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May??, 1998 

Dear Interested Citizen: 

Thank you for your comments on the draft revisions to the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement 
and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement) . The U.S . Department of Energy (DOE), the 
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), and the U.S . Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) appreciate your concern and input. 

We made a number of changes to the tentative agreement as a result of the input we received. 
We believe that the final agreement described here is the q~~t way to address the cha,ng;e in status 
of the Fast Flux Test Facility by the U.S . Department of Energy. 

The enclosed document and appendices present the commentsreceived, responses, and the 
changes we have made to the Tri-Party Agreement. Where comments addressed national policy 
issues beyond the scope of this change, we have notq.gly.jncluded those cqwments and noted the 
number received, but have also forwarded those corraj1¢ntsto the Office of Nuclear Energy, 
Science and Technology (NE). For more infotmatidii, plea,se write or telephone ???? ?????, 
Ecology, P.O. Box 47600, Olympia, WAQ8504-76QQ:i ~~QQ\???~????; Jon Yerxa, U.S . DOE, 
P.O. Box 550, A5-15, Richland, WA 99;3B2, (509).376-9628~or ???? ?????, EPA, 712 Swift 
Blvd, Suite 5, Richland, WA 993 52, (?09) 3 76-?529. 

Sincerely, 

George Hi.s idij~~/ P:roject Mc:1nig~r 
U.S. Departm~hi, 9f :E}.t1~rgy 

Rog~( Stanley, Project M~ ager 
WMhirigton State Department of Ecology 

ll 

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

April 13 , 1998 
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1. Introduction 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
TO THE TENTATIVE AGREEMENT 

REGARDING THE FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

.-.- . ·-

In January 1997 the U .S. Department of Energy (POE) changeq:the s.tatqs. qf the Fast 
Flux Test Facility (FFTF) from deactivation to standby pep:ding a depi~ion, to b¢ ¢~4~ py .·· ........ . 
December 1998, on whether the facility will be utilized i~Jhe natiorial tritium pidd4¢tfops{fategy. 
In April 1997 the DOE Richland Operations Office (RL )/Staie of Washington Department of 
Ecology (Ecology), and U.S . Environmental Protection Ag~t1cy (EPA) agreed to conduct 
negotiations for the purpose of revising Hanford FederalFacility Agreement and Consent Order 
(Tri-Party Agreement, TPA) milestones for the FFTF, in accordance w id1Section 12, "Changes 
to the Agreement. " Enclosure 1 shows those mileston~s and the proposyq actions. These 
negotiations resulted in a tentative agreement sigp¢q QC;t9b~r 14, 1997 (.Enclosure 2) . 

__ ::::-::· --:·: .·- ... _: .- . . . . . . 

A formal public comment period wa:s held fr9th N8r¢filB•¢fA4; 1997 untif February 20, 
1998. Ecology is the lead regulatory ag¢frcy for tp.e<M-81 ~lrr~s.J riilestones and all facility 
transition projects at Hanford and, tti~r¢fore, it clriff the-DOE:were the sponsors and primary 
agency participants in a series of (otfrpublic m¢:etings hel_di n Portland, Oregon; Seattle, 
Washington; Richland, Washingtgrt{and Hoo.d lRiver, O(¢gon. 

·.·.· .. · .. ·.,• 

lnJffi.~J~port, theJD.Ql;;~~ology, and e PA p;~sent the comments received (Appendix B), 
responsej($gq(~QA ?), andfl}¢ictions taken. A total of 8390 comments from numerous 
individual; ~4/~ppµ ps. (2464 ~o'mmenters) were received. The 1406 comments that applied 
directly to the ptQPQ$gg;:igreement§ga:O!{¢were collated (Appendix A) and used by the three 
agencies in d~l ~vmwn.gJ~¢-a,dequicy dfand revisions to the tentative agreement. The final 
agreemer:i:hsigried ??????.?; 1998, is provided as Encl?sure 3. In summary, that final agreement 

-::// •, _:·:: ·-

t races the existingMiSl series milestones and target dates, as well as the M-20-29A 
milestone, in a "Td Be Determined" (TBD) status, pending the Secretary of Energy's 
expected decision on the future of the facility; 

~ppfirll).$.Jpat environmental compliance issues, should they arise during this interim period 
:g~$QPS,tdJtation, will be addressed as part of Ecology's sitewide compliance assurance 
}pf6g'il m; 

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

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

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

• specifies that, should the Department of Energy decide to initiate the Nati9nal 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process consiq¢iing the :E;FTF for tri\iiu:n ~11:c:i/or 
medical isotope production and that process restiltsjn a R,ecord of Decision IB:OP ) for 
restart, the M-81 and M-20-29A milestones would be deleted . . . 

Many (6984) of the comments involved national policy issues that went beyond the 
narrower focus of the proposed agreement change. Those comments have been collected and 
indexed in accordance with the generic issue raised and r esponse. That indexing is shown in 
Appendix A. Section 7 of this report describes VJh;te :qqpies of Appenqices A and B can be 
reviewed. 

2. Background 

The FFTF is a 400-megaw1:1,tf sodium-ctj6led nuclear reactor that operated from 1982 until 
1992 to test advanced fuels and materials in sµpport oft he national Liquid Metal Fast Breeder 
Reactor program. The facility. also produced a ~ariety. of medical and industrial isotopes, 
includingJtjtiµ)n, and provided research and testing of components and systems for advanced 
power sy&f~ wi> > . . .· . 

Wh::i~od s t o identify along;;term mission for the FFTF were unsuccessful, the DOE 
began activiti~s in:lQ.Q.?lotr:c:1.nsitionthe pla~t to a safe, shutdown condition. The FFTF was 
placed und.ei'the f PAin,}99=4, and some of the transition milestones have been completed. The 
decisio.r:t6 shut down and de;ictivate the facility was made by the Secretary of Energy. 

•-:. 

< . In January 1997, the Secretary of Energy issued a decision to place the FFTF in a standby 
m..99.~, pending a determination on whether the facility will be used in the national tritium 
prp#iiction strategy. As the Cabinet official responsible for furnishing tritium to the U.S . 
ij~p~rt:m~r:it ofI)~!fense, the Secretary of Energy has the obligation to provide this material in the 
trt.8~ff ~Ui$te~dcost-efficient manner practicable. It was the Secretary's determination that the 
FFTF; ~fathity within her purview of responsibility, could help meet those requirements. 

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

Provision is made in the TP A to evaluate a facility "for future use." The J al)uary 1997 
DOE-HQ facility assessment concluded that the FFTF did have a potenti,il future .. use and that 
continued deactivation would preclude such use. That assessment resutfedj n a formal decision 
and action by the Secretary ofEnergy to place the FFTF inst~ndby. Su.cha.decision is the 
prerogative of the Department of Energy, given the DOE's stewardship responsibilities under the 
Atomic Energy Act. 

Following the potential "future use" decision, the Department of Energy ( 1) initiated 
studies to provide the basis for a proper determination regarqing th~ potential future use of the 
FFTF; and (2) initiated formal negotiations with the other TP;\ .~geµcie$ in order to appropriately 
negotiate a modification to the FFTF milestones, given t he change inst~tus. Results of those 
studi~s are available on the FFTF Web site (http://~AR.f.org), atJhe Jpr¢~TPA repositories 
(Seattle, Spokane, and Portland), or at the PubHs ~i~4ipg Rpom in llicbfu.rid (see Section 7). 

By December 1998 DOE is expected io decip;e wheth~ror not FFTF will be considered 
further as an interim tritium production spurce. If.it will be,cat ried forward as an alternative to be 
evaluated for interim tritium production/ then an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will most 
probably be prepared for FFTF, in accordance with the process outlined in the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

3. TPA g~j~g~ ContrqJ~t Jbt!$~ 

~a~~~m§~jp the Cciri1.m9:nity.Relations Plan for the Hanford Federal Facility 
Agreement ar/d(tJlt{$.~rgDrder (Ja'.nµaryJ 997), a significant TP A change such as this one requires 
certain key step$: 

(1) 

.. :. :.. . :_ 

~gencies Announce 45-'Day Public Comment Period 

A formal public e19mment period was held from November 24, 1997 until February 20, 
1998. In this c11,~e the comment period was extended to nearly twice the minimum time to I i~;ilt;ru7e~n~;~~:~i:::•;~~t:~~:~ed:~h::~!~,~~:~t:e~~~:,ublic meeting in Hood 

(ij ,: J: t glrtcies Decide Whether to Schedule Public Meetings 

Four public meetings were held in Portland, Oregon; Seattle, Washington; Richland, 
Washington, ; and Hood River, Oregon. Those meetings are described in Section 4 and 
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the transcripts are provided in Appendix B. 

(3) Agencies Consider and Respond to Public Comments 

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

(4) Final TPA Change and Comments and ResponsesD.ocumentDistributed 

As described in Section 7, this summary as well as the two appendices ci::mtzjni11g the 
comments and response information from the public.meetings .and correspond;eo9.e ·. 
generated during the public comment period endingFeb(liary 20, 1998 are available at one 
of the three TPA repositories (Seattle, Spokane, and Portlapd), or at the Public Reading 
Room in Richland. Section 7 also describes how individual~may request a copy of the 
final TP A change and the Comments and Responses docuineJ?,t-

4. Public Meetings and Comments 

A series of public meetings were held regardi.ng thi~ proposed TP A revision in January and 
February 1998 throughout the Pacific Nprthwest r~gion: 

January 14 - Oregon State Qffice Buil.C;ling, Portlan:4, Oregon 
January 20 - Seattle Centef NorthwesbRooms, .Seattle, Washington 
Janu.a£y 22 - Federal l:}µilgtt1g, RichJ¥1.9.i \:Y~§pfogton 
F~pn}~h{12 - Or~gppi[dqd River Irtrt; H:66d River, Oregon 

Attendees 
~225 
~450 
~175 
~250 

Advi~i~~ril.¢11:ts were pl~c¢d in tpe local media before each meeting. The meetings were 
well-attended irt4~hhpqgh scheduled from 7:00 to 9:30 p.m., all meetings lasted until nearly 
midnight to pr9yi~{ the opportunity for attendees to offer their oral comments. This ensured that 
everyone was offeredthe .opportunity to speak and express their views. 

5. Ite~ponses 

/ The DOE, Ecolqgy, and EPA received 8390 oral and written comments from individuals 
!ill4. groups. The written comments and oral transcripts of the public meetings are contained in 
~pp'i'ilgjx.J3: A t~iµri of Ecology and DOE staff reviewed each of the inputs, indexing them in 
H\ipfY:ay§(h.pth;:shown in Appendix A) : 

(1) The first indexing was specifically related to the position taken relative to the proposed 
TPA change. Positions were not "forcefit" into a small number of options. If an input 
differed from the categories established, a new category was created. The resulting eight 
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categories are shown below in Table 1. 

TABLE 1- POSITIONS RELATIVE TO PROPOSED TPA CHANGE 

Category 
(# Comments) Comment I Position 

I Favor deleting the milestones 
(846) 

2 Favor defening milestones, i.e., assign them as "TBP'.' . 
(8) <) 

•,. •· )/ 
3 Oppose deleting milestones 

(232) 
.· 

4 Favor maintaining and meeting the milestones (no changes) 
(184) 

·•·· . •.• .. . . .. 

5 Believe FFTF milestones should not be under the TPA beca~se ¢e fl).cility is no longer in a 
(5) deactivation mode 

6 Question the authority of Secretary of,?J?:<::.r~ to r9Uove any item :from the TPA 
(39) 

7 Made general comments about.the TPA change process and the TPA public involvement process, 
(87) ex., "Change process was included in original TPA apd precedents have been set"; "TPA is an 

' agreement,' not a law";tEPA's absence at the FFTFTPA public meetings." 

8 Felt that retaining ac~ye-milestones that are no longer relevant undermines the purpose/credibility 
(5) of the TPA, i.e., doI1}t« ignore milestcmes." 

::;·_; . ••·· 
. 

Total= 1406 :: .. 
.. 

commdiis:{ f ·•••· 
-:.:-:-:-::-:-:-:-::-:,:-:-:-·--· 

There are s~vi iii::p§~~i;y~tions th~tR~?-Pr~ade regarding the input: 

• Six.tM.PJf2g
1

hl~~th¢::commentr received that directly addressed the TP A milestone change 
J~vbi-ed deleting) hf riiilestones (category 1) . That opinion was heavily weighted by 

i petition subrnittalS S:ehf in as written input, and was not reflected in the percentage of oral 
.·••••··· comments received af the four public meetings. . 

-: .:/. Ofthe 8390 tC>tal comments received, 1406 or 17% directly and specifically addressed the 
\ : .·IP A chaqg~: >Part of the reason for that apparently low number is that the 83 90 
: q9ro,m¢9tSwere received from 2464 comm enters 1. In addition, at each of the public 

· : : :, W:§6.tirigs and in the written call for comments, while individuals and groups were 

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

(2) The second indexing involved relating the non-TP A-specific comments received to a set of 
generic national and/or policy issues (and responses) . Again, there was no attempt to 
"forcefit" a comment into a small number of options. If a comment differed from the 
generic categories established, a new category was created. Each category includes 
comments expressing the full range of opinions and perspectives. The resulting twenty
one categories, with comments and responses, are outlined below. 

TABLE2-

Category 
(# Comments) 

1 
(1178) 

2 
(148) 

COMMENTS 

Comments 

Tritium production , 
i.e., "don ' t need, " 
"don ' t want," 
"oppose" 

Weapons, i.e. , 
"don't need,'" 
"don ' t want," 
"oppose" 

Concerned th~r 
. dollars will bef have 
\ b~c;:n divertc:d fr,~in · 

I RESPONSES O1'FGENERICISSUES · 

;8e~ponses 

Tritium is an essential component in weapons on which this country relies as the 
foundation of its nuclear deterrent strategic defense. The amount of tritium required 
is established in the Nu<;lea,FWeapons Stockpi!ePlan and approved by the President. 
Current projections.bl);sedj i11the stockpile plan requ1 r-errients necessitate additions to 
the stockpile onor'befcfr~~OQ5 . . . 

Nuclear w~pons remaip:-a key par.toft he na_tion ' s current defense strategy. The 
official pi>licy of the Un.ited Slates f.orthe past 30 years , since signing the Nuclear 
Non-Pr.dtiforation Treaty, has been t he total elimination of nuclear weapons. But 
that is not a unilateral agreement; action is required on other nations ' part. The 
U.nited States has .signed and ratified ST ART II, reducing the number of strategic 

. ; warheads. The:Russians have ,signed the treaty, but the Duma, their parliamentary 
·• ( house, has not yet ratified this treaty. 

Hanford cleanup is fonded by DOE 's Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
'. En vironmentalM;.anagement (EM). FFTF funding, including operation , has been a 

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

. dC>CWTi<:nt includes the intent for DOE to have all funding, including shutdown, be 
'. sepa~~tc:ly-funded by the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology starting 
'in f Y-1999. 

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

standby " fa{ ···;:•.••· · · 
nothing" _ ...... 

As the Hanford Strategic Plan clearly states, primary emphasis is placed on safely 
cleaning up and managing the site ' s legacy wastes. However, there has also been a 
commitment to use, where appropriate, existing Hanford Site capabilities and assets 
where they can support national and international needs. 
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6 General comments If it is decided that the FFTF has a role in the national tritium production strategy, 

(173) that oppose medical and the FFTF site-specific EIS results in a ROD for restart, the DOE is committed to 
isotope production, concurrent, early production of medical isotopes . Medical isotopes appear to be a 

i.e., " It is a ruse"; growing component of the United States health care system and, based on a 1997 
"There is no Frost & Sullivan study, demand may grow by 7 - 15% per year over the corning 
market." decade. 

7 Supported concept DOE is committed to concurrent, early production of medical isotopes if the FFTF 

(16) of tritium site-specific EIS results in a ROD that the FFTF has a role in the national tritium 
production funding production strategy. The extent of that production will be driven by the research 
as a " bridge" to demand and market requirements at the time. Recent market projections are 
medical isotope promising for medical isotopes; however, evalua~ims .thathave been conducted to 
production date indicate that the near-term rev.~nue stream froiri the sale of medical isotopes is 

insufficient to totally offset the c~sis to start up anc\ op~rate the FFTF . 
., 

. '· 
8 Safety of the reactor The FFTF and all reactors arc:; required to be .built, tested, and operat~d ~o esta.l,lished 

(389) for a new mission safety standards. These standii:tds will notchange for the new mission; ,T he < 

[314 positive] (pros and cons) evaluations performed to date fudNate that; even with the proposed chaiiges, the 

[7 5 negative] core will operate within limitsoftfre original Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR). 

9 Concerned about The FFTF is located approximately four miles from the Columbia River. There are 

(154) possible Columbia no liquid radiological or hazardous effiuent discharge pathways from the FFTF to 
River impacts; the groundwater or river. 
groundwater 

10 Concerned about If the FFTF meritsfurtherco.nsideration, a full NEPA process will begin that will 

(120) possible include e>.1.erisive format. publi<; in-voi:vement. FFTF' s history ofoperation included 
Down winder no releases with impact to the t:nvirom11.ent or public, and analyses performed to-
impacts date in_djcate that the inherent safety of the facility and barriers to release preclude 

signip9iint future impact during operation or under foreseeable accident scenarios . 
.. 

11 Concerned about . : The operation of the FFTF will..generate additional waste. However, the quantities 

(182) additional waste are very low and the releases well below any legal limits. The FFTF does not release 
generation / hazardous or radioactive material to the environment. Operation of the FFTF is 

Ai} ) 
treatment/ stqrage / expected to generate up to 60 spent fuel assemblies annually. Current plans involve 
disposal i~~\JC~ ·· · cleaning the components and placing them into interim above-ground dry storage 

...... ,.,., , .......... , . .. µntil a national repository is completed . 

·•· \} 12 .. / Cbri~rned about · · :Amily~is has been performed on the safety impact of transporting plutonium and 

(109) \ {:irllh#cfiill!:fon of ·•• <: ur~l~i:n oxides and irradiated tritium targets . Both routine and accident scenarios 

·•····: +< 
plutorij~pjfgr fuel C:: i1u!icale· that there are no significant safety issues associated with the transport of 

··•·anc11af~rt9§f9r .. plutonium fuel or fuel material shipped to Hanford or with the transport of irradiated 
tritium . . \•• triti~m targets from the FFTF at Hanford to Savannah River. 

. ?ff Concern~dJ~ul .· .. Because a tritium mission would involve some national security issues, certain 
possible heightened aspects of the FFTF operation would be of significant value to a nuclear proliferant 

ri!iSI 

secrecy as.sociated and will be classified in some way. At this time, only a very small portion of the 
with tritiu.in information dealing with safety or environmental issues is expected lo be classified . 
production, i.e., The safe operating envelope for the facility would not be classified, only the precise 
document amount of tritium produced at any one time. 

,./ classification . 
. , .. .:-;.':- ,: ...... ::. .. •;/•. ' ·,.: 

. ~ .. 

) ,/ 14 \::•·· Public involvement The Department of Energy is still detennining whether FFTF should be considered 

'' (858) '•' during the NEPA further for restart. During this time, tours and status briefings by the FFTF Standby 
process or EIS . Project Office have been made upon request. lfFFTF merits further consideration, 

a full NEPA process will include extensive formal public involvement. 
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15 
(17) 

16 
(5) 

[l positive] 
[ 4 negative] 

17 
(575) 

[556 positive] 
[ 19 negative] 

Applicable codes 
and standards for 
restart; i.e. , DOE, 
NRC,IAEA. 

Privatization (pro 
and con). 

Plutonium and 
mixed oxide fuel 
issues (pro and con). 

Throughout the design and construction of the FFTF, the siting and design 
calculations were reviewed by the NRC with subsequent review by the Advisory 
Committee for Reactor Safeguards. To document their review, the NRC issued a 
Safety Evaluation Report . Before loading of fuel and any reactor operations, the 
FFTF would be reviewed to commercial or equivalent standards by a fully 
independent, qualified safety oversight organization who would insist on a-similar 
level of safety assurance to which commercial reactors are held. FFTF has been 
placed on the list ofIAEA eligible facilities . Ifit is decided that the FfTF has a role 
in the national tritium production strategy, and the FFTF site-specific:' EIS results in a 
ROD for restart, the DOE may retain FFTF on that-list or mayJ ollow existing 
procedures (DOE Order !270.2B) to _delete FFT_ff~ aj t~ej isfof eligible facilities . 

It is premature to commit to any a#i>¢stof privati;\i;ri~~J his •ti/ne. Medical isotope 
processing has been privatized ifitHe past, and the pot~f\~!ile~ists for privatization of . 
that portion at the FFTF. 

Since Russia and the United ·Sta~c:s ·a,re attempting to negotiate a joint.agreement to 
dispose of surplus weapons-grade plutonium, there may be potential policy issues if 
the United States says it is disposin_g of the .plutonium by burning it in a reactor as 
MOX fuel to produce another material needed for nuclear weapons, i.e., tritium. 
Current U.S. policy is related-io a prohibition of direct use of the surplus plutonium 
as material for nuclear weapons or for any other nuclear.explosive devices. A 
second point of U.S. poli~y is .the stated desire to not encourage the civilian use of 
plutonium. Thedisposition-ofSUfP)US weapons plutonium in the FFTF would not 
challenge thi~policy. Athii:d--poi.nt of U.S . policy is to work cooperatively with 
Russia to m9ve forwardpil thedisp<;>s(J:ion.of~urplus fissile materials. As an 
altematiye io the use of plutoniun:i;~as~di,;,1O:X fuel , the FFTF can use highly 
enrich~ 'uranium (HEU) fuel whi¥.n1inimizes future treaty constraint issues, 
tho~gb the amou11t oftritium tha( could be produced by FFTF using HEU would be 

f c:dtjc¢d by appf9Xiinately 20% . 
.. ·-.. 

18 . General comments • .; .. NIA 
( 1 O 11) that support re~t.iµt . ·•_ •• 

20 
(1329) 

21<·-··· 

019) 

JTcit~I = 6984 

Publi~ ~i~ttti~t6f 
govemrrierjtal -• 
agencies t>~dron . 
years of perceived 
mismanagement 

·.:--• 
NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

A:$ :lwiitt 1h~11.bx~specific comments, there are several observations that can be made regarding 
the ihpo.ti> ....... 

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

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

• There were concerns expressed (categories 3, 5, 9, 10, and 21) about any new mission at 
Hanford, with questions surrounding whether that would create n~yv leg~qies or interfere 
with the cleanup of old legacies. 

• The use of plutonium at FFTF was an issue, not sQ trtGch from the st~rtgppiµt of safety 
( category 8) or materials disposition ( category 17:) as from storage (cate,gory 11) and 
transportation ( category 12). 

• There was support (category 14) from both opponents and proponents of FFTF restart for 
increased public involvement in the form of an initiation of the NEPA process (i.e., 
preparation of an EIS relative to FFTF' s future) . 

6. Actions Taken 

As a result of the comments receiy~~' the tent~tiv~ ~greement (Enclosure 2) was modified 
and approved by the three agencies as sh.own in Enclosure J. The primary revision to the 
tentative agreement was as follows : 

Rather than delete the exi~tirig milestclhes, the d~tes were changed to "TBD (To Be 
Detepnined)," so th;if §hgµ id the Segr¢t~gfpnergy decide not to use the FFTF in the 

~,11~~;.:~~1J9ttl:!1t;~d ot~;~~~i!~f ;:~~~ ~:~~v~~=:• ::~ ::~~:~c!,p ~:~~:~t~:y 
necesj~r£( ggtiqn being p~gq#itiqn of specific dates. 

In addition toJ~:i:;~~~&¢{~pta~i~lilt:~~:ent, two other major actions were taken : 

• $th~~ : ~~; ... ~; ~h~ c~ltrients :ddressed national policy issues, a summary was provided to 

xl if !:~~;o~~~u;rear Energy, Science and Technology, Department ofEnergy, 

.· ! :> Over the past year Secretary of Energy Feder1·co Pen~a and Governor Gary Locke State .............. i·/·•··•.:. .. •·· .. · ' ' ' 

I } pf\Vaslµpgtcih received over 2000 cards and letters relative to the FFTF. The content of 
: : ! #fi~~iq<>iitinunications ranged from issues associated with the TP A to the broader issues of 

: : :m~rhhciear weapons stockpile, the need for tritium, interest in medical isotopes, 
generation of additional wastes, bringing plutonium onto the Hanford Site, and other 
related issues. These cards and letters, submitted by the general public and interest 
groups, were each reviewed against the same criteria as those comments submitted in 
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response to the public meeting process. 

This additional review, although beyond the extent of the specific request for comments as 
contained in the public announcements of"Changes Proposed to Hanford's Tri-Party 
Agreement Fast Flux Te~t Facility Transition Milestones," was conducted to determine 
whether any new issues had been raised in that input. After a full review had been made, it 
was apparent that no new issues had been introduced beyond those identified during the 
formal public comment process. 

7. Availability of Information 

This summary as well as the two appendices cont~ining the cqmments and r espo.11se. 
. . . 

information from the public meetings and correspondence. generated during the pµblic cornITient 
period ending February 20, 1998 are available at the three TP A repositories (Seattle, Spokane, 
and Portland) and at the Public Reading Room in Richland. 

Seattle 

University of Washington 
Suzzallo Library 
Government Publications Room 
Mail Stop FM-25 
Seattle, WA 98195 
(206) 543-4664 
Attention: Eleanor Chase 

Portland Stfilgil~x~r~ity 
Bradford Price :rynllgfpiprary 
SW Harrison and P:iitk < ·· 

· P .O. Box 1151 ·· .. 
Portland ·OR 97207 

·:<:: : ' 

(503) _725-3690 
Att~ntion: Michael Bowman 

·:'.> .. 

Spokane 

Gonzaga University 
Foley Center 
E . 5O4Boone 
Spokane, .WA 99258 
(509) ~,28-4220 extension 3125 
Attention: Lewis Miller 

Washington State University/Tri-Cities 
DOE Public Reading Room 
100 Sprout Road 
Room 130 
Richland, WA 99352 
(509) 376-8583 
Attention : Terri Traub 

'(! A copy ofthe,final TPA change and this Comments and Responses document may be 
q~t~~#¢.Q,,,py c~l].J~¢#hg the FFTF Standby Project Office at 509-376-8089 or e-mail at 
F~[:E@f:I;gqyflpFby calling the Hanford Cleanup Line at 800-321-2008 . Further information 
ab8lifth:¥FFTI can be found on the FFTF Web site (http ://www.ffiforg) or by contacting the 
FFTF Standby Project Office at 509-376-8089 or e-mail at FFTF@rl.gov. More information 
about the TPA and Hanford can be found on the Hanford Web site (http://www.hanford.gov) or 
by calling the Hanford Cleanup Line at 800-321-2008 . 
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ENCLOSURE 1 - TPA MILESTONES 

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

Milestone 

M-81-00 

Description 

Complete FFTF Facility Transition and initiate the sµrveillance and 
maintenance phase. 

This major milestone will be achieved}~Y completi.pn of all acHY*-~s ... 
necessary to achieve the end point crlfida,for placing the facitityjµ <!. safe 
and stable surveillance and maintena~8¢HM#e. .·. ··· ··.·· 

M-81-00-T0 1 Complete Reactor Defueling. 

At the completion of defueling, the{e will be 236 nqfi..,fu.eled components in 
the reactor vessel, 113 fueled c9mpqt:1~rits in the interim,decay storage and 
258 fueled components in the fuel sfora;ge facility . 

M-81-00-T02 Complete transfer of Irradiated Fuel to Dry Cask Storage. 

The Irradiated Fuel assemblies and pin c9ntainers will be transferred from 
the interim decay storage vessel and the fuel storage facility to the IEM cell 
for residual sq~ium remo.va,l,. loaded into a core component container, 
transferr~qt oJ he reactor: ~eryice building cask loading station for placement 
into ~p wt.~nm'.$tOrage Ca.§lcf d:r dry storage, and transferred to the interim 
~torage a5~~Jdqa;t~d in the northeast comer to the FFTF complex. 

M-81-0~:tal ;::: Qqr:µplete tra11$fer .pf uwrradiated fuel to the Plutonium Finishing Plant. 
·•:•::::-:: .. :: _\; :: :-:.:.:-::>:\::.. . . : : .. ·. / _: .- .. 

· · t ~hi.~Y;fw9 .unirradia.ted fuel assemblies presently stored in the interim decay 
--•· .} < . . st~ia.g~ v.e~$.~lwill be transferred to the IBM cell for washing and drying, 

. / loaded i#to ex.tsting approved shipping containers, and transferred to an 
> appropriate storage area in the Plutonium Finishing Plant. 

~ 4~1-00-T04 Cofr1plete transfer of special fuel to the Idaho National Engineering 
L(lboratory for consolidated storage. 

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

Due Date 

12/3 1/200 

mil 

9/30/95 
Completed 
4/19/95 

10/31/98 

mil 

10/31/98 

m.nm 

10/3 1/98 

~i 
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I . 

M-81-00-T0S Complete auxiliary systems deactivation. 3/21/2001 

M-81-01 

M-81-02 

M-81-02-T0l 

j(y· 

,tit;: 

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

Initiate sodium storage facility construction. 

This milestone will be achieved when the ¢dnstructi9ri coritr~ctor is issued 
the notice to proceed with construction,b:Ythe contracting officer. 

Complete sodium storage facility startup. 

This milestone will be achieved by completion of the sodium storage facility 
startup activities which include final testing of the mechanical and electrical 
systems and confirmation that the facility isready:t oreceive sodium from 
FFTF. Construction of the new facility closelycouple<;lto the FFTF 
complex is required to support sodiijp-1drain oper~t~ons . . .This new facility 
will be designed, constructed ~nd Op¢rateci in compliance with RCRA and 
WAC 173-303 storage requirements. Tbefacility will provide storage 
capacity for the 260,0Q0 gallons ofFFTFmet~llic sodium coolant. 

Submit final sodiurn disposition evaluation report/decision point. 

Under this targ~tl)C:)E wijl$,~bmit itsfirtal report following evaluation of the 
acceptable soclfhm produtt forrof9-rthe TWRS Tank Sludge Pretreatment 
Proces~:fi(~;; i;austic wa$@pg)// Thts evaluation will be conducted in concert 

•••<• with ~$. :JmA Milestc:HieM~:S0-03 (due date March 31, 1998). This 
} :~nford :SiW.\Ra#iql:l,ctive (FFTF, Hallam, and Sodium reaction experiment) 

: ~faqiµm evalu~#bh ,w.m address other conversion options for disposal of the 
\ ibdiµmjf the pr()(ii.ict use for TWRS is not viable, regardless of which 
) bptid11is ,~elected, a new sodium reaction facility will be constructed 

adjacentto t he sodium storage facility to convert the bulk metallic sodium to 
the appropriate chemical form . This report will include a decision on the 
final dispdsition of the Hanford Site Radioactive Sodium (e.g., disposal or 
reuse). Appropriate milestones and target dates will be established for 
construction and operation of the sodium reaction facility based on the 

. Option selected. 

ml 

2/28/97 
completed 
10/09/95 

7/31/98 
completed 
01/97 

6/30/98 

IJI 
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M-81-03 

M-81-04 

Submit FFTF End Point Criteria Document. 

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

Complete FFTF Sodium Drain. 

This milestone will be complete when all o:ft he sodi14.tn coolant has been 
drained from the plant to the new sodiunf stora,ge fa<:ility:to t he.maximum 
practical extent. The sodium residual.s.J hat remaig i.re integrntJ9 the syst~m; 
are solid in form, and adhere to the sµff~ces toJ lif i~ystem c6ffipBrt¢pts{ The 
residuals will be maintained under ani neft gcts:Blanket to mininiize p6tential 
reactions during the long-term surveillarj.¢.¢ aqg .xnaintenance phase.· During 
final disposition of the facility, any re8lJlat¢tjtwa.;stes generated from the 
cleaning or dismantlement of these systems, w.Hlhe appropriately managed. 

M-81-04-TO 1 Complete reactor and heat transport. system sodium drainc 

The reactor and primary and secondc).ry heat transport system sodium 
coolant and supporting sodium systems will be maintained in a safe 
configuration, molten and circulating until the -fuel is removed from the 
FFTF Reactor ves~¢1 and the sodium stor:age facility is operational. The 
sodium will ther:{ pe drained.J o the tanks located in the sodium storage 
facility and aUqwed to freete, 

·. -: ·.· . 

Compl~t~Jt.it~rim decay stbt ?gfvessel and fuel storage facility sodium drain. 
-~--~ .. 

iThe interim.deqay storage vessel and fuel storage facility sodium will be 
:: m~tntained Iii i Ilih~ten .. ~tate until the fuel is removed from these storage 

·rdc:atidns. The sbdt~rirwill then be drained to the tanks located in the 
/ i6ct,iil¢ ;$tprage facility and allowed to freeze . 

Sub~ it.~IifFSurveillance and Maintenance Plan. 

A plandescribing the S&M phase will be developed. This plan will be 
provided to EPA and Ecology for review, and approval for the hazardous 
substances proposed to remain at the facility. This plan will include 

<>documentation of lists of hazardous substances, including dangerous waste 
' > that remain in the FFTF Facility upon completion of Phase I activities 

because the hazardous substance: (1) con_tains non-dangerous waste 
components that are highly radioactive, (2) is part of the plant structure 
and/or (3) is an intact piece(s) of equipment. 

12/31/98 

~I 

3/31/2000 

mn 

4/30/98 

~m 

12/31/98 

Ji.I 

6/30/2001 

ml 
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M-81-06 Complete PCB Transformer disposal. 

The nineteen Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB) electrical transformers at the 
FFTF will be disposed of after the transformers are removed from service. 
Twelve of the nineteen transformers, will be drained, flushed and removed 
from FFTF within thirty days after being removed from service as ~pecified 
in 40 CFR 761 . Seven of the transformers, which are i11 areas .that are 
difficult to obtain access, will be drained, flushed and.{~moyed from FFTF 
within nine months of cessation of servicyJ p ensur~Jh:~ir ~:h$.posal within one 
year from the start of the storage. Ces~;:i:tiph of se~ic~ COtl$tjtµtes the start 
of the storage, and 40 CFR 761 limits (he storage ~nd subsequent.disposal to 
a one-year period. · · · · · 

9/30/2001 

mi 

The following M-20-29A interim milestone due date would. also be modified by this action. The parties 
agreed to revisit and reestablish a due date, "To Be Deter:rruned" (TBD), as appropriate should FFTF 
transition resume: 

M-20-29A Submit sodium storage facility and sodium reaction facility closure plan or 
request for procedural closure a§ .d.yfiµed in section 6.3 .3 of this Tri-Party 
Agreement to EPA and Ecology. · ••.• 

A potential use for the sodium as.feedstpqkintne TWRS Program has been 
identified and will be evaluated. as discussed pursuant to M-81-02-T0 1. The 
sodium will be store(i as product material · in the sodium storage facility until 
the final dispositfo.n of the material is determined. FFTF is proceeding on 
the basis of providing RCR.i.\ and WA.C 173-303 compliant storage for the 
sodium .. mheS:bdium rea9tiop f~1\~iJity is included in the permit request, even 

< > thougij fflj~:§94.i.µm reactio'i.1£.t btfity availability and regulatory status will be 
< ll:l! {:: (ieterrriffie&~&:ih.¢,J 998 evaluation/decision point. If the sodium use for the 

'= '·:;;;. .:: .}$:w;RS is b6Q.fi{fii¢d,Jl request for procedural closure as defined in section 
< < ~[3:3 qf the Ttri P~;ft..y,,Agreement will be submitted for the sodium storage 
, > fa~gityA!l9 sodillm reaction facility units. If the sodium is determined to be 

a waste, a ¢lpsure plan will be submitted for the two units. 

12/31/99 

mil 
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ENCLOSURE 2 - TENTATIVE AGREEMENT 

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

HANFORD FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT AND CONSENT ORDER 
NEGOTIATIONS REGARDING THE FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY 

In January 1997, the Secretary of the U.S . Department of ijp,ergy (DOE}issued a decision to 
maintain Hanford's Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) in a standby mode pendi~gadec.ision (to be 
made by December 1998) on whether the Facility will b~ lltilized in the nation~ltriJiµp;t prodµction 
strategy. In April, 1997 the DOE Richland Operations Qtfice (RL); ·State ofWasbip~Qn· 
Department of Ecology (Ecology), and U.S . EnvironmentaLProtection Agency (EPA) statf 
personnel, hereinafter the Parties, agreed to conduct negotiations for the purpose of revising 
Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order(Agreem,¢nt) milestones for the FFTF. 
These negotiations have resulted in this tentative agreement to delete existing M-81 series 
milestones and target dates, and to place the M-20-29Amilestone in a "To Be Determined" 
(TBD) status pending the Secretary of Energy's.decision. Should environmental compliance 
issues arise during this interim period of consideration, .they will be addressed as part of Ecology's 
sitewide compliance assurance program. 

This tentative agreement will be subrn.itf¢d for trip'al and pul:>lic review and comment for a 45 day 
period. Copies of this agreement .i Walso be c1,V.ailable forieview at the parties public information 
repositories. The comment periqd \;vill run fr• m approzjfiiately November 8, 1997 to December 
23 , 1997. Ptjor to final agr~¢.qiept: a respo~¢1!q:pprofuents document will be developed and the 
parties wi.U=hi~k~ approprj~ti:fevh,ions to the iiierhent before final signature. The parties 
anticipat~Jhi#fm?) approvill willta)ce place by January 23, 1998 . 

·•:<:}_(:()\\< :-_::·:;: ::-.:.. '. _: . . . . .· 

The parties furth~F~~t~eJ hat to miiuriuze<additional delay in the event they fail to agree on any 
changes as th~.J¢.s.µ I.f of ti)e ~omment period, all unresolved matters shall be referred to the 

· Agreeme11t di~pllte· re~blutlbn process beginning at the Inter Agency Management Integration 
Team (!AMIT) level. Theparties shall attempt to resolve the dispute(s) as provided for in 
Agr~~~ent paragraph(s) 30. 

Tch¢ parties also agree,.that should the Secretary's decision be not to use the FFTF in the tritium 
ptg#yption strategy ~d to resume shutdown activities, the original M-81 milestone language and 
~tf4c;tµfeAeleteg bythis proposed action will be used as the starting point for new TP A transition 
rrµi~~t8.#.~vbggthitions. The parties commit to initiate negotiations on FFTF transition within 90 
days qfldedsion not to use FFTF as a•production facility . It is the intent of DOE that the Office 
of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology will establish and maintain the management and 
funding responsibility for FFTF starting in Fiscal Year 1999 through shutdown. 
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ENCLOSURE 3 - FINAL AGREEMENT 

On??????, 1998, the Department of Energy Richland Operations Office, State of Washington 
Department of Ecology, and U.S . Environmental Protection Agency signed the following 
agreement: 

HANFORD FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT AND CONSENT ORDER 
NEGOTIATIONS REGARDING THE FAST FLUX TESTJACILITY 

In January 1997, the Secretary of the U.S. Department ofB.:rr~rgy (DO!t) i~s:tj~dJl decision to 
maintain Hanford's Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) in a stap,9b:f mode pegdinga tlecisjon (to be 
made by December 1998) on whether the facility will be µ~ed in the national trjtiµm :.proquctipn 
strategy. In April 1997 the DOE Richland Operations C)fijce (RL);<State ofWaslµ11,gtqr1 
Department of Ecology (Ecology), and U.S . Environmerit~FProtection Agency (EPA) staff 
personnel, hereinafter the Parties, agreed to conduct negotiations for the purpose of revising 
Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Agf~!:;ffiyl)l ) milestones for the FFTF. 
These negotiations have resulted in this final Agreement to place the existing M-81 series 
milestones and target dates, as well as the M-20-29Amilestone, in a "To-Be Determined" (TBD) 
status pending the Secretary of Energy's decisi9n. Sh9tjl.q yµvironmentl:l}.compliance issues arise 
during trus interim period of consideration, th(:y will be addressed as part of Ecology's sitewide 
compliance assurance program. 

The Parties also agree that, should the Secretary.'s decision be to not use the FFTF in the tritium 
production strategy and to resume,shutdown ~ytivities, the :original M-81 and M-20-29A 
milestone language and sequenc~<-will be used ;:t.nd new dates established via new TP A transition 
milestone negotiations. Thy:p~qfes comrrutJ9lmtiM~ ,those negotiations on FFTF transition 
within 90sJ~y~ pf a decisiqrt byt ~e Departrnetii .9fEhergy not to use FFTF as a production 
facility. ' ti.}$!.b.~Jnt~nt ofth¢ :QQ~t.hat the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology 
will establiihiii.R~ :in~intain therhafic3'.g~m~nt and funding responsibility for FFTF starting in fiscal 
year 1999 .. s h64t~ t){¢ J:::>epartni'erif pt'E.#ergy decide to initiate the National Envi_ronmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) PF9Gi $.~<CQ~~i<;iering the.FFTF for tritium and/or medical isotope production, and that 
process resu1ts in a Retard ofDecision (ROD) for restart, then the M-81 and M-20-29A 
rnilestoneswill be delete~( · . 
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