively high degree of 
danger to worker, public and environmental health and safety. 
We have more reliable and cost-effective sources, including 
simply recycling tritium as our weapons are decommissioned; 
therefore a decision to convert FFTF to use MOX fuel to produce 
Tritium would actually be contrary to our own national defense 
interests. 

Even if FFTF was selected for a reactor-based disposal option 
for surplus Weapons-grade Plutonium, the Department still would 
not be able to fabricate the required MOX fuel at a sufficient 
rate to economically assist the weapons plutonium disposal 
program using this reactor . 

FFTF is rated at 130MW(e), however the commercial WPPSS-1 plant 
was rated at 9.6 times greater [1,250MW(e)] than FFTF but still 
was to have had its' core increased by nearly 25% just to meet 
the Department's projected needs of tritium production at that 
time, even though USDOE's Peer Review opposed that conversion. 

The record also shows that the Production Mode would have 
further decreased WPPSS-l's output by nearly another 12%; thus 
an extrapolation of this, scaled to F.FTF' s 130MW ( e) rating, 
shows that the actual production rating would decrease FFTF's 
rating to 114.4MW(e), with a corresponding increase in operating 
costs even in the unlikely event that the reactor operated for 
the much longer term postulated by the Department, instead of 
being retired at the conclusion of its' original designed 
lifetime. 

In plain English, what this all means is that FF'l'F 
would require a massive engineering overhaul, at 
an unjusti:Eiab1e cost, just to run a few more 
years at a net production 1oss but with. one of the 
best chances in history to achieve the Maximum 
Credib1e Incident and dDse a populated area of the 
United States and Canada. 

If we really need tritium The Department should choose the 
safest option that would yield the greatest degree of physical 
security with the lowest level of danger to the workers and 
general public with respect to health, safety and environmental 
concerns: At the present time, the best immediate option is to 
buy tritium from Ontario Hydro, with the long term option of 
building the type of production accelerator that the 
Departmentis own study group recommended instead of using a 
modified FFTF Reactor. 
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Also, burning a MOX fuel mixture is not advisable for several 
reasons. Although these reasons are valid regardless of where 
the project is sited, using the FFTF Reactor at the Hanford 
Reservation would pose an additional hardship on the populations 
and environment of the Northwest: 

1. Fabricating MOX fuel will greatly increase the 
probabilities of adding to the current MUF inventory of 
weapons grade SNM and poses security risks during several 
processing stages. 

I stated these concerns, with five others that I had, in 
my comments that were included in the S&D Weapons-Usable 
Fissile Materials Final PEIS: 

PSRA Statement: "l. In order to fabricate MOX fuel, 
the fissile product(s) must be transformed from their 
current states, formulated to the desired level of 
enrichment, stabilized and then fabricated into new 
fuel assemblies. This process alone increases the 
probabilities of adding to the current MUF inventory 
and poses security risks during several stages of 
processing." (3-787: Failed to acknowledge Point #2 
(F-050) regarding PSRA's stated MUF concerns.) 

But even though The Department made specific comments on 
each of my five other stated concerns, they entirely 
skipped over this concern regarding MUF, and have not even 
acknowledged that the topic is being taken seriously. 

In checking other resources it appears that other NGOs 
have expressed similar concerns regarding The Department's 
perceived weaknesses in addressing areas of concerns 
regarding Safeguards, Security and the potential increases 
in MUF SNM due to the many stages that will be required to 
process MOX fuel. 

2. Manufacturing MOX fuel assemblies will produce several new 
waste streams that will increase the quantity of wastes by 
severa.l times the volume currently associated with these 
same inventories in their present states. Don't do that. 

Although much of this waste will be "Low Level,u these 
processes will necessarily also generate a new volume of 
TRU wastes, with the special handling required by those 
TRU waste streams. It is conceivable that a new MOX 
program could add another 65-90 years to the currently 
projected environmental remediation requirements at the 
Hanford Reservation. 

3. The Vitrification with Wastes alternative would accomplish 
the Weapons Plutonium's safeguards goal much faster and at 
a greatly-reduced cost than would any reactor option. 
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4. The MOX-fueled reactor plan would be a very expensive 
method to achieve the goals of even a mediocre "burning" 
option. In my experience, based on several years of 
research, the Department of Energy has never completed a 
significant project of similar scale within the timeline 
and budget estimates stated in its' studies; nor those 
specified in contracts with its' vendors. 

5. Transportation and safety issues also must be examined on 
several levels: First, based on the "per-tonne-mile" costs 
for shipping the MOX components to the fabrication 
facility, and then shipping the assemblies to the reactor; 
and then at a greatly-increased "per-tonne-mile" costs for 
transporting the irradiated fuel assemblies from the 
reactor to a disposal facility -- assuming that such a 
facility exists and is operational by the time the FFTF 
Reactor is ready. 

6. The processes associated with the MOX option, regardless 
of where the fuel is "burned" will necessarily increase 
public and worker exposures to potentially-damaging 
radiation from several sources and via multiple ingestion 
pathways. 

Beyond the fact that there still exists no method of 
protecting the environment from FFTF's normal radionuclide 
discharges, we also have to consider the potential long­
term effects of exposures due to "routine" transportation 
of fuel and the effects of transportation accidents that 
appear to be ~tatistically inevitable in projects of this 
magnitude. 

NUREG-0170, Table 4-8, cited an Annual Population Dose of 
5,070 Person REMS for truck and van transportation of 
radioactive materials in 1975. This was during a time of 
relatively low transportation activity, therefore these 
exposures would necessarily increase by several orders of 
magnitude if similar transportation methods were used in 
future projects. 

At a time when our environment in the Northwestern United 
States is degrading, we should not be increasing the level 
of threats to the health of our citizens by exposing them 
to the additional radiation that would necessarily 
accompany the use of MOX fuel and/or the restart of the 
FFTF Reactor at Hanford. 

Disposal of plutonium, regardless of it's civilian or defense 
origin, can be achieved using the "vitrification-in-wastes" 
method and still satisfy the "Spent Fuel Standard" security 
requirements much more rapidly and at lower costs than would the 
reactor-based options. To use the FFTF Reactor for this project 
would add an additional layer of incompetence to an already 
asinine proposal. 
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It is my belief that the additional steps needed to change the 
SNM from its' existing form through the final disposal 
(hopefully in a dry burial vault high above existing water 
tables) is much more hazardous, costly and time-consuming than 
is justified, and that the modification of the FFTF Reactor for 
this purpose, or for the production of tritium or other 
isotopes, would be yet another example of irresponsible behavior 
by The Department. 

It follows that a more rational approach than using the FFTF 
Reactor would be to dispose of weapons plutonium via a 
"vitrification-in-wastes" program that meets the current "Spent 
Fuel Standard," followed by another program to place the 
vitrified material in a geologic repository with spent 
commercial fuel -- thus isolating both major sources of SNM from 
the environment -- while using other available sources to 
acquire tritium for National Defense and isotopes for Nuclear 
Medicine. 

The "vitrification-in-wastes" option is the common sense choice; 
the other reactor-based options appear to be yet another 
desperate attempt to resume reactor operations at Hanford (one 
of the most-likely site for any MOX-fueled reactor project). 
Instead of pursuing a reactor option, The Department should 
continue with vitrification and encapsulation programs, and 
concurrently focus on remediation of the Hanford Reservation's 
approximately 1,200 grossly-contaminated sites. 

The real issue here is employment of the Tri-Cities workforce, 
not our need for tritium or medical isotopes. These interests 
probably would not really care if the FFTF was used to make 
donut holes as long as it kept operating and was bringing money 
into the Tri-Cities area. 

While their position is understandable, it runs . contrary to the 
health, safety and financial needs of the rest of the citizens 
of the Northwestern United States and neighboring portions of 
Canada. This probably is why some of Hanford's workforce has 
been bussed into Portland to testify at public hearings and the 
League of Women Voter's National Equity Dialogue. 

Hanford's workers were bussed-in to attend those meetings and 
were able to manipulate the public information gathering process 
with the result that much of the testimony on which The 
Department will base its' Record of Decision will be unfairly 
weighted in favor of the Tri-Cities. 

The reality is that many citizens of the State of Oregon believe 
that "their" opportunity to express themselves at those public 
hearings have stolen and concurrently suspect that The 
Department knowingly and intentionally manipulated the process 
to achieve its own predetermined goals. 
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With respect to the future use of the FFTF, a lot of creative 
plumbing inside the existing FFTF will be required to facilitate 
the production of medical isotopes, many of which could be 
produced at lower cost and with a higher degree of reliability 
in other facilities than in a MOX-fueled FFTF production 
reactor. 

Tritium production, because of its' fuel cycle characteristics, 
would cause even greater financial losses. 

Several years ago Reed College in Portland, Oregon decided that 
they would be able to corner the local isotope production market 
to help pay for their rediochemistry program. To make a long 
story short, they installed a TRIGA Mk 2 Reactor and have never 
broken even. The argument that_ Fl;TF is needed to produce 
medical isotopes is yet another pipe dream to bail out the Tri­
Cities. 

The National Academy of Sciences' Report was even more specific 
about the Department's need for a new source of Tritium: 

"Tritium Production. 
At present, arms reductions are continuing at a 

rate of more than 5 percent per year, thus outpacing 
tritium decay. The reactor or accelerator capacity 
that would ultimately be needed to produce enough 
tritium to support an arsenal of the size currently 
projected is many times less than that needed to 
carry out disposition of 50 tons of weapons plutonium 
over 20 to 40 years. Thus, tritium production 
capacity will be easier to provide than plutonium 
disposition capacity and should not bias 
consideration of alternatives for the latter purpose. 
At such low production levels, accelerator production 
of tritium may be preferred over reactor production, 
and purchase could also be considered, ... "[~/] 

The Department should concentrate on rebuilding ~ts i~age and 
increase its level of public trust instead of pursuing the 
reactor option; especially one that focuses on Hanford's FFTF 
Reactor. Any attempt to use the reactor option without first 
demonstrating a "good faith" effort to dispose of the current 
wastes at Hanford is morally indefensible and would call 
attention to The Department's 50-plus year history of having a 
"business as usual" mindset regardless of the public's wishes. 
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Ten years ago Michael J. Lawrence, USDOE's Richland Operations 
Office Manager bragged about the amount of high level tank 
wastes that had been condensed during 1984. As I pointed out in 
my rebuttal [1/J, that entire effort had reduced the 
Reservation's volume by less than the amount produced by a 
single day's operation of the PUREX Plant, and that figure only 
accounted for high level liquid wastes, thus ignoring the other 
multiple waste streams generated by the PUREX Plant for dozens 
of years. 

This mindset intensified during the 1980's, and we in the 
Northwest vividly recall several of the Hanford Reservation's 
more infamous projects, many of which are again brought to mind 
by the Department's insane desire to find new roles for FFTF 
Reactor operations when all reason dictates its' 
decommissioning. 

Vitrify the excess weapons plutonium with high-level wastes and 
then bury it without first irradiating it, and the safety of our 
own citizens -- Decommission the FFTF Reactor without delay. 

Sincerely; 

W. P. Mead 
Director, PSRA 

Cited References: 

[!/] "Potential Conversion of WPPSS 1 Commercial Nuclear 
Powerplant to a Production Reactor." Oversight Hearing 
before the Sub-committee on General Oversight and 
Investigations of the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, House of Representatives, 100th Congress, 
1st Session; held at Portland, Oregon, 12/07/1986; 
Serial No. 100-42, U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D.C., 1988; Page 63. 

[.?_/ J "Management and Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium" 
National Academy of Sciences, Subcommittee on 
International Security & Arms Control; National Academy 
Press, Washington, D.C., 1995; Page 152. 

[1/J "1984 Hanford Reservation Waste Generation Abstract." 
Public Safety Resources Agency, Portland, OR, 1986. 
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Glossary: 

FFTF: Fast Flux Test Facility. A experimental "liquid metal 
cooled" reactor originally designed as a fast plutonium 
breeder in the 1970s to produce more plutonium than it 
consumed. Now being proposed as a source of medical 
isotopes and tritium for nuclear weapons, this conversion 
would require extensive backfitting. The catastrophi c 
destruction of the Fermi LMR reactor near Detroit, MI., in 
1966 demonstrated how dangerous molten sodium reactors can 
be when they interact with air and/or water. 

FMEF: Fuel Materials Examination Facility. A "receiving line" 
for nuclear fuels; Hanford's FMEF is a logical choice for 
this work if the proposed MOX option is used. 

HEU: Highly Enriched Uranium. Generally used to fuel research 
and Naval reactors, this fuel is enriched >20 % of U-235. 

LEU: Low Enriched Uranium. "Natural" uranium contains 
approximately 7 atoms of U-235 per thousand; the majorit y 
of the remaining being of U-238. Most commercial power 
reactors and fuel grade "production" reactors such as 
Hanford's N-Reactor use a fuel load that has been enriched 
to 2 % - 3%. Power reactors run for a longer period of 
time for greater economy; plutonium production reactors 
change their fuel "targets" much more frequently to a 
higher proportion of Pu-239 for weapons. This results in 
more "down time" and also general ly applies to tritium 
production reactors. 

Medical Isotopes: Medical isotopes used for "Nuclear Medicine" 
in various strengths and applications. 

MOX: Mixed OXide. Reactor fuel formulated with mixed oxides of 
Uranium and Plutonium, instead of the LEU U-235 fuel 
commonly used in commercial power reactors. 

MUF: Missing and Unaccounted For.. SNM that is known to have 
been produced but cannot be physically audi ted. Although 
much of this SNM is presumed to be held up within process 
pipes and equipment, the exact quantity cannot be 
determined. MUF SNM is of special concern due to the 
relatively small quantity of Pu-239/U-235 that is capable 
of fueling a nuclear explosive . 
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N-Reactor: A "dual purpose" reactor in Hanford's 100-N Area, 
this graphite-moderated reactor produced weapons plutonium 
and used its excess steam to produce energy marketed via 
the BPA grid. Even though it produced intermittent power, 
Hanford's facilities never used nuclear power produced by 
the N-Reactor for any of their on site activities: USDOE 
relied on other BPA sources and two on-site coal-fired 
generating plants to provide electricity to operate on­
site. 

Plutonium: Generally a byproduct of fissioning U- 2 38, plutonium 
has several isotopes, of which Pu-239 is of primary 
concern due to its use for nuclear weapons. Plutonium in 
"spent" (irradiated) fuel is generally considered 
relatively immune from theft due to the lethal levels of 
radiation that are emitted. (Ref: Spent Fuel Standard, 
below.) 

PUREX Plant: Plutonium Uranium Extraction Plant. A chemical 
process used to dissolve and separate plutonium and 
uranium from spent fuel targets. 

RRF: Reed Reactor Facility. RRF is a 250KW TRIGA Mk-2 Reactor 
sited in the Woodstock area of Southeast Portland. 
Although primarily intended for Training and Research, its 
secondary goal was to provide a local source of 
Irradiation samples for medical and manufacturing 
purposes. RRF's secondary goal failed. 

SNM: Special Nuclear Material. Commonly referred to as Weapons 
Grade" fissile material. Generally in the forms of U-235, 
Pu-239 and/or U-233 enriched to >20% of the specific 
isotope(s). Enrichment to nearly 100% purity is 
highly desired for the fast fission reaction required 
for a nuclear weapon. 

Spent Fuel Standard: The belief that the lethal levels of 
radiation emitted by irradiated spent fuel will adequately 
deter anyone from extracting weapons-grade nuclear 
material from the fuel. 

TRIDEC: TRi-City Industrial DEvelopment Council. A group 
supporting the 1986 proposal to convert WPPSS-1 from an 
uncompleted nuclear power reactor to a "NPR" (New 
Production Reactor) to produce tritium for nuclear 
weapons. The conversion would have required extensive and 
possibly dangerous modifications, including adding nearly 
25% volume to the core's matrix and using HEU fuel; 
causing USDOE's own peer evaluation panel to warn of the 
potential of an "in-vessel recriticality" accident. 

10 



Tritium: An isotope of hydrogen used to increase the yield of 
nuclear explosives. Although tritium decays (tl/2=~12.3 
years) and must be replaced every few years, the quantity 
of tritium is actually growing in proportion as our 
inventory of nuclear weapons are being dismantled. Other 
sources of tritium already in operation can supply weapons 
needs for several decades. 

Vitrification: Encapsulation of material within a "glass log" 
which would then be "canned" for storage in a repository. 

Vitrification-with-wastes: Using vitrification technology to 
combine SNM with spent fuel or high level radioactive 
wastes to deter recovery of weapons material. 

WPPSS: Washington Public Power Supply System. WPPSS' Reactor 
#1 is located at the Hanford Reservation; WPPSS #4 is 
located at Satsop, WA. Both are mothballed uncompleted 
civilian nuclear power reactors that have been mentioned 
as possible candidates for conversion for USDOE purposes. 

WPPSS#l: This mothballed partially-constructed power reactor 
was the subject of a 1987 Congressional Sub-Committee 
Hearing about a proposal to retrofit it to produce Tritium 
for nuclear weapons. This proposal would have increased 
WNP-l's core matrix from the designed 17xl7 to a new 
matrix of 19xl9; an increase of 72 assemblies (24.9%) 
above the original WPPSS-1 power reactor design. Also 
involved in this project was the planned modification of 
the fuel load from a normal 3% LEU enrichment to a high 
end fueling of 93% HEU. USDOE's internal "Peer Review" 
findings warned of "an outstanding safety issue, the 
problem of in-vessel re-criticality." 

Weapons Plutonium: Plutonium-239 is the isotope of choice, 
which is why "production" reactors have short fuel cycles. 
Isotopes other than Pu-239 .. may decrease a weapon's 
stability, reduce the force of the nuclear explosion, or 
elevate the levels of other hazardous radioactive products 
such as Am-241. 
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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 Faci(ity 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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PHYSICIANS FOil SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY• 
1101 Founcenth Street Northwut Suite 700 W•thin~ron UC ,0005 
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January 20, 1998 

Secretary Federico Pena 
Secretary of Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Secretary Pena: 

We are physicians and scientists who strongly urge you not to re-start the Fast Aux Test Facility 
(FFfF) at the Hanford Reservation. Please consider these facts: 

• Restarting FFTF for medical purposes blurs the line between military and medical uses, a 
line that should remain firm and strict. Moreover, a stable supply of isotopes for medical 
purposes can be found from other sources that are not associated with nuclear weapons 
production. 

•New tritium production is not needed for our nation's nuclear weapons st0ckpiles. The 
U.S. has enough tritium available to meet its weapons needs for at least twenty years into the 
future, and more can be recycled from dismantled weapons. Furthennore, producing more tritium 
now would send the wrong signal to the rest of the world and jeopardize recent progress between 
the U.S. and Russia on nuclear arms reduction. 

• Hanford is the site of enormous environmental damage that needs prompt and 
comprehensive cleanup attention. Restarting FFrF would hinder cleanup and disposal at Hanford 
by producing more waste and shifting Hanford's mission away from cleanup. 

Once again we urge that you not re-start the FFTF at Hanford. Thank you for considering our 
views. 

Sincerely, 

Kurt Gottfried 
Hans Bethe Professor of Physics at Cornell 
University 

[JS ~drew Harris, M.D. 
President, Physicians for Social Responsibility 

David Hall, M.D. 
I) 6 ;15'Roald Hoffmann 

Nobel Laureate in Chemistry 
Past President, Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 

Frank H.T. Rhodes Professor of Humane Letters 
Professor of Chemistry at Cornell University 
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Public Hearing on the Fast Flux Test Facility 
U.S. Department of Energy 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Washington State Department of Ecology 

Seattle, Washington 
January 20, 1998 . 

D57(,P 

Good evening and thank you for this opportunity to comment on the future of the fast flux test facility 
at the Hanford nuclear reservation. 

My name is Aaron Katz. I am speaking here as a private citizen. However, my comments are 
informed, in part, by my four years as a member of the Washington State Nuclear Waste Advisory 
Council from 1987 - 1991. 

I served on the council at a time when the veil of secrecy about the operation of the Hanford facility 
was being pried off, a time when the rationale for continued production of nuclear material was 
dissolving in the face of a warming of the decades-long cold war, a time when the extent of pollution 
and desecration of the reservation was coming to light. 

To be brutally frank, the department of energy and its contractors had to be dragged kicking and 
screaming into these new realities . Not only did they resist the loss of the bomb-making mission of 
Hanford, but they attempted to side-step, obfuscate, and deny Hanford 's absolutely clear new mission: 
To clean up the enormous and toxic mess that had been created in the name of national security. I 
can 't tell you how many times the USDOE 's representatives came to the advisory council to assuage 
our concerns that tanks were leaking; only to hear days later that indeed leaks had been discovered .. . 
and they neglected to tell us . 

The advent of the Tri-Party Agreement seemed to put an end to that resistance. At last, it seemed, all 
concerned saw both the wisdom and necessity to focus .aJ1 efforts at Hanford on the daunting 
challenges of clean-up. After all, an effort equivalent to the Manhattan Project would be needed to 
develop the science and technology that could deal with the worst kind of pollution ever confronted by 
human.kind. 

The payoff for such a singular focus would be great: reclamation of a land- once wild and still 
beautiful and sacred - from the ravages of weapons production .. . plus a new clean-up industry with 
(unfortunately) a worldwide market. Truly the concordance between environmental improvement and 
economic well-being! 

So, when I read of this new idea to go back to the old Hanford mission, to use FFTF to produce tritium, 
I was stunned -- at first. But when I saw the purported reason was for medical isotopes, I recognized 
right away that warn out pattern: say one thing, do another. I won ' t dwell on this latest shuck and jive; 
others much more knowledgeable than I have· squarely refuted that facade. What I will stress is the 
utter ridiculousness of this idea. 

1 



Martin D. Fleck 
7848 14th Ave NE 
Seattle, WA 98115 

Testimony at the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement Hearing, 1/20/98, Seattle 

My name is Martin Fleck, a citizen of Seattle. I am known around here for my work with 
Physicians for Social Responsibility. But I speak to you now as a private citizen, 
representing myself and my 10 year old son, who must cope with your decisions for the 
rest of his life. I direct my comments specifically to the Department of Energy and 
Washington Department of Ecology. 

Are you so blind that you cannot see what is so obvious to the rest of us? 

The creation of thousands of nuclear weapons and the byproduct of tons of nuclear 
waste ranks among the greatest human follies of all time. Hundreds of billions of dollars 
have already been wasted on this insane enterprise to create doomsday devices that we 
hope and pray are never used again. Here in Washington state, we are awash in nuclear 
bombs and nuclear waste. Some of the radioactive waste has reached groundwater 
and is contaminating the Columbia River. 

Think about that. Think how would you feel if some enemy had perpetrated such a 
crime upon us. But no, this was done in the name of protecting us. 

Meanwhile, no one even knows the contents of some of the nuclear waste tanks at 
Hanford. No one knows how to safely cope with the plutonium created at Hanford, 
with its radioactive half life of 24,000 years. 

The rest of the world doesn 't know whether to laugh at us or run in terror. 

Cleaning up Hanford is a monumental task which we cannot shirk. It is just as difficult 
but far more important than sending astronauts to the moon. And cleanup will require 
that same kind of relentless focus. It is Hanford's only mission for the next 30 years. Get 
on with it. 

But you people seem to think you can step aside, look the other way, rewrite 
agreements and allow Hanford to turn back history. You need a refresher course in the 
Hanford saga, if you would consider even for a moment letting Hanford go back and 
create more bomb materials, and more nuclear waste there, as if we do not have enough 
already. 

Let's move forward and not backward. Prove to us that the Tri-Party Agreement is 
worth more than the paper it is written on -- hold the DOE accountable to it. 

I pay taxes to fund all of your salaries. So I am instructing you, stop this before it starts. 

Thank you. 

DS?=l-
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Donna the following are FFTF Public Comments received on the Hanford Hotline for the 
official record. Roger asked me to put them in writing and send them to you. 

Albert Coffman 
3308 19th Avenue S. 
Seattle, WA 98144 
(206) 722-2256 
January 17th Comment: Very much against FFTF and its restart. 

Tereasa Mitchel 
2375 Winter Street SE 
Salem OR 97302 

January 17th Comment: Why isn't USDOE legally responsible to us? Why can' t USDOE 
be held responsible by us? Why doesn' t the state make them legally responsible? 

Dick Hammond 
1522 Haynes Avenue 
Richland, WA 99352 
(509) 943-3449 

January 23 rd Comment: Much in favor of changes which would delete FFTF shutdown 
milestones while USDOE evaluates a potential FFTF mission such as production of 
medical and industrial isotopes and the future production mission of tritium for the 
nations defense needs. Much like to express my interest in those things an~ therefore in 
modifying the milestones that have to be modified before an EIS can be prepared. 

NOTE: I have sent these people a copy of the Hanford Update, the FFTF Focus 
Sheet, and a note letting them know that their comments will be included in the 
official record of comments. 
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Andy von Flotow 
1750 Country Club Rd 

Hood River, OR, 9703 I 
ph 541-387-2288 

fax 541-387-2266 

13 February, 1998 

. Secretary Federico Pena 
US Dept of Energy 
I 000 Independence Ave SW 
Washington, DC, 20585 

RE : DOE accountability to the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement 

Dear Secretary Pena 

Last night, in a public meeting in Hood River, Oregon, the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement was revealed to be a farce. 
' 

The public was told by representatives of the DOE and the Washington Dept of Ecology that the Agreement could 
not be enforced against violations by the DOE. Apparently, the DOE has unilaterally violated the Hanford Tri-Party 
agreement and is now seeking to have it revised to match its actions. The DOE' s violation stems from the decision 
to keep the FFTF reactor in operational condition. 

The Washington Dept of Ecology and the EPA both seem powerless to enforce the agreement. Instead, both are 
cooperating with the strategy of changing the agreement to make it match DOE's behavior. 

The public was asked to comment. 

The overwhelming response was one of anger and mistrust. The target of this anger is the DOE. The DOE's, 
violation of the Tri-Party clean-up agreement was seen as "business as usual." There was widespread expectation 
that last night's public meeting was futile, that the DOE would ignore the agreement despite any level of pressure 
brought to bear by the other parties to the agreement, and that we would soon witness further intentional violations 
of this agreement by the DOE. 

The Washington Dept of Ecology received a strong message from its constituents to fight the DOE "tooth and nail." 
Many will be watching to see how it handles this situation . 

Sincerely 

A-~ 0 Aa-~ 
Andy von Flotow 

cc E. J. Hughes, DOE, Richland 
Mike Wilson, Roger Stanley, Washington Dept of Ecology 
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Secretary Federico Pena 
US Dept of Energy 

Washington, DC, 20585 
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RE: DOE accountability to the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement 

Dear Secretary Pena 

Andy von Flotow 
1750 Country Club Rd 

Hood River, OR, 9703 I 
ph 541-387-2288 

fax 541-387-2266 

Last night, in a public meeting in Hood River, Oregon, the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement was revealed to be a farce . 

The public was told by representatives of the DOE and the Washington Dept of Ecology that the Agreement could 
not be enforced against violations by the DOE. Apparently, the DOE has unilaterally violated the Hanford Tri-Party 
agreement and is now seeking to have it revised to match its actions . The DOE's violation stems from the decision 
to keep the FFTF reactor in operational condition . 

The Washington Dept of Ecology and the EPA both seem powerless to enforce the agreement. Instead, both are 
cooperating with the strategy of changing the agreement to make it match DOE's behavior. 

The public was asked to comment. 

The overwhelming response was one of anger and mistrust. The target of this anger is the DOE. The DOE's, 
violation of the Tri-Party clean-up agreement was seen as "business as usual." There was widespread expectation 
that last night's public meeting was futile, that the DOE would ignore the agreement despite any level of pressure 
brought to bear by the other parties to the agreement, and that we \\'.OUld soon wimess further intentional violations 
of this agreerrn:m by the DOE. 

The Washington Dept of Ecology received a strong message from its constituents to fight the DOE "tooth and nail." 
Many will be watching to see how it handles this situation. 

Sincerely 

Andy von Flotow 

cc E. J. Hughes, DOE, Richland 
Mike Wilson, Roger Stanley, Washington Dept of Ecology 



13 February, 1998 

Secretary Federico Pena 
US Dept of Energy 
1000 Independence Ave SW 
Washington, DC, 20585 

RE: DOE accountability to the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement 

Dear Secretary Pena 

Andy von Flotow 
1750 Country Club Rd 

Hood River, OR, 97031 
ph 541-387-2288 

fax 541-387-2266 

Last night, in a public meeting in Hood River, Oregon, the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement was revealed to be a farce. 

The public was told by representatives of the DOE and the Washington Dept cf Ecology that the Agreement could 
not be enforced against violations by the DOE. Apparently, the DOE has unilatera lly violated the Hanford Tri-Party 
agreement and is now seeking to have it revised to match its actions. The DOE' s vio lation stems from the decision 
to keep the FFTF reactor in operational condition. 

The Washington Dept of Ecology and the EPA both seem powerless to enforce the agreement. Instead, both are 
cooperating with the strategy of changing the agreement to make it match DOE ' s behavior. 

The public was asked to comment. 

The overwhelming response was one of anger and mistrust. The target of this anger is the DOE. The DOE's, 
violation of the .Tri-Party clean-up agreement was seen as "business as usual." There was widespread expectation 
that last night 's public meeting was futile, that the DOE would ignore the agreement despite any level of pressure 
brought to bear by the other pa.-ties to the agreement, and that we '-Vou ld 5Gon \\"itncss fi..:rth~r ~,tentio:i.a!· vio!at!c:15 
of this agreement by the DOE. 

The Washington Dept of Ecology received a strong message from its constituents to fight the DOE "tooth and nail." 
Many will be watching to see how it handles this situation . 

Sincerely 

{!. u1SV1 

Andy von Flotow 

cc E. J. Hughes, DOE, Richland 
Mike Wilson, Roger Stanley, Washington Dept ofEcolog~1 
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Roger Stanley 
Washington State Depar tment of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
l lympia, \ \' . 98504-760(1 

Lori :t\k..,rgcm 
1709 1\:. 97th Street 
Seattle, \ \·A . ..:is1 ci3 

February l L l Q98 

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed changes in the Tri-Party 
agreement that would set aside several of the clean-up milestones in order to pave the 
Kay for restart of the Fast Flu:,; Test Faci lity. I am outraged that the Department of 
Energy is already di\·erting funds appropriated for CLEi\N-UP to the costs of keeping 
FFTF on "hot standby" (though their creative bookkeeping and linguistics ,n,ldd ha\'e 
us belie\·e this is not , ,·hat is happening). 

In 1995 milestones ,,·ere added to the T ri-Parn· agreement that stated that FFTF ,rnuld 
be shut down and the money previously used fo~ maintenance ,n,lild be "available for 
higher priority E!'--T\.' IRON:t\fEN"TAL :t\,i:\I AGE fE IT ACTIVITIES" (my emphasis ). 
The proposed changes are in dear \·iolation and are not acceptable. 

I fully oppose any restart of nuclear activity at Hanford N uclear Resen-ation, the most 
"contaminated nuclear site in our countn'" and I am insulted and sickened b,· the ,-,·hole 
medical isotopes sham. Hanford needs to be shut down entirely and the clean up needs 
to get back on schedule. Using funds intended for the clean-up of Hanford to keep 
FFTF read)· as a possible Tritium production site-which from enry indication would 
make it an even more dangerous operation than e\·er before-- and pretending that the 
production of medical isotopes is a legitimate Justification (,,·hen the use of isotopes is 
still in the experimental stages) is especially unconscionable. 

Sincereh·, 

~ 
Lori Morgan 



Monica Zucker 
3825 NE 155th Place, #403 
Seattle, Washington 98155 

January 26, 1998 

TO: Governor Gary Locke 
vstate Department of Ecology 

U. S. Department of Energy 

Phone: (206) 365-2558 

... 1 • 

•. · ?· 

JAN 2 7 1998 

I want to express my adamant opposition to the Department of Energy's plan to 
restart the Fast Flux Test Facility to produce tritium for hydrogen bombs. I will be 
brief and merely list my reasons: 

a) The Department is breaking the Tri-Party Agreement with our state not to 
restart the facility. 

b) It is illegal to claim that the head of the Department of Energy has power to 
abrogate agreements and decide on his own whether to use clean-up money 
to create more waste. 

c) The EIS which is promised will be riddled with secrecy about national security 
issues, as the current releases of information already are. Citizens will have 
no real opportunity to protect themselves. 

d) The government has been lying to us all along: 

frittering away the clean-up money to keep the facility on stand-by, 
telling us that the leaks which are approaching the Columbia aren't 

dangerous, 
using contractors who endanger the workers, the downwinders, and all 

of us because they care nothing about real clean-up. 

e) We do not need more tritium to create megabombs to wipe out cities. We are 
planning reduction of world-wide nuclear capacities . Do we expect other 
nations to reduce theirs while we increase ours? 

Here is the government threatening us, breaking the law, and keeping us in the 
dark. Where is our liberty? Is this Chernoble? 

Sincerely yours, 

. -? .,I 

//'~ V--~:__, J q' .-/i..c"-c..-

Monica Zucker 
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January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhahe.r that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore~ this proposal wo~ld dive.rt-money._ and attention away from cle.(lnup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a~reement, be the hi~hest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the. ~roposaL to. res..tart the FFTf at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

Signature~ ~ · 

Name _£LJ!11.1._/¾'ff9-~ 

Address _3!fj_,2 __ f/L£__...8ffllMi_5f_ __ 

lorl/MJd o~ 9J-(}f[x ~,;h6') 



January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
ashington State Department of Ecology 
.0. Bax. 4260.0.. 

Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal ta restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermoret this proposal would divert money and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Parcy a~reement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal to restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

Signature _a_..+___,____· -~-j_y\._.4....__· _ 
I 

Name AS l PA M A I 1 e , AL 1 

Address 2, fs ') 4 S f loL T I),,, jj pflh> 

Yo< t l ~,,J Or'L 4} W2...-

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
P .0. Bax. 4?60.0. 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

I am writing today to express my opposition ta the proposal ta restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor Jahn Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermoret this proposal would divert money and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Parcy a_greement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal to res~t the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. . .,,/ /L,.," . 

/ ' ,/ 
/ / . 

Signature 4:'/7 · c 
.1 . /di-'✓ 

I
. · . /. ~1ua.rv S / rvN41--/ 

k , _,..,.._ Name 

1~/- /, .. , ; 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIOtf10 

Reply To 

Attn Of: ECL-117 

Kathleen A. Juergens 
Patrick W. Norton 
P.O. Box 3814 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

FEIJ 9 tSft 

Re: Fast Flux Text Facility and Deletion of Milestone M-81-00 
{)599 £)~t:> , 

Dear Ms. Juergens and Mr. Norton: 

This letter is in response to your letter dated 
January 16, 1998, to Ms. Carol Browner. Thank you for your 
comments on the deletion of Fast Flux Test Facility ( FFTF) , M-81 
series milestone, from the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and 
Consent Order Tri-Party Agreement. As you have noted, the U.S. 
Environmental Protect'ion Agency (EPA) did not participate in the 
public meetings dealing with these Tri-Party Agreement changes. 
EPA has shared · the regulatory responsibilities at Hanford since 
October 1995 with the Washington State Department of Ecology 
(Ecology) under a system of "single regulator." The purpose of 
this system is to allow the Department of Energy (DOE) to deal 
with either EPA or Ecology on each project. Ecology is the lead 
regulatory agency for the M-81 se~ies milestones and all facility 
transition projects at Hanford. EPA seldom participates in 
public meetings on Ecology lead projects or permit issues covered 
by the Tri-Party Agreement. 

EPA must approve any major milestone change including the 
M~81 series deletion currently under consideration. EPA supports 
deletion of these milestones from the Tri-Party Agreement. We do 
not believe cleanup funds should be used to support FFTF in 
standby condition and that the Tri-Party Agreement should not in 
any way be associated with the decision on future use of this 
reactor. As you are aware, Ecology and EPA have not always 
agreed with DOE on the definition of "environmental cleanup" at 
Hanford, but maintaining FFTF in standby is clearly not cleanup. 

() Printed on R.cycled Paf)M 
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I hope this gives you a clear picture of where EPA stands on 
the issue of deletion of the M-81 series milestones from the 
Tri-Party Agreement. 

If you have additional questions, please contact 
Doug Sherwood, Hanford Project Manager, at (509) 376-9529. 

Sincerely, 

R~"JU 
Randall F. Smith,Director 
Environmental Cleanup Office 

cc: Doug Sherwood 



January 16, 1998 

Ms, Carol Brovner 
Adlninistratcr 

KATllLEEN J\. JUERGENS 
PATRICX W. NORTON 

P,O. BOX 3814 
ron~z.AND, 0& ,1zos 

Environmental Pro~ection Agency 
401 M StrQ.~t: SW 
WQ=hington, oc 204~0 

O~ar Ms. Brot.1ner: 

we cu:t\ w.r;-J.l:ing to express <:>ur strong opposition to any proposal 
to restart the Fast F-lux Test Facility at the _Hanford Nu~lear · 
Reservation. Althougn the EPA has apparently chosen not to 
involve itself in the current public conunent process regarding 
proposed changes to the Tri-Party Agreement governing Hanford, we 

· send ·you our comments nonetheless, in the· hope that you will · 
1istcn to the voices of Pacific Northwesterners in coming to a 
final decision on this matter. 

The entire region of the Pacific . .Northwest suffers thP. t.n~ic 
legacy of decades of mismanagement at Hanford. In Oregon, over a 
mil.lion of us live within 50 miles of the Cnlumhia Rivor, 
directly downriver. fro1n the Hanford Reservation. R~dio\lctive 
wa~te in the c;roundwater already threatens t.h~ rivG~ Ahd th~ 
health and lives of all of us who live near it. Future 
generatiQns ·of Oreqonians are at risk if th~ cleanup at Hanford 
does not prbceed with the utmost expediency. Yet instead ·of the 
urqently needed cl~anup, we ~r~ nnw f~~~d vit:h a p~oposal to 
rest,ru;:t the FFTF at Hanford and produce yet~ radioactive 
waste, This is unaccP-pt~h1P. to us! 

We in the Pae if ic }Jort:hue.;;t had thought thi!; i~sue was settled 
when the U.S. Department of !nergy, the EPA and the state ot 
Wnshington signed the Tri-Party Agreement, vhich lay3 ou~ the 
only sane course of action at Hanford: decommissioning of the 
FFTF r~actor and_ clQanup of the cntir~ site. We were ishoc.ked and. 
outraged at th~ DOE 1 s unilater~l decision to take the rrrr out of 
"deactivation" and put i.t .bacK on "hot 5tandby~" While c;1 

decision is pending regarding restarting the reactor, an 
octimatcd $JO ~illion per year ~ill be diveit~~ !Luu Lh~ ~l~~nup 
budget to keep it on standby. Meanwhil~, the DOE cannot even 
find $12 million in its 'budget fo1; 1nedi1:;al monitoring of the 
11 do~nwinders. 11 

we ·are told that if tha FPTF is r~started, it will produce 
..ielii~l ·isotopes for cancer treatment.,. ~ven't.\J.al.Ly, at·1:er it is 
first used· to produce tritium for hydreg~n bomb~. It i~ ~l~aa t~ 



Ms, Carol Browner 
January le, 199S 
PagQ 2 

us · ~hat the U.S. already has enough medica l i sotopQ~, and more 
than P.nn110h hydrog0n boJllbi;:l 11.t a tun~ in h i.:it.ory whi:in l..'~Cll 
progress is being roade on vorld anus reduction, it is tragically 
foolish ~~d d@structivQ for tho U.S. to even eon$ider re~tarling 
rts nuclear ~ar machine. Meanwhile, in exchange for these 
dubious 11 bemef its, 11 we in the Northvest are asked to tscce;:pt 
further risk of har1n to our environ111ent, turther risk of cancer, 
and furth~r risk of a catastrophie nuclear accident that co~ld 
rendet:' our part of the country uninhabitable. 

All of this is contrary to the spirit of the Tri-Party Agreement 
and tho will~£ the people of tli1~ ~~gion. This is not good 
science; i~'s not good pu~lic policy; and it's just plain wrong. 

We are dismayed to see that the EPA, as~ signatory to the TPA, 
seems to be doing nothing ;jub::;·t,mtive to oppose this CQurse of 
action. At a recent hearing in Portland, the question was raised. 
"Where ,ii;. the EP~~? 11 This is a . very good que~tion. We depenc1 on 
the ~PA, as the enforcer of the nation's envirormrental· laws, · to 
stand up for us ·When we are enaangereQ by misguided an~ short­
sightQd proposals such as this. Where do you stand on this 
lb~u~? Wllat do you plan to do to protect the health, s~fety and 
·lives of the p~ople of th~ Pacific Northwect7 

Please write back and let us know . 

Patrick w. Norton 

® 



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

Written Comment Form 
Richland, January 22, 1998 

!)59/ 
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The Tri-Parties would like to hear from you regarding th_e 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 
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-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) 3 73-93 81 
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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:. 

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

1 
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Tri-Party Agreement Fast Flux Test 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-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 l\tlilestones Public Meeting 

Written Comment Form 
Hood River, February 12, 1998 
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111e 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 you'r 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 

A letter to me from Terry Lash of the DOE and dated Feb. 3, 
1998 states that maintaining the FFTF in standby will not affect 
cleanup activities at other areas and facilities at the Hanford 
site. Since it costs about $30 million to keep the Facility on 
hot stanc!by, now could such an expenditure not interfere with 
r.lean up tunds? 

·Now there's a proposal to exempt the FFTF from the Tri-Party 
Agreement. I'm appalled to think that such a breach of an hon­
orable agreement could be considerQa. It's vital for those of us 
who live in the area to be able to trust actions taken to further 
our safety. I urge you to stick to the Transition Milestones. 

Hanford is strewn wi tb nucJ ear wastQ and th& false assur-

\l[Lu. ~ r~~==cv I. . \ 

Nancy Faller 
2207 Barge St. 
Yakima, W,\ 98902 



eslie C. Davenport 
Senior Engineer, uclear Safety (Retired) 

Consulta :, Criticaiity Safety 

Mr. E nest J. ,ughe. 
r .S. Departmen of Energy 
Richlan Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 ( 2-36) 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Hughes: 

~922 Ma' ar: Avenue 
Richland, WA 99352 

February 20, 1998 

Please include the following in the record of public comments on the Proposed ri-Party Agreement 
Changes for the Fast Flux ext Facility, Milestone M-81. If there are questions, please contac · me by 
telephone at (509)-946-4409. 

Please deiete the current Fast Flux Test Facility (FF F) transition program and associated milestones 
from the ri -Party Agreement ( PA) scope. On January 1997, the Secretary of the .S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) issued DOE's decision to maintain Hanford's FF F in a standby mode pending a decision 
on whether or not the faci lity wi!: piay a role in the nation's tritium production strategy. This decision has 
made the - PA f-81 series milestones and M-20-29A milestone no longer relevant because FF F is no 
longer in transit'on. A1sc, the pe in decision a to whether or not FFTF will play a role i the natio. 's 
tritiu , production st a ·egy is not a decision that will be made by the PA agencies. 

[ support an interim tritium mission for the FFTF. he proposed acceierator wm take too bn- tc come o .. -
line ·o fi ll the near ter needs for tritium for the u .S. weapons program. Similarly, the use o·: commercial 
reacto s for triti rr. p oduction will be a difficult and time cons· ming political decision. It has already been 
decide that tri ium will be p oduced in the .S. The FFTF is the only way that tritium ca be produced in 
tr.e interirr., and by using a facility that already exists and has previously produced tritium. The FFTF is 
also a cost effective method for the .S. taxpayers of providing this interim tritium supply that does not 
v:clate a public-designated separation of commercial electrical power generation and defense production. 

I su;opo~ a lo .g term medical isotopes mission for the FFTF. The .S. needs an assured suppiy o·: 
isotopes fo i both diagnosis and therapy, so that research and clinical trials can proceed. he FFTF car. 
prod ce dozens of different isotopes oc high quality and sufficient quantity to support expanding demand 
for medical isotopes while maintaining a substantial level of tritium production. A proposal using o ivate 
cap?ta: ha_ already been made to produce medical isotopes, which I applaud, and this could take the 
FFTf out of the DOE budget, releasing the FFTF shutdown funds for other needed cleanup. 

[ suppo:t the o:::,tion of using the .S: surplus weapons-usable plutonium in fabricating mixed oxide (MOX) 
fue: to~ once-th ough use if the FFTF. The Fuels and Mate ials Examination Facility (FME:=), adJace:1t ··o 
the FFTF reactor, ·s one candidate being conside:ed for X f.' er fabrication. Such OX fuel is ~he fuel 
of choice for the FFTF pre uctior. of tritium anC: medical iso'·opes. !t would a:sc neip the . . redJce it 
excess stockpile of weapons grade plutonium at a minimal cost to the taxpayer. 

Sincerely, 

lC b~ 
Leslie C. Davenport, 
Ser.ior Engineer, Nuclear Safety (Retired) 
Cons ltan~. Criticality Safety 
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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: 

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 550, A7-29 
Richland, WA 99352 
(509) 371-Q181 

Dear Mr. Hughes: 

I am o1313osed to cl1a11ges rn the Tn Party Agreement FFTF T . . . . 
. rans1tion Milestones for the following ceasaos· 

1 · 1. do not want ANY additional nuclear waste r d . 
hves dawoM<ind ana eownstiea11 , tt,e da P O ucts sited or created at Hanford As a person vvho 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

excessive. mage and nsk of damage already in place is already 

I do 11ot want any add1bonal weapons rad t . . . 
convinced ~hat the best protection aga~nst ~a~~~u~ ~r plut~n~um created anywhere. I am not at all 
ta~ dollars rn that direction. 5 1011Y e ense and ob1ect to heavy spending of 
It rs my , md9rstanaing thet ti ,e bi-pt oduct medical , t 
had be~n running for approximately TEN years I~~ opes woul~ not be produced until the facility 
thet pe11od or time do not Justify in my view th . co~ts ana nsks e11d ge11e1atM Wastes dunng 
The economy of the Id cities c~n be strengi . e uncertain benefits of those medical isotopes 
agreement, clean up. The opinions of relatiJe~ytJfepo,,ted l:JI TY ~n~ pnm~ry missi?n of the Tri-Party 
wba seek te PF t t th · · w oca n-c1ty resrdents w1U:1 spe · r d t · . ~ o ee,e11 Jobs sh0•1a not be sufficient t t th~cra 1~era11111 rg 
entire down nver population atrisk. o pu e rest of that population as well as the 
Tl re Cola~ri,a River is an incalculably valuable eco . 
compromised by activities at HanfoFel and is at ~ nom,c and natural resource. It bas already be9n 
alr~a_dy present. Repairing that damage should~eg;heater ~sk from the resid_ue of those activities 
act11<1t:y whatsoe· er sf Id b e entire tac, 1s of the Tn Pa~• Agreen 1 1~ . . • • . v ,oa e pennmed under that a . · ' re,' . o 
nsk increasing damage to the Columbia River Gi" greeme_nt which wo_uld m ANY way increase or 
damage no convincing scenario exists for me to s;e':t,thtet~1lu~ of pr~v,~as efforts to prevent such 
start-up at Hanford Y a ere rs not significant risk from any r9actoF 

In s~_m , RETA.IN Tl IE MILESTONES, meet the o I . . 
Facility from the Tri-Party agreement and demao~es ~ ready ~1ssed, do not remove the Fast Flux Test 
contractots lnvolyed rn the clean-up. There is alre:d h1~~er le~el ef pe1fo11~1a11ce and success from the 
the level of ongomg refativeb1 unfruitful e""'end·t Y t .!!1ethrng wrong with the accountability proceis and 

~ ' ,._,..., I mes a nantord. 

Sincerelv.,,,--------------------------------------

n r-.-1_' .?,J k [cm1TJu½= 
Peter Frothingham 
PO Box-------------------------------------
Odell, OR 97044-0408 



Dear Mr. Hughes: 

I am opposed to changes in the Tri Party Agreement FFTF Transition Milestones for the following reasons : 

1. I do not want ANY additional nuclear waste products sited or created at Hanford. As a person who 
lives downwind and downstream the damage and risk of damage already in place is already 
excessive. 

2. I do not want any additional weapons grade tridium or plutonium created anywhere. I am not at all 
convinced that the best protection against war is a strong defense and object to heavy spending of 
tax dollars in that direction. 

3. It is my understanding that the bi-product medical isotopes would not be produced until the facility 
had been running for approximately TEN years . The costs and risks and generated wastes during 
that period of time do not justify, in my view, the uncertain benefits of those medical isotopes. 

4. The economy of the Tri cities can be strongly supported by the primary mission of the Tri-Party 
agreement, clean up. The opinions of relatively few local Tri-city residents with specialized training 
who seek to protect their jobs should not be sufficient to put the rest of that population as well as the 
entire down river population at risk. · 

5. The Columbia River is an incalculably valuable economic and natural resource . It has already been 
compromised by activities at Hanford and is at far greater risk from the residue of those activities 
already present. Repairing that damage should be the entire focus of the Tri-Party Agreement. No 
activity whatsoever should be permitted under that agreement which would in ANY way increase or 
risk increasing damage to the Columbia River. Given the failure of previous efforts to prevent such 
damage no convincing scenario exists for me to say that there is not significant risk from any reactor 
start-up at Hanford. 

In sum, RETAIN THE MILESTONES, meet the ones already missed, do not remove the Fast Flux Test 
Facility from the Tri-Party agreement and demand a higher level of performance and success from the 
contractors involved in the clean-up. There is already something wrong with the accountability process and 
the level of ongoing, relatively unfruitfµI , expenditures at Hanford. 

Sincerely, 

?:::~ 
PO Box408 
Odell, OR 97044-0408 



Tom Fitzsimmons, Director 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
PO Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Fitzsimmons: 

0598 

.'1EPA R i ~'.L"{ T ci ::- ~CO! O'.; \ 
PO Box 17147 OL Y!-' 1 •• 

Seattle, WA 98107-084 7 
Jan. 7, 1998 

·97 JAN -9 AS :40 

I've been told that instead of cleaning up the super-fund sites at Hanford as promised, the Deparunent of 
Energy is planning on restarting a breeder reactor there and creating still more nuclear waste. Please 
don 't let them do that 

My husband is a Hanford downwinder and we know first hand that this stuff is dangerous. Perhaps the 
Department of Energy will justify it's actions by claiming ' It ' s for defense.' This leads me to wonder, 
then ... who will defend us from the Department of Energy. 

Sincerely, 

Clu_./ 
Carole Woods 



• 

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

Department of Energy 

COMMENTS ON FFTF TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT 

I object to deletion of the current FFTF transition program milestones from the 
Tri-party agreement scope. Some of my reasons are outlined below. 

One of the assumptions v .. -hich have b~e:i used by the U.S . DOE to justify the need 
to delete the FFTF milestones is that safety issues involved in operation of the 
FFTF to produce tritium at levels of l .5Kg/year or greater can be resolved quickly 
so that production rates are not significantly delayed. In the detailed discussion 
which follows , I intend to show that this assumption is incorrect and inaccurate. 

There has been much experience with the original fuel used in FFTF irradiations. 
However, there are significant changes proposed in order to produce tritium , 
particularly at levels of I . 5Kg/year or greater. One of these changes is increasing 
the plutonium enrichment up to 42% compared to the 20% to 29% typically used . 

One of the main safety issues has to do with this enrichment increase and it"s effect 
upon reactor stability, maximum fuel temperatures, and the power-to-melt in the 
fuel pins. 

A major concern of going to the higher plutonium enrichment is that, during power 
operation, the fuel may restructure . That is, the plutonium may separate from the 
uranium in each fuel pin This would mean that analytical calculations of such 
major safety parameters as the maximum fuel temperature, the power-to-melt, and 
the Doppler coefficient would be in error by an unknown amount because the 
calculations assume ?. ho?:1ogeneous mixture of plutonium and uranium in the fuel 
pms. 

In the FFTF Draft Technical Information Document it was stated that two full­
sized FFTF tests with 33% plutonium were successfully irradiated to high burnup. 
Furthermore, test pins with 40% Plutonium were irradiated and examined at EBR­
II . It is believed that these tests do not prove that 42% enriched pu fuel will not 
restructure . 

This is because, in all likelyhood, the tests were performed with Light water grade 
Plutonium rather than Weapons grade Plutonium which is proposed for the tritium 
mission in FFTF. Furthermore, in all likelyhood, the tests in FFTF and EBR-II 
were never examined for restructuring due to budget limitations for liquid metal 
reactor research . 



-- --- - - - ----------------------

These tests could be examined in the future However, it is not clear that stringent 
temperature limits have been maintained in the test assemblies over the years since 
they were irradiated . If it cannot be proved that the temperature limits were 
maintained, the integrity of possib le examination results cannot be verified . This 
would mean that new very time consuming and costly irradiations and 
examinations would. be required . Moreover, the FFTF is the only facility where 
they could be performed . 

Another major safety issue is the sodium void coefficient for the central fuel 
assembly. In the original core configuration for the FFTF, as described in the 
FSAR (Final Safety Analysis Report) , the sodium void worth for the positive void 
region of the central fuel assembly was calculated to be +7 cents of reactivity . If, 
for example , that portion of the central fuel assembly experienced a bubble due to 
sodium boiling, the reactivity of the whole reactor would instantly increase by 7 
cents and the power level would shoot up from 400MW to 430MW for a short 
time before control rods could be inserted to reduce the reactivity In the original 
core, such an occurance was calculated to lead to no serious consequences such as 
fuel melting and cladding breach . 

In the reference core for tritium production in the FFTF, it is likely that the sodium 
void worth for the positive void worth region of the central fuel assembly is much 
more positive than +7 cents . This, coupled with the increased linear heat rate due 
to use of the 42% weapons grade Plutonium and the possibility of increased 
temperatures in fuel pins due to fuel restructuring means that boiling may be more 
likely than predicted by a calculation which assumes fuel homogeneity. Hence, 
there may be an increased chance of fuel melting and cladding breach beyond what 
an analytical calculation would predict if it neglects fuel restructuring. 

lf the sodium were to boil i!1 the positive 'v'c:d vvorth portion of the central fuel 
assembly with the 42% Pu, the power would probably shoot to much higher than 
430MW and some fuel melting and cladding breach would likely occur before the 
reactivity could be reduced using control rods. 

This is an issue that must be thoroughly understood prior to operation at full 
power with 42% Pu in the central fuel assembly or other inner core positions. It is 
necessary to have the e"'perimental results from examination of 42% Pu fuel 
assemblies prior to full power operation with such assemblies. 

It is believed that significant FFTF safety issues cannot be resolved quickly because 
of the need for irradiation to high burnup and examination of 42% Pu fuel 
asssemblies to determine the effects of possible fuel restructuring. Such 
irradiations and examinations can only be done in the FFTF and would cause years 



of delay. 

For the reasons stated above plus several others which I was unable to include 
because of time limitations, I believe that the FFTF milestones should not be 
deleted from the Tri-party agreement. 

I specifically request a copy of the document which responds to comments during 
the FFTF hearing period . 

Sincereiy; 

David L Johnson 
P.O. Box I 034 
Enumclaw, WA 98022 
(360) 825-0480 
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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 th.e 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 

~ E/"r ,,c- /( & V,4L'.O'~A(E N'&no«,4<, As:se-L • 

. . ) 

/?12P0@7Z<rl2 OE @E{)lt'.~ 65 or~£S, 

> 

7?2AWS/WN &//45JZZrv£f 



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 

o,c 
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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 th.e 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. lflJGHES 
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 

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. 

c-: 
./ \ 

-1. ~ < .i ~ ( 
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Respectfully, 

~ r-----..,, 
Address: \ / '(--:_ \--~----2::::::::-( ___ \___,_.-a:;,,. _____ , .... l.--~"'----

/. C Cft1 I ~ ,, 
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519 West Roy, #217 

February 17, 1998 

Governor Gary Locke 
PO Box 40002 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Dear Governor Locke: 

Seattle, WA 98119 

l- ~- .·· .... :.... :: ~ 

~·- ... ,. 
I'- I' ~-!' 
' ( . 

1~ · 'c __ • Er' 

Please make sure that no nuclear production whatsoever happens at Hanford. This means 
getting the FFTF (Fast Flux Test Facility) off of standby status and cleaning it up, period. 

Producing a poison like tritium by definition is a problem. Common sense alone tells us 
that. It takes a lot of very bad stuff to produce it (like tons of plut0nium brought into our 
state) and then we get a lot of bad stuff back out in the form of nuclear waste, more 
poison that we don't really know what to with. It's all a big guess with unknown 
consequences for future generations over a time period we can't even imagine. And then 
there is always the possibility, perhaps even a likelihood, that we'll have an accident 
despite our best-laid plans. 

What makes this whole issue so bizarre is that, besides there being so many good reasons 
for not producing tritium at Hanford due to threats to public health and safety and the 
environment, it seems totally unclear that we even need tritium. 

I have heard perfectly conservative military types state that 2,000 bombs would work just 
as well as a deterrent as the 12,000 we have and that any more tritium we could possibly 
"need" could be had through recycling our "excess" supply of bombs. In addition, what I 
hear in the news these days is that the world, including the US, is at least trying to move 
towards nuclear disarmament. Therefore, to say that we might need more tritium seems 
absurd at best and totally irresponsible at worst. 

There seems to be something wrong with the Department of Energy being able to 
unilaterally opt out of the Tri-Party Agreement. Who exactly thinks we need tritium? And 
do they represent the opinion of the majority of people of this country? 

Let us be a reasonable and wise and responsible people. Let us do what we can to help 
clean up the mess we have made at Hanford and not make it worse. 

Sincerely yours, /1/ · 
;f c,(J;__Jj ,,-/ V'~ilJ_,__1 -

Lona Badgett 0 

cc: Patty Murray, US Senator 
Roger Stanley, Washington State Dept. of Ecology 
Energy Secretary Pena, USDOE 

Dl.t>o'-f 
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RfC'H~AND 

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER 

February 3, 1998 

John Wagoner, Manager 
Department of Energy, Richland Operations 
P.O. Box 550 (A7-50) 
Richland, WA 99352 

Chuck Clarke, Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Tom Fitzsimmons, Director 
Washington Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504 

/: 

Re: Modification of Fast Flux Test Facility fFFTFl Transition Milestones 

Dear Messrs. Wagoner, Clarke and Fitzsimmons: 

As indicated in my January 30 letter, the Richland City Council adopted the 
enclosed Resolution No. 14-98 at their February 2, 1998 meeting. The resolution 
expresses support for Tri-Party Agreement modifications to maintain the FFTF .in a 
standby status while it is considered by the Department of Energy for a tritium 
production role. 

Sincerely, 

~~ ' 

Joseph C. King ~ 
City Manager 

Enclosure 

0 



RESOLUTION NO. 14-98 

A RESOLUTION of the City of Richland, Washington 
supporting the deletion of Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 
transition milestones from the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) 

WHEREAS, the Secretary of Energy has placed the FFTF on "hot 
standby" pending an evaluation of the reactor for possible use in performing the 
Department's tritium production mission; and 

WHEREAS', current TPA milestones covering shutdown of the FFTF are 
consequently inappropriate, as they cannot be met while deactivation and 
decommissioning activities are suspended; and 

WHEREAS, it is a matter of national policy that the United States maintain 
a nuclear weapons capability, tritium is required to replace deteriorating stocks in 
existing weapons components, and the Department of Energy is responsible for 
supplying tritium for the Defense Department ; and 

WHEREAS, use of the FFTF in producing tritium would avoid several 
billion dollars in construction costs compared to the expense of building a new 
facility, thereby leaving more resources available for environmental cleanup; and 

WHEREAS, studies have concluded the FFTF can produce both tritium 
and vital medical isotopes and this dual tritium - isotope mission has been 
endorsed by the Hanford Communities and several other organizations; and 

WHEREAS, a full environmental impact analysis will be conducted by the 
Department of Energy should it decide to use the FFTF for tritium production, 
providing ample opportunity to evaluate consequences of restarting and 
operating the reactor. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 
Richland that it supports modification of FFTF Tri-Party Agreement milestones to 
suspe::nd tiansition activities while th& facility is considered for tritium production. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Resolution shall take effect 
immediately. 

ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Richland at a regular meeting 
this 2nd day of February, 1998. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

~{Po(;~ 
THOMAS 0. LAMPSON 
City Attorney 
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER 

January 30, 1998 

John Wagoner, Manager 
Department of Energy, Richland Operations 
P. 0. Box 550 (A7-50) 
Richland, WA 99352 

Chuck Clarke, Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Tom Fitzsimmons, Director 
Washington Department of Ecology 
P. 0. Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Re: Modification of Fast Flux Test Fa!=ility (FFTF) Transition Milestones 

Dear Messrs. Wagoner, Clarke and Fitzsimmons: 

The Richland City Council is scheduled to adopt the accompanying resolution at its 
meeting of February 2, 1998. I am sending this letter now to comply with your public 
comment deadline. A signed copy of the resolution will be mailed to you next week. The 
resolution expresses support for Tri-Party Agreement modifications to maintain the FFTF 
in a standby status while it is considered by the Department of Energy for a tritium 
production role. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
City Manager ·. 

Enclosure 



RESOLUTION NO. 

A RESOLUTION of the City of Richland, Washington 
supporting the deletion of Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 
transition milestones from the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) 

WHEREAS, the Secretary of Energy has placed the FFTF on "hot 
standby" pending an evaluation of the reactor for possible use in performing the 
Department's tritium production mission; and 

WHEREAS, current TPA milestones covering shutdown of the FFTF are 
consequently inappropriate, as they cannot be met while deactivation and 
decommissioning activities are suspended; and 

WHEREAS, it is a matter of national policy that the United States maintain 
a nuclear weapons capability, tritium is required to replace deteriorating stocks in 
existing weapons components, and the Department of Energy is responsible for 
supplying tritium for the Defense Department; and 

WHEREAS, use of the FFTF in producing tritium would avoid several 
billion dollars in construction costs compared to the expense of building a new 
facility, thereby leaving more resources available for environmental cleanup; and 

WHEREAS, studies have concluded the FFTF can produce both tritium 
and vital medical isotopes and this dual tritium - isotope mission has been 
endorsed by the Hanford Communities and several other organizations; and 

WHEREAS, a full environmental impact analysis will be conducted by the 
Department of Energy should it decide to use the FFTF for tritium production, 
providing ample opportunity to evaluate consequences of restarting and 
operating the reactor. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 
Richland that it supports modification of FFTF Tri-Party Agreement milestones to 
suspend transition activities while the facility is considered for tritium production. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that th is Resolution shall take effect 
immediately. 

ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Richland at a regular meeting 
this 2nd day of February, 1998. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

THOMAS 0. LAMPSON 
City Attorney 

LARRY HALER 
Mayor 
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GL Troyer 

Statement Regarding the Removal 
Of The Fast Flux Test Facility Milestones 

From The Tri-Party Agreement 

Prepared for Public Hearing 
January 20, 1998 

Seattle, Washington 

My purpose with this statement is to support the use of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 
for the production of medical isotopes and to give my reasons for removal of the facility from the 
umbrella of the Tri-Party Agreement (IPA) There are several inter-related aspects of this topical 
area that critics have embroiled with non-factual perceptions and faulty reasoning. I shall address 
several of them such as issues of safety, nuclear materials, Hanford Site cleanup, and stewardship 
of the public trust. 

The FFTF was built by taxpayer monies for the primary purpose of testing safety aspects 
of systems and materials for plutonium burning reactors . The expert designers are to be 
commended for building a versatile world-class facility . Other nations have recognized its utility 
and have explored ways of participating in its use . Some of those same designers are now 
proposing a continuance of use with a mission that can be even more directly felt by the citizens : 
the production of medical isotopes . It is nearly criminal to advocate throwing such a system 
away, one that is already paid for by the sweat of America. lt can now become a direct benefit to 
this citizenry. 

Medical isotopes are potential silver bullets in the diagnosis and treatment of osteoporosis 
and cancer respectively . We are already seeing certain medical research such as breast cancer 
halted for lack of such isotopes . I am really concerned about the logic processes of certain critics 
who wish to deny such advances . My wife and I have 5 grandchildren that continue to get hugs 
from their grandmother. She is a direct benefactor of nuclear medicine. In fact , one third of all 
hospital patients are affected by nuclear technology. As a scientist, I can see no reason why we 
won ' t have continued advances in nuclear medicine except for one big ' if the isotopes are 
available '. It is a distressing fact that 9% of women will face some form of breast cancer, with a 
large number terminal. Nuclear medicine is a significant tool in this arena. 

The FFTF has a unique advantage for certain isotope production. The nature of its 
internal radiation allows certain isotopes either exclusively or more efficiently than other sources. 
Thus, the FFTF opens the door beyond existing sources . And, it ' s ours . 

As a potential production facility, the FFTF is not logically in a category for cleanup under 
the IPA Its current holding status by the Federal government effectively stymies any milestones 
for it in the TP A Therefore, its current status sets up the IPA for failure . Arguments against 
removal falsely promote that monies would be diverted from cleanup to production. On the 
contrary, it would free up monies for cleanup effort because the milestones simply are not 
required . The concept of bridging to the medical isotope mission brings monies from the defense 
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GL Troyer 

sector through savings by avoidance of building a new facility . It has been estimated that the 
bridging effort would cost only one tenth the money annually versus a fast track alternate 
approach. Regardless, our country will continue to assure its defense. After all. it ' s in the 
preamble to our constitution. Let ' s use what the tax payers have paid for already. Therefore, 
removal from TPA milestones is a correct solution. It can always be put back in if necessary. 

As to safety, the negative perception of nuclear technology is just that . a perception. 
When placed on any factual comparison base, this technology outshines the rest of human 
endeavors hands down. Several books have been written (Cohen, Waltar) which will attest to 
this . When given a level risk based playing field, this technology will always win . For example, 
our country spends $I . I billion in medical benefits annually for black lung disease. There are 
175,000 recipients with 8,000 being added annually. Their prognosis? Not good . There is no 
comparable statistic for nuclear technology except for the positive in lives saved (medicine) or 
living standard supported ( electricity) . 

The FFTF has had a long standing record of safe and clean operations. Its cooling system 
is closed loop . No external river water is warmed or any steam emitted . No green house gases 
are generated. Compare that to the plume coming from our southern neighbor with the 
Boardman coal fired electric plant . And, don't forget, coal plants emit directly measurable 
radioactivity every minute of operation, sufficient to set off alarms in downwind nuclear plants. 
As a further anecdote on safety and the concern espoused by critics, I have personally observed 
the leader of Heart of America covering up the only available fire extinguisher in a public meeting 
room with an erroneous propaganda poster. Perhaps one protests too much') 

Finally, two comments on nuclear fuel and waste . As I stated earlier, the FFTF was 
designed as a plutonium burner. The original plutonium used came from defense sources. The 
resulting spent fuel is unusable for defense. Therefore, two aspects are covered . First, the cross 
fertilization of defense material into the private sector has already been accomplished regardless of 
treaties . Remember that the original mission of the FFTF was to test systems for commercial 
application . Secondly. its use provides a way of disposing of our excess plutonium inventory 
without just throwing it down a hole . The inventory is a national treasure which the taxpayers 
own. They should get the maximum utility out of it. What better way to use our nation ' s most 
advanced nuclear technology resource? 

For these reasons, I fully support the removal of the FFTF from the TPA umbrella and 
encourage use of the FFTF for the betterment of our citizens. 

Gary L. Troyer 
614 Cottonwood 
Richland WA 99352 
509-946-3425 
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NUCLEAR MEDICINE RESEARCH COUNCIL 
Posr OFFICE Box 845, R1cHLAND, WA 99352 

URL: HTTP://www.csvcP.COMINMRC 

E-MAIL: SM_BOWYER@PNL.GOV 

November 26, 1997 

The Honora):>le Federico F. Pena 
Secretary of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue SW 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

Nuclear medicine offers more effective, less costly, and less debilitating forms of 
treatment for many diseases, greatly increasing the health care and quality of life of 
patients. During the past decade, major advances have been made in the use of 
radioisotopes for the effective diagnosis and treatment of cancer, cardiovascular · 
disease, arthritis, and other diseases. It has been demonstrated, for example, that the 
use of radiolabeled antibodies for the selective destruction of cancer cells provides an 
increased probability cf long-term survival with fewer debilitating side effects than 
chemotherapy or external beam irradiation. 

The widespread use of these new nuclear medicine techniques will not be possible, 
however, unless sufficient quantities of radioisotopes are readily available. There is 
currently a shortage of isotopes for medical research and for FDA-approved medical 
applications. Several clinical trials involving the treatment of cancer using 
radiolabeled antibodies have been curtailed due to a shortage of isotopes such as 
copper-67 and rhenium-186. Prostate cancer patients have been denied treatment 
with radioactive seed implants due to an insufficient supply of palladium-103. Without 
an adequate supply of medical isotopes to carry out clinical trials, medical research 
will also decline as a result of the lack of motivation to develop innovative new 
radioisotope procedures for treating disease. 

On September 19-20, ten leading nuclear medicine physicians and researchers from 
throughout the United States participated in a conference held in Richland, WA, on 
"The Future Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) as a Supplier of Diagnostic and 
Therapeutic Medical Isotopes." These experts unanimously agreed that the United 
States is facing a critical shortage of radioisotopes for medical diagnostic and 
therapeutic applications by the early part of the twenty-first century, and that new 
accelerator and reactor sources are needed to fill this r.eed. At the Richland 
conference, representatives of the Department of Energy described the proposal to 
restart FFTF for the mission of producing tritium for national defense applications, 
while simultaneously producing medical isotopes that are not available in sufficient 
quantities from existing U.S. sources. · 

In December, 1996, over sixty physicians and distinguished researchers requested 
Secretary O'Leary to review and strongly consider the potential for future FFTF 
operation, including isotope production. We have been very pleased and encouraged 
by the Department's steps this year to do just that. Restart of the FFTF for an interim 
tritium production mission would also provide critically needed medical isotope 
production capabilities; unmatched by any other reactor in the Western hemisphere. 

A body of scientists and other in terested ci ti zens devoted to the benefi cial applicatiol'lS of radionuclides to the treatment of cancer and other major diseases. 
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Much work remains to be done to enhance health care through nuclear medicine techniques. The medical 
community is.doing its.share, despite the shortage of existing"isotope supplies for clinical trials and the 
uncertainties that are faced in the future supplies of isotopes for medical research and therapeutic 
applications. To that end, it is critically important that the Department make available its unique resources, 
such as the FFTF, to sustain and enhance its partnership with the nuclear medicine community- a 
partnership that can do so much to save lives and improve the quality of life for critically UI patients. 

We strongly encourage the Department to maintain its long-term commitment to the production of medical 
isotopes and continue its consideration of restarting the FFTF. 

Sincerely, 

~-l{-1 ~L~ 
Susan L. Goll;d~y l Marc A. Garland 

President Board Co-Chair 
Darrell R. Fisher, Ph.D. 
Board Member 

~£,)~ ~s~ 
Robert E. Schenter, Ph.D. 
Board Member 

Thomas S. Tenforde, Ph.D. 
Board Member 

We, the undersigned, concur with this letter prepared by the Nuclear Medicine Research Council. 

~.di...~O~e~• L 

S. Jame~delstein, M.D., Ph.D. 
Daniel C. Tosteson University Professor, 
Harvard University 
Past-President, Society of Nuclear Medicine 

Robert F. Carretta , M.D. 
Director, Department of Nuclear Medicine, 
Roseville Hospital, Roseville ; CA 
Vice-President-Elect, Society of Nuclear Medicine 
Past-President, American College of 
Nuclear Physicians 

~~~ 
A. Bertrand Brill, M.D., Ph.D. 
Professor of Radiology, 
Vanderbilt University School of Medicine 
Professor of Radiology, 
University of Massachusetts 

1.°:t~~ 
Professor of Internal Medicine and Radiology, 
University of California at Davis 
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$,.- ~cP-if1cJ 
Alan R. Fritzberg, Ph.D. 
Chief Scientist and Chairman of the 
Scientific Advisory Board, 
NeoRx Corporation, Seattle, WA 

George E. Laramore, Ph.D., M.D. 
Acting Chairman, Department of 
Radiation Oncology, 
University of Washington School of Medicine 

1/. ~ 
Conrad E. Nagle, M.D. 
Chief, Nuclear Medicine Department, 
William Beaumont Hospital , Troy, Ml 
Past-President, American College of 
Nuclear Physicians 

aakon Ragde, M.D. 
Urologist, Northwest Hospital, Seattle, WA 
Assistant Medical Director, 
University Hospital, Seattle , WA 
Board of Directors, Pacific Northwest 
Cancer Foundation, Seattle, WA 

~-~~..,,,,,:=----zy 
Elissa L. Kramer, M.D. 
Associate Professor of Clinical Radiology, 
New York University School of Medicine 

Carol S. Marcus, Ph.D., M.D. 
Director, Nuclear Medicine Outpatient Cl!nic, 
Harbor-UCLA Medical Center 
Professor of Radiological Sciences, 
University of California at Los Angeles 

Martin L. Nusyno , M. . 
Professor of Rad1 ogy, Internal Medicine, 
and Pathology, University of Texas 
Medical Branch at Galveston 
President, American College of 
Nuclear Physicians 

David A. Scheinberg, M.D., Ph.D. 
Chief, Leukemia Service, 
Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center 
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Glenn T. Seaborg , Ph.D. 
Nobel Laureate in Chemistry 
University Professor of Chemistry, 
University of California at Berkeley 
Associate Director, Lawrence Berkeley 
National Laboratory 

Edward B. Silberstein, M.D. 
Professor of Medicine and Radiology, 
University of Cincinnati College of Medicine 
Board of Trustees, Society of Nuclear Medicine 

Ay~ 
Rosalyn S. Yalo , Ph.D. 
Nobel Laureate in Physiology and Medicine 

cc: Congressional Delegation of Washington 
Congressional Delegation of Oregon 
Congressional Delegation of Idaho 

Aldo N. Serafin· M.D. 
Professor of M dicine and Radiology, 
University of Miami School of Medicine 

Huibert M. Vriesendorp, M.D., Ph.D. 
Radiation Oncologist, 
Arlington Cancer Center, Arlington , TX 

The Honorable Gary Locke, Governor of Washington 
The Honorable John Kitzhaber, Governor of Oregon 
The Honorable Phil Batt, Governor of Idaho 

• _\ I 
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Board of County Commissioners 
BENTON COUNTY 

January 12. 1998 

P.O. Box 190 • Prosser, WA 99350--0190 
Phone (509) 786-5600 or (509) 736-3080 

Fax (509) 786-5625 

John Wagoner, Manager 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, V/ A 99352 

Tom Fitzsimmons, Director 
Washington Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 

Doug Sherwood, Manager 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Hanford Project Office 
712 Swift Blvd, Suite 5 
Richland, WA 99352 

Re: Proposed Deletion of FFTF Tri-Party Agreement Milestones 

Dear Tri-Party Agencies : 

-~/ptJ;--1 
Leo Bowman 

DISTRICT I 

Max Benitz. Jr. 
DISTRICT 2 

Claude L. Oliver 
DISTRICT 3 

RECEEVED 

Benton County supports deleting the current Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) transition to 
cleanup milestones from the Tri-Party agreement. No unnecessary actions should be 
taken which could jeopardize potential future missions for the FFTF before pending 
decisions on the future of the reactor are made. The county supports restart of FFTF for 
the joint missions of interim tritium production, medical research and isotope production, 
and disposition of excess weapons grade materials . These joint missions have also been 
endorsed by resolution through our state association, the Washington State Association of 
Counties (enclosure). 

Benton County is confident using FFTF for interim tritium production will also make 
more money available in the Department of Energy for Hanford cleanup. Protecting and 
remediating along the Columbia River, removing and vitrifying waste from the tanks, and 
cleanup and transition of high-risk facilities remain our top priorities for Hanford 
cleanup. The county will continue to monitor and provide input into the cleanup process, 



' 
and to hold high expectations for results . It is important to continue to demonstrate and 
publicize real cleanup progress to the region and the nation. 

Sincerely, 

BOARD OF BENTON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

Leo Bowman, Chairman 

Enclosure 

cc : Secretary Pena, USDOE 
Hanford Communities 
Roger Stanley, Ecology✓ 
Ernest Hughes, USDOE 



A RESOLUTION OF THE WASHINGTON SI'ATE ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES 
IN SUPPORT OF THE FAST aux TESI' FACJLITY 

WHEREAS, the FFI'F is a national asset that can meet important defense, medical, and weapons 
disposition needs; and 

WHEREAS, the FFrF should be restarted and given the joint missions of interim tritium production, 
medical research, isotope production, and disposition of excess weapons grade materials; an~ 

WHEREAS, several reports, including those conducted by the JASON Panel and the Argonne National 
Laboratory confirm that FFIF is technically capable of producing tritium for the nation· s stockpile; and 

WHEREAS, the U. S. Department of Energy failed to adequately consider the techniC41, economic, 
and schedule arguments in favor of the FFIF in its Tritium Record of Decision and NEPA process; and . 

WHEREAS, the use of the FFTF to provide this interim source of tritium supports accelerated cleanup 
by not excessively draining resources from other U. S. Department of Energy programs; and 

WHEREAS, nuclear medicine provides life-saving benefits which are made possible through the 
application of nuclear technology; and 

WHEREAS, the United States must take the lead in nuclear disarmament through disposition of excess 
weapons-usable fissile materials; and 

WHEREAS, Tri-Cities region and state interests are supportive of an interim tritium mission for the 
FFrF coupled with a replacement long-term mission of medical rcs.earch and isotope production, and 
plutonium disposition; and 

WHEREAS, restart of the FFl'F is a state goal; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Washington State Association of Counties hereby 
supports the restart of the FFfF for the joint missions of interim tritium production, medical research, 
isotope production, and disposition of excess weapons grade materials. 

Recommendation of the Board of Directors: _ 

Action of the Association: _____ _ 

J/ko 't'.Yl~Jk , . 
~er,Presidcnt 
Washington State Association of Counties -
November 15, 1996 at the Fall Legislative Conference at Richland, Benton County, W~on 
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January 24, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
WDOE 
PO BOX 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

RE: FFTA, TPA, WDOE/USDOE/EPA 

I support the proposed changes in the Tri-Party Agreement allowing the time to make 
a decision on the reactivation of the Fast Flux Test Facility. 

l used the address on the "Hanford Update" . l wish they would give addresses not just 
phone numbers and e mails. Are written comments via the mail still acceptable? 

Also I will ask again why are most of the meetings held in Seattle? 

SincerelyQJJ 

/([) ~ ., iu~ 
William J s 
South 12608 Scribner Road 
Cheney, Washington 99004. 

()(a/i) 
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Tri-Party Agreement 

A bulletin on Hanford cleanup and compliance Volume IO , Number I - Janurary/February, 1998 

Special Report: Fast Flux Test Facility Public Comment 
Public comment is being accepted untQJanuaryJQJ-9.2.§-2!!. proposed changes to the Tri-Party 

Agreement (TPA) that would delete deactivation m1lestones for the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF). The 
FFTF operated from 1982 to 1992, when it was then placed in a standby mode. 

In 1995, the FFTF was added to the Tri-Party Agreement after a decision was made by theUnited 
States Department of Energy (USDOE) to shut the reactor down, based on the lack of a definable 
mission. Since then, early deactivation milestones have been met, but none that would permanently 
prevent the reactor from restarting. 

In January 1997, then Secretary of Energy Hazel O'Leary elected to halt deactivation and keep 
the reactor in a standby mode to allow for a possible evaluation of the FFTF for future missions. Conse­
quently, the work schedules currently in the TPA are out of date, and are no longer being acted on. It is 
important to note that the USDOE has not made a decision to actively concider the advisability of restart. 
Should that decision be made, an open public process will be required. Nonetheless, there is already 
much debate regarding restart issues. 

Under a restart FFTF's primary mission would be as an interim source of tritium for the nation's 
defense needs until a permanent source can be found. Tritium is a component of nuclear weapons which 
is subject to decay, making it necessary to re-supply. An additional and concurrent mission for the FFTF 
would be as a supplier of medical isotopes. 

Under this potential mission, the FFTF's prime focus would be on tritium production for the 
government until a permanent facility could be constructed ( most likely in South Carolina). When that 
facility is completed, the mission would focus on medical isotope production to meet a potential market 
demand. 

Opponents of restart note that the market for medical isotopes is still unproven, and that the 
nation's need for tritium would decrease if international treaties are ratified. Additionally, there is strong 
resistance to any mission on the Hanford Site that could divert cleanup funds to a production mission. 
The US DOE maintains however, that no funding for cleanup will be used to pay for restart ofFFTF. The 
funding would come from a separate USDOE budget. The Washington Department ofEcology, is 
concerned that neither the present standby mode,nor a potential restart should be allowed to impact 
cleanup efforts or funding for those efforts. 

Each of the parties do agree that any new mission for the FFTF would create additional hazard­
ous waste at Hanford, which would have to be managed appropriately. 

It is important to note that the pmpos,ed Tri-Party Agreement changes deal only with the 
project) current standby status, W}zjfh is a re~the~re~(Enei-g?s dedsion to halt d~tiva-
tton until decisions on FFTF;~-fu~e ~"made. (Coniinued/~•--' ·' . 

Department of Ecology Environmental Protection Agency U.S. Department of Energy 



FFfF (cont.) 

If the decision is to not restart the FFTF, and to continue with deactivation, current TPA milestones 
will be adjusted and new timetables will be set. Any decision to evaluate the FFTF for restart would be 
a public process under the National Environmental Policy Act. 

There are a series of public meetings regarding this TPA proposal scheduled in January throughout 
the region. You are encouraged to attend and comment. The meetings are scheduled from 7 :00 to 9:30 
p.m. and are in the following locations: 

January 13 - Hood River, Hood River Inn (Gorge Room) 

January 14- Portland, Oregon State Office Building ( I st Floor Conference Rm.) 

_;.:,~ January 20 - Seattle, Seattle Center Northwest Rooms (Rainier Room) 
,,# . 

January 22 -Richland, Federal Building (Auditorium) 

There will be opprotunities for an additional pre-meeting at each of the locations, with space 
being provided for presentations by interest groups. The pre-meeting will be from 5 :00 to 7 :00 p.m. at 

~~ofthel~~ations.___ _ ____________ ____ _ ____ _ . -- - ~ .... .... 

( __ / · -·- For more information, contact Roger Stanley, Ecology (360)407-7108, e-mail: '· 
j .· rost461@ecy.wa.gov., or ErnestJ Hughes USDOE (509)373-9381, e-mail: emestj_hughes@rl.gov. _,, 
~ Or, call the Hanford Cleanup Line, 1(800)321-~0_DB. . .. . -- -~--~ -~J•·-- ~ ·· 

··~· - .:... ~_.. _. , ____ . ,. - • - _..,4 

200 Areas Soil Inv·estigation Strategy public comment completed 
A proposed modification to the Tri-Party Agreement detailing a new strategy for cleaning up waste 

soil sites in the 200 Area recently undeJWent public comment. The public comment period ended 
January 7,1998. 

The 200 Area Soil Investigation Strategy seeks to streamline cleanup by reducing 32 geographic 
units into 23 "similar-waste type" groups. The proposed plan is aimed at arriving at the best proven 
technology for treating a given type or types of wastes, and applying that technology to a group of waste 
sites with similar waste characteristics. The plan also seeks to integrate aspects of the two main regula­
tory laws governing cleanup, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and the Compre­
hensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). The combining ofRCRA 
and CERCLA would subsequently reduce the large volumes of papeIWork associated with investigating 
each waste site. 

For more information, ·contact Brian Foley, USDOE (509) 376-7087 

HAB Quarterly Public Involvement Meeting set 
The next Hanford Advisory Board Quarterly Public Involvement Meeting is planned for February 

4, 1998 from 1-3 p.m. at the Radisson Hotel, Flight Room, 17001 Pacific Hwy. S., Seattle, Washington. 
Immediately following that meeting, a meeting of the Hanford Advisory Board's Pu"t1'iic-1iri'vo1vement 
Committee will take place at the same location, starting at 3 p.m. Your attendance is strongly encour­
aged. 

For more information, contact Michael Turner, Ecology (509) 736-3037 

Department of Ecology Environmental Protection Agency U.S. Department of Energy 



Baldonado, Donna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

donaldevett@juno.com 
Friday, January 30, 1998 12:35 PM 
rost461@ecy.wa.gov 
FFTF, Public Comment 

I am in favor of a restart of the FFTF. I believe the mission is there 
to continue an interim source of tritium for the nation's defense needs 
until a permanent source can be found and also a supplier for medical 
isotopes. 

I do not agree that the need for tritium will decease if international 
treaties are ratified. 
There will always be a need for a strong nuclear defense. China & Russia 
certainly do not have such intentions of deceasing their nuclear . 
deterrent. They may reduce some of their nuclear weapons, but never to 
the point that they cease development and research in this technical 
field . 

I firmly believe that any funding for the restart of the FFTF would be 
strictly for this project and that none of the funds would be used for 
the Hanford cleanup 

True, a certain amount of hazardous waste will occur at Hanford due to 
the restart program, but I am confident that responsible people will 
manage it safely as in the past. 

I highly recommend approval to restart the FFTF at Hanford. 

Lt. Col. Donald E. Evett, USAF, Ret. 

You don't need to buy Internet access to use free Internet e-mail. 
Get completely free e-mail from Juno at http://www.juno.com 
Or call Juno at (800) 654-JUNO (654-5866] 

/Jb// 



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: __ 1? ............ e_+_~.a.....( __ M_c._l-'--, '(-'--C-.._ , "°'--'--

Address: d, <-> J M °" S?' ~ 5\- . 

D ·, \I"\ c, ..e..A11 \0 P\ 9 1) b c>'5 
( 



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

Dear Mr. Hughes, 

- - - - - - - - - ---

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

2. Nu exceptions from the Tri Pw--ty Cl1;;an 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: -JA"( CN?£.oLL 

Address: J2?X 22. ~ 
_ ___.12_1Nb8\.t __ W t\ q ?Jidl~ 



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 produclinn or 
nuclear weapons . 

2. No exceptions from the Tri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made lc.11 

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 Hanfo rd 

The health risks are too great. 

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

Respectfully, 
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Baldonado, Donna 

Froro: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

February 12, 1998 

Earnest J . Hughes 

Mark Beck [beckmk@whitman.edu] 
Thursday, February 12, 1998 3:55 PM 
emest_j_hughes@rl .gov 
governor.locke@governor.wa .gov; rost461@ecy.wa.gov; eclipse@3-cities.com; 
frederico.pena@hq.doe.gov; senator_murray@murray.senate.com 
Tri-Party agreement and the FFTF 

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 cla im 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 clearty 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 b_etter 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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Baldonado, Donna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Hughes, 

rhoads@3-cities.com 
Friday, February 06, 1998 12:25 PM 
ernest_j_hughes@rl .gov 
rost461@ecy.wa.gov 
Comments on Proposed Changes to TPA M-81 

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 
4913 Richardson Rd . 
Pasco, WA 99301 



Baldonado, Donna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

William & Elizabeth Hathaway (wehathaway@worldnet.att.net] 
Wednesday, February 11, 1998 4:05 PM 
rost461@ecy.wa.gov 
Hanford (reopening) 

This must be exhausting for you to deal with all of us. I'm sure they 
don't pay you enough. But, I have to send my 'no' to add to the tally. 
It is surreal to see this issue back in the arena. Technology hasn't been 
able to clean up the past wrongs. It has been costly. For any gain, 
Washington state sees in the short-term, the losses will carry far into the 
21st century. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Hathaway 



Baldonado, Donna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

LLAckerman@aol.com 
Friday, January 30, 1998 5:00 PM 
rost461@ecy.wa.gov 
Hanford 

Please don't restart FFTF at Hanford . Hanford is one of the most polluted 
places in the United States. It is not a legacy that we are proud of: 
Killing human beings, causing severe health problems, killing the 
environment. Many people who worked on the Manhatten Project, including my 
step-Grandfather, have spoken out against the horror of the nuclear 
industry. Hanford needs to be cleaned up and put away forever. If you grew 
up in Central Washington like I did you would know that you can't justify 
FFTF. 

Both the Govenors of Washington and Oregon have deep concerns about FFTF. 
The downwinders in WA and OR have suffered enough, One of the most 
beautiful places in the world , the Hanford Reach, will be threatened even 
more. Threatening the Reach more will seriously peril the fate of salmon in 
Washington. The salmon issue as you may know is an international one of 
great importance. 

The Department of Ecology's mission is to preserve and protect the 
environment of Washington State. Protecting the environment will protect 
human beings. Ecology has worked hard to clean up Hanford, I know it takes a 
big part of your budget and your time. Ecology needs to stand up for the 
citizens of Washington against the Department of Energy. 

Let's put Hanford to bed completely and safely. 

Sincerely, 

Laura Ackerman 
2011 E Boone Ave 
Spokane WA 99202 
llackerman@aol.com 



Baldonado, Donna 

From: ·< 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

1/30/98 

Roger Stanley 
DOE 

Dear Roger: 

Susan Crampton [scrampt@methow.com] 
Friday, January 30, 1998 11 :46 AM 
rost461@ecy.wa.gov 
Hanford FFTF 

FFTF increased activity? NO I 
Hanford needs downscale and clean-up, not increased activation and 
pollution! 
Governor Locke and Washington citizens oppose increased FFTF 
activity. Scientific data identifies numerous problems with 
reactivation plans. The serious health and pollution threats are 
not acceptable. 
The wrong idea in the wrong place. 

Susan Crampton MD 
Twisp, WA 



Baldonado, Donna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Roger Stanley 

Kelleyba@aol.com 
Saturday, January 31 , 1998 3:52 PM 
rost461@ecy. wa .gov 
ernest_j_hughes@rl .gov 
comments on FFTF restart 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
PO Box47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 
rost461@ecy.wa.gov 

re: comments on FFTF restart 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 
I am writing regarding the proposed restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility at 
Hanford. I oppose the restart of the FFTF. I oppose the proposed restart 
for a number of reasons: 

* US DOE's own documents say: "No engineer would propos a fast reactor to 
make tritium from lithium. Modifying a test reactor places the reliable 
operation of the plant at risk" (US DOE's Defense Program, "Areas of Concern 
on FFTF"). 

* The Tri-Party Agreement milestones provide for the FFTF to be shut down, 
and for more money to be freed up for clean-up. Restart of the FFTF would 
break that promise. 

* Restart of the FFTF would create many more tons of high-level nuclear waste 
at Hanford. I want to see the existing wastes cleaned up, not more created. 

* I don't want to see 33 metric tons of Plutonium shipped into this state. 

* Because of the schedule push, an internal DOE report said , "No time is 
provided in the schedule to accomodate any safety testing ... " That is 
unacceptable to me. 

For the above reasons, I oppose the restart of the FFTF at Hanford. It makes 
me angry that the state Dept. of Ecology and US Dept. of Energy would 
consider breaking their promises to the people of Washington , made in the 
Tri-Party Agreement. Further, why should the average person in Washington 
support this proposal when your own employees and those of US DOE, who work 
on behalf of the public, have described this proposal as unwise and 
potentially unsafe? The Dept. of Ecology represents me and all the other 
citizens of Washington in making this decision, and you do have choices. 
urge you to choose not to agree to the restart of the FFTF. 

I will continue to follow what happens in this process. Please send a 
response to my comments to the mailing address below. 

Sincerely, 
Becky Kelley 
Seattle, WA 

e-mail: kelleyba@aol.com 
address: 14037 26th Ave NE 

Seattle, WA 98125 
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Baldonado, Donna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mike Petersen 

Mike Petersen [mpeters@televar.com] 
Thursday, January 29, 1998 2:14 PM 
rost461@ecy.wa.gov 
fftf comments 

8506 West Fork Trout Ck. Rd. 
Republic, WA 99166 

Jan 29, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
Washington Dept of Ecology 
PO Box 476000 
Olympia, 98504-7600 
email: rost461@ecy.wa.gov 

Dear Roger, 

Please accept these comments concerning proposed changes to the Hanford 
Cleanup Agreement. The radioactive wastes at Hanford pose a significant 
threat to the Columbia River and the health and welfare of Oregon and 
Washington residents. 

I understand cleanup dollars have been diverted to keep the FFTF reactor 
on ?hot standby - is DOE in agreement with this diversion? 

Dept of Ecology should recommend that the FFTF should be shut down and 
cleaned up starting now. Shipping more plutonium to fuel the FFTF will 
increase the threat of accidents from nuclear waste spillage, such as 
the secret spill outside of Baker City, Oregon a few years ago. Hiding 
waste inside Covenant Transport semi-trucks will only work until one of 
these trucks hits an icy/foggy section of 1-84 and overturns. 

A statement has been made that;?The newly created High-Level Nuclear 
Waste would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes 
stored at Hanford.? Is this true , and why would DOE go along with this 
if it is true? 

The change in cleanup appears to violate the Tri-Pary Agreement, what is 
the reason that DOE is going along with this? What will the State get 
in return for allowing transport and production of radioactive , 
hazardous waste? 

I am opposed to the operation of the FFTS and want cleanup to proceed 
now. 

Thank you, please respond to my concerns, in a letter or e-mail. Send 
to Mike Petersen, 8506 West Fork Trout Creek Rd., Republic, WA 99166. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Petersen 

cc: Secretary of Energy, FredricoPena 

. Ob:23 



Baldonado, Donna 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Dear Governor Locke, 

Peter Prehn (noflik@rightathome.com] 
Wednesday, January 28, 1998 2:44 PM 
Chelan Co Watch; Wenatchee Natn'I Forest Watch ; rost461@ecy.wa.gov 

Your environmental and social record have be encouraging to the future 
of our state. I take the time to write because I subscribe to several 
eco-nets 
that are concerned with forests and gold-mine cyanide and nuclear 
waste. Thus I is hopeful to have a governor, in you sir, who will put 
his shoulder behind finding leverage to persuade corporate Washington 
that it is our best interest to promote a vision of Washington as a 
beautiful, relatively unspoiled natural wonder, and struggle to conserve 
our inherited natural wealth and our commitment to the future of our 
species, regardless of race. 

The nature of the beast being what it is, e-mail is shorthand for getting 
a message to you sir, but I hope you will do whatever is in your power 
to close down Hanford as a production site of rad io-active substances. 

Hanford has seved its function . The Radioactive Nuclear power dream 
has gone bust, hopefully we no longer require atomic weapons in the 
future, and if we do, supposedly we have produced enough. 

We who live here upwind in Washington deserve security that our 
thyroids will function properly, our children develop properly, and that 
no Chernobyls will happen in our back yard . We would be remiss 
in not expressing to you our urgent concern that there come closure 
to Hanford as a potential nuclear catastrophe, cataclysmic or chronic 
leakage, the news is bad. 

Peter Prehn 
POB13 
Peshastin WA 98847 



519 West Roy, #217 

February 17, 1998 

Governor Gary Locke 
PO Box 40002 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Dear Governor Locke: 

Seattle, WA 98119 

R ECE ! VED 

FEB 1 9 1998 

Please make sure that no nuclear production whatsoever happens at Hanford. This means 
getting the FFTF (Fast Flux Test Facility) off of standby status and cleaning it up, period. 

Producing a poison like tritium by definition is a problem. Common sense alone tells us 
that. It takes a lot of very bad stuff to produce it (like tons of plutonium brought into our 
state) and then we get a lot of bad stuff back out in the form of nuclear waste, more 
poison that we don't really know what to with. It's all a big guess with unknown 
consequences for future generations over a time period we can't even imagine. And then 
there is always the possibility, perhaps even a likelihood, that we'll have an accident 
despite our best-laid plans. 

What makes this whole issue so bizarre is that, besides there being so many good reasons 
for not producing tritium at Hanford due to threats to public health and safety and the 
environment, it seems totally unclear that we even need tritium. 

I have heard perfectly conservative military types state that 2,000 bombs would work just 
as well as a deterrent as the 12,000 we have and that any more tritium we could possibly 
"need" could be had through recycling our "excess" supply of bombs. In addition, what I 
hear in the news these days is that the world, including the US, is at least trying to move 
towards nuclear disarmament. Therefore, to say that we might need more tritium seems 
absurd at best and totally irres·ponsible at worst. 

There seems to be something wrong with the Department of Energy being able to 
unilaterally opt out of the Tri-Party Agreement. Who exactly thinks we need tritium? And 
do they represent the opinion of the majority of people of this country? 

Let us be a reasonable and wise and responsible people. Let us do what we can to help 
clean up the mess we have made at Hanford and not make it worse. 

s~~=J!:oJ::jJ/J~L __ _ 
Lona Badgett ~ 
cc: Patty Murray, US Senator 

Roger Stanley, Washington State Dept. of Ecology 
Energy Secretary Pena, USDOE 
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Richard Bayer, M.D. 
6800 SW Canyon Drive 
Portland, OR 97225 
503-292-1035 (voice/fax) 
ricbayer@teleport.com 

Wednesday, January 14, 1998 

To: ~ecretary Pena 

Re: FFTF at Hanford Nuclear Reservation in Washington State 

[This was read and submitted by Richard Bayer, MD on January 14, 1998 at the Oregon State 
Office Building, 800 NE Oregon, in Portland, Oregon during a public hearing on the Fast Flux 
Test Facility (FFTF) of Hanford Nuclear Reservation] 

Dear Mr. Pena: 

Thank you for allowing public discussion of the efforts to restart the Fast Flux Test Facility at the 
Hanford Nuclear Reservation in Washington State. 

Hanford Nuclear Reservation has a legacy as a bomb factory and a major source of pollution for 
one of the great watersheds of the world, the Columbia River. My hometown, Portland, Oregon 
just happens to sit on this great river which is becoming increasing polluted from activities at 
Hanford. 

The Hanford Nuclear Reservation is also notorious for releases of radioactive gasses that have 
caused cancer in downwinders. I have taken care of some of these people including a young 
woman who had cancer when she was a teenager. Her cancer had been "in remission" for 
many years and I had taken care of her for 10 years when a lymph node enlarged suggesting 
the possibility of recurrent cancer. The trauma and anguish that she, her husband, and children 
went through during the evaluation is not worth the money that investors hope to make in this 
gamble. Consider for a moment how much the health of you and your loved ones is worth. 
Would you trade this away for a promise of gold? 

There is now a PR smokescreen to "sell" the FFTF as a way to help America make medical 
isotopes to cure cancer. America imports most of its isotopes just as we do oil, electronics, and 
children's toys. In the April 1997 CounterPunch newsletter, authors Ken Silverstein and 
Alexander Cockburn wrote an article entitled, "Plot to 'Cure AIDS', Make H-Bombs and $5 
Billion". They describe how this PR blitz was masterminded by Richard Thompson, who they 
describe as "a former Air Force Officer and Democratic Party wheeler dealer/ entrepreneur in 
Washington State, and by Williams Stokes, respectively vice president and president of 
Advanced Nuclear & Medical Systems". 

The FFTF was supposed to make tritium for nuclear weapons. However, because of 
competition for making •~ritium only" from plants and heavy-weight politicians like Pete Domenici 
of New Mexico (Los Alamos) and Strom Thurmond and South Carolina (Savannah River}, the 
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folks who were pushing to restart FFTF knew they would fail if Hanford competed as a "tritium 
only" plant. This is why the medical mission was invented and why the PR blitz is occurring. 
Leaked "Sensitive and Confidential" memos explain all of this and the heroic efforts of whistle­
blower Randall Bonebreak have made this information public. With more political manipulation 
stretching all the way from Washington State to the White House to Germany, the FFTF went on 
"hot stand-by" instead of being shut down. This "hot standby status" costs more than thirty 
million dollars per year that is taken away from clean-up efforts. You can read about it in detail 
in the newsletter and other publications. 

The main reason I bring this up is to expose the obvious scam of using the medical isotope 
issue as a smokescreen to try to privatize the FFTF and make large sums of money. This would · 
help the FFTF proponents including Advanced Nuclear and Medical Systems dodge charges 
that Hanford and FFTF is only a "bomb factory" and give Hanford the political nod to make 
tritium instead of facilities in New Mexico or South Carolina. It has everything to do with money 
and nothing to do with health. 

I have certainly been involved with medical isotopes for both diagnosis and treatment of many 
people with various illnesses. Nuclear medicine specialists have expressed no fear of any 
shortage of isotopes. Some prefer isotopes made in USA rather than Canada and support 
production of isotopes at Hanford. Strangely, those "corporate-friendly" experts don't seem to 
live downstream from Hanford. Others specialists have stated that the imported supply is stable 
thus there is no need for the FFTF to produce medical isotopes. In addition, reports that I. have 
read state that isotope production would not occur for more than a decade. 

Medical doctors use a "risks versus benefits assessment" before recommending any drugs or 
procedures. It seems quite obvious to me that in this particular situation, any remote possibility 
of benefit from extra medical isotopes made at the FFTF is overshadowed by unreasonable 
risks. These risks include delaying clean-up at Hanford, causing more cancer by further 
pollution of a river that runs between the largest city in Oregon and one of the larger cities in 
Washington State, and possibly a Chernobyl type accident in our back yard. One of the 
dangers less mentioned is the risk that our government no longer has any credibility when 
discussing nuclear issues. 

Lastly, there is now an effort by the proponents of nuclear power to have the people who may 
get the jobs come to the city and to the state that gets the pollution, but doesn't get the jobs. 
This is a cynical attempt to sow the seeds of death because of lust for money. This tactic uses 
those who are desperate for jobs as pawns in the game and is strategic corporate hypocrisy in 
the extreme but alas is, "business as usual" in environmental and labor issues. I am all for well­
paying jobs in our neighboring state but the jobs at Hanford should be for cleaning up and not 
creating more waste. The radioactive waste will be around for a long time and if we focus on 
cleaning up, then we will have clean-up jobs for a very long time. Please shut down the FFTF 
and refocus on resolving this life-threatening situation of dangerous radioactive waste. Thank 
you. 
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Plot to "Cure AIDS", Make 
ff-Bombs and $5 Billion 

The story of how the AIDS plague 
was recruited to boost H-bomb 
production, but one bizarre mo­

ment in a notably amazing saga of "'rein­
venting government.., in the Clinton-Gore 
years, begins in Washington DC on No­
vember 20, 1995. For the leading players 
in our tale, that fall day was overshad­
o-.,.ied by a long-dreaded and now im­
pending event: the final s.hut-<lown of the 
Fast Flux Test Facility, a breed.er reactorat 
the Department of Energy's Hanford Nu­
clear Rcsenation in ea5tem Washington. 

The Fast Flux, as it is familiarly 
known, had been placed on stand-by 
status in the BU5h years, and was !!<:hed­
uled for decommission for the sound rea­
son that it had long since outlived it5 
purpose. That purpoee had been to test 
fuels and materials for the eighth wonder 
of Tennessee, the Clinch River Breeder 
Reactor, which e njoyed. a spectacularly 

poisonous career under the unremitting 
solicitude of im prime proteaor, Al Gore. 

Glumly contemplating the Fa.et Flux 
shutdown were several hundred Depart­
ment of Energy employees dependent on 
the nuclear plant for their paycheclcs, a 
Consortium of about a dozen large cor­
porate contractors at Hanford, including 
Westinghouee, Loclcheed, Ratelle, 
Bechtel, IBWEnviroruncntal., Fluor and 
Informatics, this la!!t a consulting firm 
compo9Cd of former DoE officials and 
former Rockwell personnel who had 
worlc.ed at Hanford. The third group pre­
sent at the meeting WT::re staffers for the 
members of the W~hington congres­
sional delegation, led by Marla Marvin, a 
former timber ind ust:ry lobbyist v.--ho now 
works for Senator Patty Murray. Murray 
hnrf ~n ~fTit"l,ant ;.,. , hfAr s:nnrt,t"\rt (n_. o 

new bomb-making mission for the Han­
ford reactors. 

On the other side of the table (though 
this deployment scarcely did jW!tice to 
the cordial nature of the relationship) 
was Dr. Terry R. Lash, director of the 
DoE's Office of Nuclear Energy, Science 
and Technology. The impresario of the 
the entire conclave was Richard 
Thompson, a former Air Force officer 
andDemocraticPartywheelerdeaJcr/ en­
trepreneur in Washington state. 

M a confidential DoE memo of the 
occasion frankly noted, the pwpose of 
the meeting was to stave off shut-<lown 
until such time W! the Fast Flux could be 
transferred to private owner.!hip, re­
tooled at taxpayer expcn5e and then 
launched on its new mission: production 
of tritium, which the Consortium esti­
mated would net the partners anywhere 
from four to five billion dollars a year. 
04The Cotl90rtium's interest in the Fast 
Flux",thcDoEmemostatea, '"iscon~nt 
on the Consortium securing a 20-year con­
tract with the Department for the purch&!e 
of tritium irradiation services. Without a 
tritium production contract, the Consor­
tium is not intel"C!lted. in the facility." 

For those CounterPunch readers not 
intimately acquainted with the finer 
points of thermo-nuclear weapon! pro­
ductiqn, let it be said that tritium puts the 
oomph into an H-bomb explosion. The 
compound has a half-life of 12.3 years. 
So to lcecp nuclear weapons user-ready, 
the tritium needs to be replaced on a 
regullir basis. 

Right now a shortfall in the US tritium 
stoclcpile is expected by 2005, if the 
START II treaty is not implemented. If 
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.'Flu.x, cantinuedfrom p . 11 
START II is approved, the crisi.!i in tnt· 

iwu supply is deferred until 2015. 
The ju:xta.position of the two -words 

~Hanford" and "tritium" was itself, as all 
present at the November meeting knew 
well, politically fissile to the highe!lt de-

. gree. For one thing, the specter of tritium 
production haunts the local oommuni­
ties around Hanford. Decades of nuclear 
production have rendered the area l:l ra­

dioactive W&llteland. A SO<:alled "'tritium 
plume" spreads out across the aquifer 
under Hanford and seeps into the 
nearbyColwnbia River. Moreo'YCr, a new 
generation of H-bomb production at 
Hanford would arouse the hated legiom 
of Greenpeace to disruptive activity. 

Won,e yet, ne'M! that tritium might .be 
produced at Hanford would detonate the 
congreeeional delegations of New Mexico 
and South Carolina, led by those most 
puissant of legislators, Pete Domenici 
and Sn-om Thurmond, whose half life is 
four times that of tritium. Earlier in 
1995, the Los Ale.mos National Labora­
tory in New Mexioo and the Savannah 
River Nuclear Plant in South Carolina 
had .been selected by the DoE as the 
primary sites for tritium production. 
"The 'tritium only' UW1Sion", a secret 
Consortium memo emphasized with 
fierce underlinings, "has ZERO 
chance/probability of success - the 
delegations from South Carolina and 
New Mexico will KILL the 'tritium only' 
mission, leaving Hanford with NO long 
term mis.9ion." 

It ,,.-a,e Thompeon, the operator from 
Washington, who pointed a ...,a,y out of 
this i.mpaasc-Looking at the D0E'1:1 I....w:m, 
Thompson counselled thus: "You all 
should be riding the AIDS cure band­
~n." To a hushed audience Thompeon 
outlined his plan, distributing a memo 
labelled "Sensitive and Confidential" 
and titled .. Privatize the F~t F1ux". The 
oVt:re.11 strategic thrust was a plan to 
transfer a public asset 'M:>rth billions to 
private hands at no coet to the latter. The 
tactical manuevcn toward this end were 
candidlyoutlincdforthe DoEbureauaats. 

It W8l! crucial, the memo counselled, 
to stress the .. humanitarian rrus!!ion" of 
Fa.st Flux redivww. Blithely ignoring the 
fact that the Fast Flux was producing 
nothing of the sort, the memo pro­
claimed: .. We should mount a PR cam­
paign to save America's last producer of 
medical i.!.otooe;!." Thompson !laid the 

campaign should emphl:lSize the fact that 
upwards of 95 per cent of Ult! medical 
isotopes now W!e<l in the United Statc:8 

are imported. "Th.is will caprure the pa­
triotic allegiance/ flair of Congress." Un­
der no ci rcumstance!:! , the memo 
emphasized, should the subject of nit­
ium production be broached. Instead, 
"'the undeniable worthiness of the hu­
manitarian mission mll5t be highlighted 
and exploited to the maximum !Cnsitiv­
ity of our society." 

Prominent in Thompson's mind was 

the O'Leary problem. The then Secretary 
of Energy had declared that all the nu­
clear reactors at Hanford should be shut 

Kennedy said that the 
Fast Flux might "lead to a 
cure for cancer and AIDS". 

down permanently and the mis.9ion of 
the l"C8ervation would beoome one of en­
vironmental clean-up. How to outflank. 
that public commitment? The idea was 
to give O'Leary political cover, and what 
.better camoflauge than the war on AIDS? 

Kennedy Comes Aboard 
On No~r 28, 1995, eight days after 
the meeting with wh, a letter arrived on 
the desk of Secretary O'Leary from Sena­
tor Edward Kennedy. The themes artiru­
lated by Thompson jwt over a~ earlier 
"l\l'CI"C ably mirrored. in the m.i:!s.i~ of this 
champion of health care. Kennedy ~ 
O'Leary to "evaluate the potential of the 
Fast F1ux in supplying radiophe.rmaocuri­
cals to meet the nation's medical require­
ments ." The senator called for an 
i.mmediaa: halt to the deooxn.mi98.ioning of 
the Faat Flux while the DoE considered. the , 
privatization scheme offered by the Con­
soniwn Kennedy Mid that the Fast Flux 
might .. lead to a cure for cancer and AIDS". 

The coincidence of views between 
Kennedy and Thomp!!On was ~rccly 
fortuitous . ThomJ>30n had enlisted a 
young law student, Randall Bonebreak, 
to arrange financing and political sup­
port for the Consonium Bonebreak had a 
friend in the Kennedy aunp who l08t no 
rime in imprcseingthe potential of the fagt 
Flux on hi! employer. Days after the arrival 
of Kennedy's letter on O'Leary's desk, the 
draining of the sodium coolant from the 
reactor core of the Fa.st Flux '11.ilS halted and 
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the plam -was plared. on "'hot !tand-hy" 
Stage one of the renaissance of the FMt 
Flux had boen su~fully achievttl 

The Consortium now faced a delicate 
taSk: per.1uasion of the Department of 
Energy that the Fast Flux should preface 
its new m.wion of mercy with the tult of 
producing tritium for H-bomhe. The!!e 
earnings - in sales to the DoE - would 
theoretically generate income for pro- . 
duction of the medical isotopc8 50me 15 
years down the road. Ali thil! had to be 
done wilhout alienating the New Me.noo 
or South Carolina delegations. To this 
end, the three moet powerful members of 
the Waahington congreesional delegation 
?aid a vi.sit to O'Leary. Senator!! Slade 
Gonon and Patty Murray along with the 
redoubtable Rep. Norm Dicbcmoonoed 
them5elves in the Secretary'e offioe and. 
as another DoE memo reported., "rein­
forced their wuted view that Faat F1ux 
should be included as a possible tritium 
production option" . 

Dicb fastened on nrro vital points. At 
that time the DoE was preparing an en­
vironmental impact statement on trit­
ium production, in connection with 
poseible output and waste disposal at 
Savannah River and Loe Alamoa. It was 

vital, Di~ insisted., that this report include 
at lea& a mention of the Hanford reactor 
as a poesible option in producing tritium 
In any inconvenient brandishing of the 
nation's envirorunenlBI la-, thil! line 
would get everyone off the hoolc. Dm al.Ao 
noted that some of the political opposition 
to the Fast Flux's tritium mission could be 
deflected by labelling it an "inu:rim" pn> 
jcct, since the Savannah River facility 
would not be operational Wltil 2012. 

Enter Hugh Rodham 
By now the Comonium was nmning at 
full tilt under the name Advanced Nu­
clear & Medical Systems. Its next ta.sk-wu 
to carry its mes.sage within the rampans 
of the White Hol.U!C i~lf. Mistrusting 
O'Leary, it turned first to the influence­
peddling brother of the First Lady, Hugh 
Rodham, at that time mingling the prac­
tice of law in Miami with the duti.ca of 
hOAting a syndicated radio show.We now 
depend on the narrative of Randall 
Bonebrealc, '11.11.0 elected in October of 
1996 to blow the whistle on the whole 
scheme, thus landing himself in deep 
trouble and. at the rime of this writing, in 
a state courthoilllC in Ellcn~burg, Wa!h­
ington. According to Boncbreak, Richard 
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Thompson and his partner, Williams 
Stok.ee, respectively vie;e pr~ident and 
president of Advanced Nuclear & Medi­
cal Sy!items, retained Rodham with a 
down payment of $50,000 to press their 
ca\19C with the Clintons. Rod.ham duly 
wrote a letter to Clinton touting the pri­
vatization echemc and rai.5ed the maner 
with hui 11i.!lter. Under i.mtructions from 
Thompeon, he strongly emphasized per­
sonal themes. Had Advanced. Nuclear & 

Medical SyateIDII been up and running a 
decade earlier, Rod.ham streeeed to the 
Clintons, thinp might have gone very 
dilJerendy for Bill Clinton's mother and 
Al Gore's sister, both felled by cancer. 
Thompeon wu a guest on Rod.ham's ra­
dio ahow -where the AIDS cure potential 
of the Ftit F1wc was vigorously touted. 

AB the 1996 presidential campaign 
gathered momentum, BO did the lobby­
ing offemive by the Consortium. Glen 
Phipps, a Democratic congressional 
hopeful in the Hanford district, had a 

private audience with the Pre!ident in 
April of that year, where he claimed that 
restarting the Fa.et Flux would generate 
thousands of new jobs. Vioe president Al 
Gore and hi! staff received no leas than 
four ~ on the subject from March 
through June. Gore W8.8 told how beautifully 
the pmatimtion of the Hanford nuclear 
pl.ant ,rowd fit in with the vice pnsident's 
"reuMmtinggoyemment" initiative. 

A Foot in the White House 
Despite the fine work of Hugh Rodham, 
Thom.peon and his cohorts had yet to 
attain their eupreme political objective, 
face time with the President. The big 
corporatioll8 in the Consortium were 
eh<JYdling truddoada of money at the 
Democratic National Committee. For ex­
ample, the Fluor Corporation had given 
$100,000 to the DNC on May 6 and wae 
ewi.fdr oompen,ated for thie ~ 
mcnt t"M> month& later, aoquiring the $5 
billion management contract for Han-

1 
ford, previously held by Weatinghouae. · 
Fluor had had the piudenoe 10 hire Peter 
Knight, eubeequently oomJ>IU80 man­
~ for the Clinton/Gore ~ection ef­
fort, as their lobbyist a year earlier. 
Despite alleptiom surfacing in early 
1996 that Fluor's handling of the clean­
up of the Fernald Nuclear Plant in Ohio 
was incompetent, ooetly and dangerous, 
the Hanford contract was signed off on 
by Thomae Grwnbly, deputyeecretaryof 
enei-gy and a former Gore staffer. 

Laclcing Fluor's resource:;, Thompson 
and Stokes wanted to shon-circuit th t 
cwnbersome rituals of campaign firum c­
ing by excercising the artl.l of imeUectuaJ 
persuasion .on the Commander in Chief. 
To that end, they hired a Democratic 
Party operator from Chicago by the name 
of Vincent Tomaso, who was a clO!le 
friend of White House press spokesman 
Mike McCurry and of former DNC chair­
man David Wilhelm. himself a Chica­
goan. Excited memos about Fa.st Flux's 
potential then paseed from Thomp8<>n 
and Tomaso to the White House staffers . 

These memos soon found their marlc. 
and a meetingwas!!Ct between Thompson, 
Tomaso and senior White HoU8C aide 
George Stephanopoul~. According to 

The hustlers ambushed 
Hillary in Seattle and told 
her Hanford could be a 
"medical Mecca". 

Thompeon 's notes .. both Clinton and 
Gore had given ' thumhe up' to the project 
and after a one-hour bric~ to George 
Stephanopoulos he 'strongly endorsed 
the prooess.' " After the sucoessful ses­
sion with Stephanopoul08, the way was 
cleared for an encoun~r with the Presi­
dent. Thompeon and Tom.880 finally got 
their meeting with Clinton at the Demo­
cratic National Convention in Chicago. 

A few days before Thompson and 
Toma50 imparted. their vis.ion to Bill in 
Chicago, they were able to ambush Hil­
lary Rodham Clinton in Seattle, v.-hither 
the Fi.rat Lady had journeyed to visit the 
Hutchineon Cancer Center. Flourishing 
what Bonebreali: says are entirely ficti­
tiowi and misrepresented research pa­
pere &om the Center, Thompson and ! 
Tomaso lectured the Firet Lady on the 
coloual potential for victory over cancer 
and AIDS reprc:9Cnted by the New Han­
ford which, they &aid, could become a 
"medical Mecca". (Hanford is of couI11C 
infamoue for having i~f caused thou­
sands of cane.ere - moedy of the thyroid 
gland - durings its 40 year history as a 
plutonium factory. ) 

The Cells of Kalkar 
Politically the pieces were now all m 
place. The vital factors were now financ-
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ing and fud . Bonebreak was El.!!l!igm:d 
that uli!:!>iion . In August of 1996, he took 
him,;cl f off to Europe for colloquy v.-ith 
~ource; of venturr capital . During thi:! 
excursion ht- set up a meeting in Essen, 
Germany, for hi.a:IBelf tllld Thompson 
with execurive8 from Schnell-Bruter­
Kernhaftwerk.sgesell~haft, a conglom­
erate of Dutch, Belgian and German 
utility companies. ln the late 1980s this · 
conglomerate - SBK- had been en­
gaged in the ooratruction of a German 
breeder reactor at Kal.lc.ar, the SNR-300, 
which had proved to be an eo:momic 
disaster, mired in cost ovemms., and bur­
dened -with nearly 300 highly radioactive 
plutonium fuel cells, now stored in Han~ 
nau, Germany, and Dunreay, Scotland. 
The SBK executives offered TI1ompson 's 
firm $35.8 million to talce thi5 liability off 
their hands, removing the oell.s to Han­
ford and using them to fud the Faat Flux. 

1his was not the first time SBK had 
looked. hopefully "WCStwaro in direction 
for relief. The company had tried to of­
flOtld theoell.stoHanford.in 1991,butthe 
Bush administration rejected the pro­
posal when it decided to shut down the 
Fast Flux. SBK didn't give up. It secured 
the services of a Washington, DC fixer, 
Howard K. Shapar, a ecnior partner at 
the lobbying firm of Shaw, Pittman, Potts 
& Trowbridge. Shaper specializes in rep­
resenting foreign nuclear companies 
seeking to do businC5S in the US. His 
clients include the Australian Nuclear 
Science & Technology Organization, 
Denmark's Rise National Laboratory; 
Germany'!! NUKEM GmbH, the Japan 
At0mic Energy Research Institute, Swe­
den's Stud.svik. Nuclear A.B., and the Tai­
wan Power Company. All of these 
companies are looking to the United 
Stat~ as a potential repo!!itory for their 
nuclear waste. Shapar was particularly 
attracted by the Hanford option p~ 
sented by Thompson. In order to help 
open Hanford 's gate!! to foreign nuclear 
material!! Shapar had enlisted the help 
of one of his other clients, Nuclear Fuels 
Services, Inc., an outfit with the virtue of 
being the only US finn with a permit to 
transport, internationally, any nuclear 
fuels or waste. The firm was headed by a 
man legendary in nuclear circlee., Paul 
Shutt, a student of Alben Ei.mtcin. 

Shapar, Thompson. Bonebrcak and 
Shutt met in P~ shortly after the gath­
ering with the SBK executivt:5 in Ger­
ma nv. Bnn~hrP.Alr ""v" that ;;.h,,tt 



promised to acquire all of the necessa11· 
permits for the transport and disposition , 
at Hanford of the SBK plutonium cells. 
Shutt said that he would convince DoE 
officials that leaving the fuel in Europe 
prC5Cnted a eecurity risk. 1bis approach 
yielded speedy result!!. A memo to Secre­
tary O'Leary from Willis W. Bixby, dep­
uty assistant secretary for Nuclear 
Materials and Facilities Stabilization,· 
recommended that .. from a -hon-prolif­
eration aspect, the US government 
should encourage the transfer of mate­
rial from Germany to the US. If the US 
doe!! not talce the fuel, the German! may 
be forced to repr~ it ... Ex.ecutingthis 
transfer will require cloee cooperation 
,;th and support from numerous stale.~ 
holder groupe, governments and agen­
ciC5." Tranalation: a luaative contract 
for Nuclear Fuels Services, Inc. 

For his part, Shapa.r placed Bone­
break and Thompeon in contact with 
some of his other European clients, ar­
ranging for further shipments of nuclear 
fuel. "I suddenly found myself in the 
center of an international marlcet in nu­
clear 'Ml.!lte," Bonebrcalc tells us. "It WR! 

bizarre and frightening." 

Bonebreak Gets Scared 
In Augwt Bonebrealc was beginning to 
have qualms about the entire scheme. He 
was, a little late perhaps, !ltarnng to fed 
that Thompson was, WI he n0111 puts it to 

CounterPunch., "a damn crook:" . 1w 
days before he left for Europe, IRS •nts 
seized all of Thompson's perBOl1al ac­
counts and rec.ords involving a failed. real 
estate venture. Thi,, raid came two wecb 
after Thompson 'W8S foroed to resign his 
State Tr&.Il8portation Coo:unwion po!!t, 

brought up on allegations of IICXll8.l har­
assment. Tius last mi.efortunc may have 
endearetl him to former Washington gov­
ernor Mik.e Lowry and PI'C!!ident Bill 
Clinton (whom he met three weeks later), 
both of whom had endured their own 
lI"8 vai.l.s in thi!I area. 

Aside from these insights into 
TI1ompson 's tumultuous life, Bonebrcak 
suddenly discerned - again, perhape a 
little late - the real purpose of Ad­
vanced Nuclear & Medical Systems. Sha­
par confided to him th.at, as Bonebreak 
recalls it, '"..,._-ith a little modification any 
nuclear fuel from commercial react0rs in 
I::urope could be used for almoet any• 
thing, even tritium production." Bone-

break woke up to the fact that he ~ 
involved. in "'-hat appeared to be a con­
spiracy to breach the International 
Atomic Energy Treaty, which forbids 
trade in commercial nucleru- fuel for the 
production of nuclear weapons. He also 
realized that the German Constitution 
prohibited the government and any Ger­
m.an company from having anything to 
do with the production of nuclear weap­
ons. A final factor in Bonebrealc's trepi­
dation W8.'l his iru!tructions to M:t up 
labyrinthine over.ica5 accounts in Lichten­
stein and the Caymam in order to house 

Bonebreak was beginning 
tofeelthatThompson, 
his boss and a prime 
mover behind the 
Fast Flux scheme, 
was "a danm crook". 

the cash from SBK and transactions with 
other European nuclear rompanies. 

As the embattled. Thompson suneyed. 
his operatiorus in September of 1996 he 
mll!t have felt a surge of pride in the 
Napoleonic speed and success of his cam­
paign. Everything was now in plaoe, and 
polls showed that his benefactor, the 
Clinton admillll!tration, wa& on the way 
to Cal!)' victory (though Thompson had 
covered this bet with an overture to Bob 
Dole). It looked as though O'Leary's En­
ergy Department was going to give the 
vital g<>-ahead for the privatization plan. 
The Fast Flux was still humming away in 
hot !tB.nd-by, alW.iting i~ new mwion. 
Thompson was within reach of his billions. 

Thompson, however, had not reck­
oned. on Bonebrealc, who was feeling ever 
more deeply that "I 'WR-' up to my ass with 
a bunch of croob, wondering how far 

. they were willing to go. I didn't want to be 
implicated. in their crimes and wanted to 
try to undo what I had helped to create." 

The Whistle Is Blown 
On October 4, Bonebrealc arranged a 
meeting with the IRS in Seattle, carrying 
with him a briefcase crammed with inter­
nal document!! from Thomp&>n and the 
DoE. Bonebreak: Mys the IRS agents lis­
tened to him with interest, indicated 
there was not much they could do, but 
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that the Seattle TimeJ was rust down the 
street. This WliS not exactly what Bone­
break, l~k:i.ng to cover himael~ had in 
mind. Instead, he went to Greenpeace., 
where he met with Tom Clement!!, of the 
group's International Nuclear Campaign. 

· Clements counaellcd. two cour5es. 
First, Bonebre.ak should leak the whole 
affair to the German weekly, Der Spieg-el, 
thus raising alarm in Europe and block­
ing the planned SBK shipments. Second, 
he should unburden himsdf to the Waah­
ington, OC-ba!led Government Account­
ability Project, which might give him 90[DC 

pro1ection as a whistlebl~ when Bon~ 
break's betrayed 8.990ciates turned on him, 
as he aa:uratdyfelt theywei-e bound. todo. 

On October 8 Bonebrc.ti.k: learned that 
Thompson was about to leave for Wuh­
ington, DC to sign a contract with the 
Energy Department, commencing the 
privatization of the Fast Flux. Boncbrealc 
dulycl=ed out his office in Ellensburg. 

, in central WMhington north'W'O!tofHan­
ford., collected his files and hc::aded to DC 
himself for a meeting with reporters from 
Der Spiegel Hespcntfourdays telling them 
his story and was able to direct them to 

Thompson' s hotel, where they oon­
fronted the great schemer. The story broke 
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in Germany, aiusing political uproar. 
Two weelc.'3 later Bonebrcak was in jail 

in Washington state, charged ·with bur­

glary and possession of stolen docu­
ment!:! . The Washington police had 
shown up at his Ellensburg home as the 
Bonebreab were sitting down to dinner. 
Boflebrealc:'s father opened the door to 
find the police preparing to smash it 
down with a battering Taf\l. They de­
manded Bonebrealc's files . He quickly 
handed them =r, and the cops promptly 
ransaclced the rest of the house. Bone­
break !!At in jail for ~ weeks before 
being released on $50,000 bail. The 
charges had been lodged by Richard 
Thompeon, who daimed that the mate­
rial Bonebreak had given to the Der 
Spiegel reponers was "proprietary infor­
mation worth millions of dollars" . In 
fact, nearly all of the Bonebreak Papers 
have been made publicly available by the 
DoE as a ~ult of Freedom of lnfonna­
tion Act requests lodged by the Govem 
ment Acoountahility Project. Even so, as 
CounterPunch goes to press, Boneb.rcalc's , 
trial is about to commence. He faces a 
possible pri.'!On tenn of 12 years and fine!! 
totalling more than half a million dollllnl. 

' operation had rnnnagt:d to kiU more than 
a hundred of its cu.o.tomers in the Florid.a 
Everglades . One of O'Le.ary':; lasr Act= 

before she headed into privute life and a 
seat on the board of the powerful energy 

company AES WB.!! to give the official 
sanction to Hanford 's role as a potential 
site for the production of tritium and for 
the burning of commercial nuclear ~te 
in the Fast Flux reactor. The priet! tag for 
keeping the Fast Flux in hot stand-by i.o; 

roughly $32 million a year, money that will 

One of O'Leary's last acts 
before she headed into 
private life was to approve 
Hanford as a potential 
site for tritium production. 

be diYerted. from Hanford's already im­
poverished environmental dean-up ac­
counts. 

O'Leary's Energy Department made 
this decision, knowing all the while that 
the F~t Flux WlC! not designed for such 
a role: In a March 1996 report, given to 
us by the Government Accountability 
Project, the DoE's Office of Defense Pro­

grams reviewed the Fast Flux's capability 
to bum enriched plutonium and pro­
duce tritiwn. The rcpon stated explicitly, 
.. No engineer would propose a fast reac-

APRIi. 1997 

is tt thcmrnl nt::urron absorber, and modi­
f~,jng a test r.-Hct<., r to the strength cnpac­
i ty of H production machine ... place:; the 
plant at great risk."' 'The Offic-.e ofDefen..o.e 
Programs cautioned that any Wit: of the 
Fast Flux in this manner "could trigger a 
very serious accident." The results might 
be "cataStrophic" . This repon was trans­

mined to O'Leary on March 21, 1996, by 
her deputy secretary Charles Curtis, who 
dryly noted that it would be '"fair to say 
that Terry Lash [before whom 
Thompson had made his initial pitcli in 
1995] would reserve judgement on this 
matter. However I believe that it is impor­
tant to face the issue, make a decision 
and move on. I am convinced that the 
Fast Flux presents too many risks to war­
rant funher investment or inquiry." 
O'Leary ignored this advice. 

'This story- and if we believe Charles 
Curtis, it could have cli..maud in a Cher-

The Road to Chernobyl 
None of these explosive goings on appear 
to have perturbed the Department of En­
ergy, which no~· awaits the firm leader­
ship of former Tramportation Secretary 
Frederico Pena, perhaps most famous 
for his spirited defel'l!!e ofValu-Jet, in the 
fraught moments after the ramshackle i tor to ma.Ice tritium from lithium, which 

, nobyl-type explosion - is not merely the 
epitaph to a scam, but an omen of what 
is to come. Reagan and Bush wamed to 
shut down the Depanment of Energy 
and turn its responsibilities over to the 
DefCIL-.e Department. Clinton/ Gore, in 
the name of reinventing government, 
want to sell off most of its assets. In the 
years to come, we may well see scores of 
privatized nuclear reactors on govern­
ment sites such as Hanford, importing 
nuclear waste to produc.e anything from 
hydrogen bombs to medical isotopes. 
Just look. how far a couple of unsavory 
characteni from Wa.<1hington state got 
with their scheme. • 
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1/22/98 

To; Roger Stanley 
Dept.of Ecology 
P.O.Box 4 7600 
Olympia, Wa. 
98504-7600 

Dear Mr.Stanley 

The restarting of the reactor at Hanford,makes about as much sense as 
dumping raw sewage into the Puget Sound again. We've been down this 
path before, we should have learned from our previous mistakes. 

O&c:27 

Let's see if we can clean up the mess that we've created, before we add 
to it. I am very concerned with the future of the Columbia River, it's to 
important to the N.W. to have it turned in to a radioactive drainage ditch. 

Let me go on the record for apposing the restart of Hanford, for any 
reason. We've given too much of our state already. 

Respectfully, 

James L. Johansen 
' 



Mr. Roger Stanley 
WA State Dept. of Ecology 
PO Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley: 

Lori an.n Brudvik Lindner 
PO Box 332 

Vaughn, WA 98394 
253/884-4263 

: [', \., 

As an environmentalist and a citizen of this great state, I would like to express my concern 
for the proposed changes to Hanford. As I am sure you are aware, if dangerous new 
wastes are created at Hanford the risk of a severe accident is inevitable. How can we 
justify jeopardizing our citizenry and our physical environment to benefit a limited few who 
will reap economic rewards through the potential suffering of others? This is totally 
unacceptable. I implore you to take action against the proposed change to the Tri-Party 
Agreement which deletes the FFfF shut-aown and clean-up requirements. These changes 
are antithetical to the progress made in the Tri-Party Agreement. We cannot afford to have 
the Dept. of Energy's deal with Ecology remove the 13 Hanford Clean-Up milestones. Our 
money should not be spent further polluting our grounds and destroying what we have 
worked so hard to construct -·a clean up plan! 

Thank you for your attention to these issues. A response regarding my concerns would be 
very much appreciated. Please respond to my address at the top of this letter. 

Since;..ely, ~ --

~/!,/ ; /f:M~ttu£1-, 
lori ann Brudvik Lindner 

Otw8 
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Roger Stanley 
WA State Dept. of Ecology 
P.O. Bo 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley: 

60 5 S.E. 121 Ave. #9 
Vancouver, WA 9868 3-6069 
January 20, 1998 

RE: Production of tritium for 
nuclear weapons -- NO! 

Please use whatever power or pressure you have to stop any 
new role for Hanford. 

I think the existing contamination is bad enough; it t h reatens 
the health of the people here in the Northwest, particularly 
those of us who live next to the Columbia River ... especially 
Vancouver and Portland as well as all the other smaller towns. 

Please send me your response to my comments . 

Yours sincerely, 

/~~-~~ 
Helm1 Kartes-Erkkila 

Ob3/ 



Roger Stanley 
Washington State Dept. of Ecology 
P .O. Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 

January 23, 1998 

Dear Mr. Stanley: 

--- - - - . ~._;' 7 ~ .... , "-:-' t.:. ·. ~~ . -

'l ; _· ·: .. :, i;:Jt' 

I strongly oppose the proposed changes to the Tri-Party Agreement. Keeping the 
FFTF Reactor on hot standby and/or restarting operation of the reactor will divert 
hundreds of millions of dollars that should be used for Hanford cleanup per the 
original agreement. 1 do not wish to see the reactor used to produce more weapons­
grade tritium , and it is clear from the testimony of many medical experts that there 
is no medical need for additional radioactive isotopes. Plutonium from all over the 
country would be imported to Hanford to supply fuel for the reactor, which would 
create dangerous new wastes. Ecology should honor the original Tri-Party 
Agreement to clean up Hanford and not expose Washington's citizens and 
environment to even more nuclear hazards. 

Please mail me a response to my comments. 

Sincere]~·. 

Susan J. Perkins 

7731 14th Avenue NW 
Seattle, WA 98117 



Roger Stanley 

Kurt A. C. Munnich 
4704 West Glenhaven Drive 
Eve rett , WA 88203-1735 
January 22, 1888 

Washington State Dept of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 88504- 7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley: 

As I understand it, USDOE has requested a change in the Hanford 
Tri - Party Argeement to facilitate the start-up of the Fast Flux Test 
Facility (FFTF) . I oppose the changes AND the start-up or the FFTF. 

0~33 

Fundamentally, I oppose the production of Tritium. The world needs to 
ELIMINATE nuclear weapons. If the millions or dollars spent on FFTF were 
committed to eliminating nuclear weapons, our world would be a safer 
place to live . We need to give up this expensive and dangerous charade. 

Since you and I are not likely to eliminate nuclear weapons single­
handedly, the LEAST we can do is PRESERVE the Hanford Tri-Party 
Agreement. If "national security" dictates keeping FFTF on "hot" standby 
or restarting it, this must NOT divert efforts and resources AWAY from 
Hanford Cleanup. Any proposal to restart FFTF MUST go through a FOR11AL 
environmental review process. IF the reactor is restarted, it MUST be 
REGULATED by appropriate state and federal agencies, and meet ALL 
contemporary safety and emission standards . This includes the transport 
and storage or large quantities or weapons-grade Plutonium. Finally, the 
reactor's mission MUST be balanced with beneficial activities such as 
producing medical isotopes AND destroying surplus weapons-grade 
Plutonium. 

Ver~ Truly Yours, 
I ' -~ 

/ . -/.,// ': . ).!< ·--~ 
- . - ~-- '----i- ./ / _, - . ·,- J/ :~ \ 

Kurt A. C . Munnich -





January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

t)(p35 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agre.e with Oregon Governor Jahn Kitzhaher that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
_both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore~ this proposal wo~ld divert-mane.~ and attention awa.y from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a_greement, be the hi_ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the. proposaLto_ restart the FFTf at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. ~~ 

Signature ~~-=------>-...-c.-----.:;. 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Name 

Address. 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P. 0. Bax. 47600.. 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley> 

- -~ , ,- I"'- EI., " , .. . _, , V E C 

. r r.- : ,.: 10.,.-,., . . ., ,,t: 

I am writing today to express my opposition ta the proposal ta restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste. that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford . Furthermore, this proposal wa.uld divert mane~ and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Parcy a_greement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal ta restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

Name 



January 19, 1998 

oger Stanley 
ashington State Department of Ecology 

r'.0. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaher tba.t the radioactive. wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford . Furthermore~ this proposal wo~ld divert.mane..~ and attention awa.y from cle(lnup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a~reement, be the hi~hest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that .you reject the. JlrOposaLto_ res_tart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 

mall me a response to this letter. Signature ~ ¥ 1 

Name 

Address 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
P . 0 . Bax. 4?600_ · 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley> 

The Ollgasllis 
3946 S.E. Grant St. 
Portland, OR 97214 

I am writing today to express my opposition ta the proposal ta restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
bath Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore, this proposal would divert mane~ and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Parcy a~reement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal to restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

Signature 

Name 

Address 1 .1 ,.; \ ~ 

. ,.---. 
;, -·-~ 



January 19, 1998 

~oger Stanley 
Vashington State Department of Ecology 
P. 0. Bax. 42600. 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Qear Mr. Stanley, 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
noth Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste th~t would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore, this proposal would divert money and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Parcy a~reement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal to restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Signature 

Name 

Address 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

{)t_pl/t) 

H -t::,,... ~ • \· --
' '·· .t:: : ' t: l.1 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor Jahn Kitzhaber tha..t the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The -High-Level Nuclear waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore~ this proposal wo~ld divert-mone.:y_ and attention awa..y from cle.(]nup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a__greement, bet hi_ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the. proposal.to. res.t.ar e F Fat Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 1 

Signature _ _.L.(,/(l=¢)...:...,...---"',_,,,_ ____ _ 

Name 

Address. 

EkQ; /;h.1e✓ I 

S kJ8: t/ [ ~• ii/ 
f6R-~Jqtol Of2 q 7 ~// 



January 19, 1998 

ager Stanley 
.ashington State Department of Ecology 

P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr . Stanley, 

.. ::~ -~ r- ; ., ; [ r-· 

. . . '- IQ :\~ 
. J:· !1 .: . .., :) ._ 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal ta restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor Jahn Kitzhaher that the radioac.ti.ve wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore~ this proposal wotLld divert..m.ane_y_ and attention awa.y from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a_greement, be the hi_ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the. µroposaLto. res.tart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

Signature _{CJ, _ __.~~-.---------

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Name 

Address. 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr . Stanley, 

l?Autfik ~ 

I am writing today to express m · · 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to pro~u~pp~s~:~on ; 0 the proposal to restart the Hanford 
isotopes. I agree wi.th Oregon Governor 1~r~i1um or nuclear weap?ns a~d medical 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well a~~ ib~t the rad1oac.t1ve wastes at 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Ns ~eat and welfare of the citizens of 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous tha uc hWaste that would be created by restart 
Hanford. Furthermore~ this proposal WOILld ~.any t..ot er nuclear rea~tor wastes stored at 
efforts which h ld · lver mane.y_ and attentl.On awa.y from cleanup 
Hanford: I sug:e~~ tha~sy~:~~j:~tbih!.he Tri-~ty a_greement, be the hi__ghest priority at 
mail me a response to this letter. µropos to_ res.tart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 

Signature~,. K,_,:_b \ 
Name 1e, l?r-1 "2.. j.(_ ; t: by 
Address. I~ lJ \A t.t L, v <;.( 

LL ,. J-0 ~- O, r, -, , 



January 19, 1998 

-:oger Stanley 

-; ... . -· .- • - . '~ ,' :::- -. -· '.:·_ .;..,. . .. ' " ... . 

lashington State Department of Ecology 
t' . 0. Box 4260.0. 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley. 

·-· . ; ,~~•1 • t \ . . , , ) .. 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal ta restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore, this proposal would divert money and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Percy a~reement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal to restart the FFTF at Hanford . Please 
mail me a response to this letter. / ---, -1<' . I 

I \.. .. • r , 1 · r 
Signature \ , I V \.. •'f" 

1
- \_ - • 

Name G L-\ --I _; b::A Ld:\ YTJI ~·: 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Address. 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P. 0. Box 4260.0. 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Qear Mr. Stanley, 

I'" J L ,+>·. 
( -.:...L_ c 1 

~ , . 
I I \-' ::,:-

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal ta restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford . Furthermore, this proposal would divert money and attention away from cleanup 
efforts , which should, as promised by the Tri-Parcy a~reement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal to restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 4· _ '7') (,r 

Signature , n . ~~-_,,,,_ . _____ > 

Name 

Address. iJ C ,., ,/ 
. L-- .... 

C (.5 (. r-,J 

f'-. { -



January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

.... C C E : \ .. F C· 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

' ... , ,· '~;')8 
. ' · t, ..- .· !;;, ;:, 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon G.overnor John Kitzhaher thclt the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nilclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore,. this proposal wou.ld divert- mo.n.e..y. and attention awa.y from cle(lnup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a_greement, be the hi_ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the. proposaLto. res:ta.rt the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter . 

#r!'; ..,,. • --~· 

:jJ. Signature _____ 1; ________ _ 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Name 

Address. 

Washington State Department of.Ecology 
P .0. Box 4?6.0.0.. 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley. 

/ ~·,., , 
' •- •· , ~..,. r . .I 

{' · .. : / . ..) , •-. .. . -

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal ta restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Faciljty (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore, this proposal would divert money and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Parcy a_greement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal to. restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. ( _,,---, ( ' 

. .- . 1,.,1 ; l . , ____ :' .. -. ' '- C . 
S1gnature - x \.. r__ "< " . .,r---..___\"" "'· , · \ .-:~ ·_ '· 

I . 

Name 

Address 

----------------

,, '· 
I"' , I"-..' 

'. .:5[' \ ) - ('·, I (' .'2--

·"< C.:" d C ,· -
.·· ·. _, ~ -· _,,,, 

' I I / 1 ,,, ,, 1_ 
~ . . 

\J ', l I , ,, .'.:( 7'1 \ d.. 
, • L 



January 19, 1998 

loger Stanley 
~ashington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes.. I agree with Oregon G.overnor Jahn Kitzhaber tha.t the radioactive wastes. at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear. Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore,. this proposal would divert monay. and attention awo..y from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a.9reement, be the hi.9hest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the. proposaL to_ res±art the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mat l me a response to this letter. CJ .J :v ,,_,,,( , 

Signature ------ffe+-+------
0,,_>J ·, cl Z eo \; Name 

Address. 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
P. 0. Box. 4?600. 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

I am writing today to express my O .• 

~ast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produc~p~s~:~on ia the proposal ta restart the Hanford 
1sotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor Jahnr1_1um or nuclear weap?ns and medical 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as ll K1tzhaber that the rad1aactive wastes at 
both Washington and Oregon . The High-L=~el ~s ihe health and welfare of the citizens of 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous tha uc ear Waste that would be created by restart 
Hanford. Furthermoret this proposal would ~i~ny other nuclear rea~tor wastes stored at 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-~~ money and attent1on a~ay from cleanup 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the l cy a.9reement, be the h1ghest priority at 
mail me a response to this letter . proposa to restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 

Signature O ~ ~ t <-3 
Name '::/ 1 f,Z./,a I NI A NA~ 1::\:: 

Address Z~~ I 5~ f°l17e,e::Qj. 



·:-. ~- ,. ... ~ ~ \ ,. r D 
January 19, 1998 

oger Stanley 
Jshington State Department of Ecology 

r' • 0 • Bax. 42600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley. 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart ~e Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medlcal 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive was~~ at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the Cltlzens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created. by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore this proposal would divert money and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should: as promised by the Tri-Parcy a_greement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal to restart the FFTF )_Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. . ~~.,,..../~ 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Slgnature ~~ . 

Name E\A."t"M 3re.-1~v1-k~ 
~~9'1 ~ ~ ~ 
C)~ rfl?--0~ 

Address. 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test FacUity (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon ~overnor lahn Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The. High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. F~rthermore~ this pr~posal wo~ld d~vert-mone.~ and attention ClWClY from cle(lnup 
efforts, whlch should, as promlsed by the Tr1-Party a_greement, be the hi_ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the. proposaLto. restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

Ii -, .. 
Signature u~ ,,v ;{,,i..... , , . ,J u 

Name 

Address 
~! j 

·--i / I 
[X ... d i , \ i 



January 19, 1998 

.oger Stanley 
ashington State Department of Ecology 

P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

005/ 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaher th!lt the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Muclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore~ this proposal wo~ld divert money and attention awa.y from cle.(lnup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a_greement, be the hi_ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you rej_ect the.. µroposaL to. restart the FFTF at Hanford... Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Signature 

Name 

Address. 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

- - --------- --- -

Name 

Address. 

' - ,-
~ C~ C . ~ : . 1. .. 

0 " I ~ I' n- ---



January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
1shington State Department of Ecology 
. 0. Bax. 4?600.. 

Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal ta restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermoret this proposal would dive.rt mane~ and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Parcy a__greement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal to restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

Signature /J \_ U?::~ ~~ 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Name 

Address 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

;JI Cl) Ur 3. ~ fu _ 
601 rJl &>~l ~ 
J! 0 /,« K ~ ) 0 ~ 

, ' ~ · - . 

;~ ~},, ......... ~' 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhabe.r tha.t the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore • this proposal would divert..rnonay. and attention awa.y from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a__greement, be the hi__ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the. ~roposal.to.. res.tart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

Name 

Address. 

C \A (\::LL ) E \.q-S T I N 

I 6 b '- ) Sf- ' " r- ) -r 



January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor Jahn Kitzhahe.r that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level ~uclear waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore • this proposal would divert.mone.y.. and attention awa.y from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a~reement, be the hi__ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the.. proposaLto_ re.s±art the FFTf at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

- , 

Signature __ .....,.__(_'----_~_ -..... ,; •_,._·._t~_ , ___ _ 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Name 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

t' • I A \ ... • < 

c~{. '-t.1 ( , .... 

~~ E: (~ t • \ / r ~ I . - '-

: i \ ;..,· . -: /G :"\C 
- -- ·~,IC 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor Jahn Kitzhahe.r that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear. waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore • this proposal wou.ld divert.mone.y.. and attention awa.y from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a~reement, be the hi__ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the.. proposaLto_ re.s±art the FFTf at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. ------

-- - -- ,,..,.---- ,I 

Signature~~/✓- /---- :.::.,,.__ ___ __ 

'- / . 

Name 

Address. 

··- .,.,, .. 



January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
P • 0 • Box. 4?600_ 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley~ 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would .be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford . Furthermore, this proposal would divert money and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Parcy a~reement,, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal to restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please · 
mail me a response to this letter. 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Name 

Address 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

/ '1 ' 

lL ~- ./u,07·!ci-c 
/C,),. [ 3] rd /}i .:-(!__ 

. r· ~. ' .. iOr'j~ ' £: \\, / . ,~ .. • .. ... 

I am writing today to express my oppos1t1on to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaher that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore~ this proposal wo~ld divert mone.~ and attention awa.y from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a~reement, be the hi~hest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the. proposaL to. restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter . 

~ - - - - - - - - --- - - --

Signature 

Name 

Address 

16;11~\lty I ~NIL 

kn,1_be.(-Jetj J . Horn~ 
_/ 3;) 3 3 SE 5~1tU'\V\OV1 V~iD Dr-; 
r \ r l r'V / ; , .. 1, nc f_J,() q 7 >"'r \ C:-1 



January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

L, !l ;. ~ 1998 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaher tha.t the radioactive. wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level tillclear waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore • this proposal wou.ld divert.mone.y. and attention awa.y from cle(lnup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a_greement, be the hi_ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you rej.ect the. p.roposa.L to. res~tart the FFTF cl. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Signature ~~;.._.--:::td-""'=::--------

Name t4: "'"-'--v1'"-- 0 l I V-'Z 

Address. 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P. 0. Bax. 4260.0.. · 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanleyi 

·- -. t·- " . ,;.._-_ '1 \ J [ · D h c ._. 

I am writing today to express my opposition ta the proposal ta restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
bath Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore, this proposal would divert money and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Parcy a_greement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal to restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

Signature 0 '~c c J}cJ.u<:J 
Name L ,f'-1J>A &of (1 s 

Addres.s 
1

l-__ I l' - t , . - 1 · - r:r t --, : _ + 



January 19, 1998 

0 .oger Stanley 
lashington State Department of Ecology 

-/ .0. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

.· . ·1·r,t"--S'.; 
: ~ ~~ , : 0 ~ ---

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon uovernor Jahn Kitzhaher tha.t the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregan. The Kigh-Level ~cle.ac. waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore • this prapasal would di ver.t. mane.y_ and attention awo..y f ram cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a~reement, be the hi~hest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the.. p.roposal..to. res.tart the FFTf at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Signature 

Name 

Address. 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

-Dear Mr. Stanley, 

~:1::J /\ ~1-­

-:f-':ff D I\ 'lbl--

5>0 :S 1 Sf- f\~,J <;-r­
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I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon <iovernar Jahn Kitzhaher tha.t the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The Kigh-Level ~clear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reac-tor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore • this proposal would divert.mane.y_ and attention awo..y from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Part_y a~reement, be the hi~hest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the.. p.roposal..to. res.tart the FFTf at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. ~ 

:::ature ~;Jl~ 
4552 S'£ too#t? Address. 



January 19, 1998 

~oger Stanley 
!ashington State Department of Ecology 

P • 0 . Box. 47600. 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

- - ,-. 
..... .> ;_:-: ~-- C ! \ -' E' D 

i am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree. with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive was~ at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the c1t1zens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermoret this proposal would divert mane~ and attention a~ay from ~le~nup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Pari;)' a~reement, be the h1ghest pr1or1ty at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal to restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 

mail me a response to this letter . . A" / / ~ 

S1gnature ~-­_, f 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Name >l(c:?!(1./: rlt ~ 
Address lf6 pf'f_, Rm I })/~ ..... 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P .0. Box. 4260.0.. 
Ol ympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

,,:. -'. ~ .•,~q)< 
• 1.: ,-,. • . ., • • ~ 

_I am writing today to express my opposition ta the proposal to restart the Hanford 
~ast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
1sotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor Jahn Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermoret this proposal would dive.rt mane~ and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Pari;)' a~reement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford . I suggest that you reject the proposal to restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

Signature ~ ~ 
Name \_\ ,_.._-\-l.u- '&&,-\-o \ 

Address ~c;s- f:'s- 10 M-\ c-.--1-. c 

-2 o ~ --, , --, 
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January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
.->. O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

01.doS-
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I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor Jahn Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
,Hanford. Furthermore,- this proposal would divert- mo.nay_ and attention awa.y f ram cle(lnup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a_greement, be the hi_ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the. proposaLtcl rest.art the FFTf at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 · 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

., . -·. ~- -1rqc {' h 1 . · ~Le 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
i sotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor Jahn Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore,_ this proposal would divert_mane_y_ and attention awa.y from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a_greement, be the hi_ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the. proposaLtcl rest.art the FFTf at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

Signature 

Name 

Address. 

~ ::2-dp;; 
5e,<.eA- L . lev:::J 
~J. L/ -t N . H 0..13 "-.J-
D t\v-+-1 ,.., A J 7 .t? , , -, ~ 1 --~/ 



January 19, 1998 

'.oger Stanley 
/ashington State Department of Ecology 

P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

. J ', 1:) "'~8 . ;:. r, • --~ ,.,~ . 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor lahn Kitzhaher tha.t the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore~ this proposal wo~l.d divert..mone.y.. and attention awa.y from cleanup 
efforts, which should,-as promised by the Tri-Part_y a_greement, be the hi_ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the. proposaLto._ restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Name 

Address. \DQO D ~1;_ ~:'a t\~ -
~~\0~.91 DtO-ecl \ 1 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P .0. Box. 4?60.0. 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley. 

I am writing today to express my opposition ta the proposal ta restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
i sotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The. High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created. by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore, this proposal would divert money and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Parcy a~reement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I sugges.t that you reject the proposal to restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

Signature 

Name 

Addres.s. 

Ho dfA A. Puf-J-O 
' 
p_ 0. (S ox 3 '5515 



January 19·, 1998 

0 .oger Stanley 
lashington State Department of Ecology 

; . 0 . Bax. 4760-0. 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley. 

1 am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal ta restart !he Hanford 
T F ·1·t (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medlcal 

Fast Flux est acl _l Y hn Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
isotopes. I agree Wl~ ~reg~n ~~v:~n~~ ~~ll as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
Hanford t~reaten~eOro ~~ laTh~vHigh-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created. by restart 

~~t~h:~~~~g=ld be f~~ m~re dangerous than _any other nu~~e~~t:~~~~~r0:~~t~~c!_t~~!~n~: 
~~~~~~~: ~r~~h:~~~~~: ~~i~r~~~~~~a~yw:~dT~~~:~l~io:~~"!heb;F~~e~~i::::~~~r~~io~i!~s~t 
Hanford. r suggest that you reJect the prapasa to r~s r 
mail me a response to this letter. -~ ,( _____ _ 

Signature__:::_ _________ _ 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Name 

Address 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P .0. Bax. 4760_0_ 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley. 

R,-t \ ,L re. ~---
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I am writing today to express my opposition ta the proposal ta restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
bath Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created. by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford . Furthermore, this proposal would divert mane~ and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Parcy a_greement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal to. restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

Signature 

Name 

Address , -713 (( .St:- ,;41 ~ f 1P-I # IL) 

() / ,1,,1 ,, I r-. () r- , . f .. 



January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree wi..th Oregon Governor John Kitzhaher thclt the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore~ this proposal wo~Ld divert.mane..~ and attention awa.y from cl~nup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a_greement ~ be the hi_ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the.. proposaL tel rest.art the FFTf at Hanford.. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Signatur~ h. 

Name 

Address. 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon uovernor lohn Kitzhaher thclt the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington .and. Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore~ this proposal wo~Ld divert.mane.~ and attention awa.y from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Party a_greement, be the hi_ghest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the.. proposaL tel re.start the FFTf at Hanford.. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. 

Signature ✓~ 
Name 4,v( 'c 4c.ef , · 



January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 
lashin~ton State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

1 am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart !he Hanford 
F st Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weap~ns a~d med1cal 
_a • Ore on Governor John Kitzhabe.r thctt the rad1oact1ve wastes at 
~~~~~~~th;e~~:~et~~~olumgia River as well as the health and welfare of the ~t~zens ~ft 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear waste that would be creat Y res ar 
f the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 

~anford Furthermore this proposal wo~ld dive.rt..mone...~ and attention ~y from ~l~nup 
efforts· which should • as promised by the Tri-Party a_greement, be the h1..9hest pr1or1ty at 
Hanford: 1 suggest that you reject the. p.roposaLto_ re.st.art the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. ~ ~ 

Signature ~,--=-~~~--.::...::.=----.....c.....--

January 19, 1998 

Roger Stanley 

Name 

Addres~ 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
P. 0. Box. 42600. 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Mr. Stanley, 

8lco d- St ~C,l~ (C)< S+­
'f o,+ \ t\.~ 0"2. 0 'l ;}-j !c 
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I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposal to restart the Hanford 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce tritium for nuclear weapons and medical 
isotopes. I agree with Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber that the radioactive wastes at 
Hanford threaten the Columbia River as well as the health and welfare of the citizens of 
both Washington and Oregon. The High-Level Nuclear Waste that would be created by restart 
of the FFTF would be far more dangerous than any other nuclear reactor wastes stored at 
Hanford. Furthermore, this proposal would divert money: and attention away from cleanup 
efforts, which should, as promised by the Tri-Parcy a_greement, be the highest priority at 
Hanford. I suggest that you reject the proposal to restart the FFTF at Hanford. Please 
mail me a response to this letter. _ , . ---7~ 

S1gnature _ _..,...L_ ____ t __ ~__. ____ _ 
~ 

Name I hy{J 65 > 

Address 








