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From: Pat Rasmussen [patr@rightathome.com)

Sent: Monday, January 26, 1998 6:01 PM - i
To: *

Subject: top Tntium Production at Hanford

Dear Sir,

Are you absolutely crazy? You have NO PUBLIC SUPPORT to restart nuclear
weapons at Hanford!HHHIIHITTINIIEIIEER R LRI E I

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

Pat Rasmussen

PO Box 154
Peshastin, WA 98847
509-548-7640
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From: Coskey, Ted [tcoskey@sccd.ctc.edu]

Sent: Mondav. January 26, 1998 3:49PM - . .
To: P

Subject: FFTF

Mr. Stanley:

| have read in the "Hanford Update” that the Department of Ecology is
accepting comments on the restart of the FFTF. Your name was listed in
the article so | am hoping that you are the right person to email or

that you can appropriately forward this message.

By way of personal background, | am a college math/science instructor.

| feel there is no need to restart the FFTF. As noted in the newsletter
“the market for medical isotopes is still unproven.” The idea of using

it for medical purposes is basically a smokescreen to try to convince
some people that the restarting is necessary for peaceful purposes.

As far as tritium production is concerned, we still have plenty. Russia
seems content to continue reducing its nuclear armament as long as we do
also. If we continue these reductions, there will be no need for more
tritium for a iong time.

Sincerely,

Ted Coskey
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January 22, 1998

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

Dear Roger:

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

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

Thanks for your help,
Senator Karen Fraser
22™ District
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Ealdnnado, Donna

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

Subject: FFTF

——0Original Message—

From: Max C. Prinsen < MAX-PACEM@woridnet.att.net <mailto:MAX-PACEM@woridnet.att.net> >
T EogarStaniey X Tosi461@ecywa.gov-<mailtorre— -~~~ wa.gov> >

Date: Friday, January 23, 1998 8:40 AM

Subject: FFTF

The Prinsen family, (consisting of 7 registered voters) hereby voices its opposition to the restarting of
Hanford's FFTF reactor,

Already the cleanup of the waste in the area is costing millions

and is not completed as of yet. Additional plutonium to produce

tritium will endanger the already saturated area further. Washington can not afford the restart of
FFTF. We say "NO" to

the FFTF restart. It is unsafe and much too costly.

Please respond to us.

Max C. and Willemtje Prinsen
21858 184th Ave. SE
Renton WA. 98058-9719
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From/ Paige Wheeler [wheeler@fermi.phys.washington.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 1998 11:00AM - . . .~ .
To: rost461@ecy.wa.gov ' .
Subject: restarting Hanford

> ‘

> Dear Mr. Staniey,

>

> | will not be able to make the January 20 meeting in

> Seattle to discuss the restarting of the Hanford reactor.
> My feelings are so strongly against this proposed action
> that | am taking this time to register my comments.

> .
> It would be a very bad idea to begin to generate more

> highly radioactive waste before having cleaned up the

> area from previous misuse. Our earth cannot sustain this

> kind of abuse any longer. It is time we acted more

> responsibly towards the stewardship of the e 1 and tum

> away from producing more nuclear waste which we cannot
> find safe ways to store. Money set aside for clean-up

> should not be diverted to use for keeping the FFTF on Hot
> Standby.

>

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

>

>

> Sincerely,

>

> Paige Wheeler
> 816 M. 59th

> Seattle, WA 88105
>
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From: Lynn Sims [dwoc@teleport.com]

Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 1998 719 AM - . . - —,
To: ecology

Cc: wa doe

Subject: FFTF Portland

— [ From: Lynn Sims * EMC.Ver #2.5.02 ] -
January 19,1998
Dear Mr. Stanley,

I am writing to thank you for holding ar{FETE Transition-Milestorie™Change
hearing in Portland. e R 3 =

W e | understand that Ecology's responsibilities are to ensure that

activities at FFTF are conducted in compliance with regulations, | am

unclear whether Hazel O'Leary's decision to halt deactivation for possible
evaluation automatically indicates that the Final PEIS for Tritium Supply

and Recyicing has been formally amended to include the FFTF altemnative...or
if the use of MOX fuels would entail another EIS process. If not, must those
issues be resolved first in order to consider the site specific

advisability of restart?

in any case | do believe at it will be most challenging for the Dept. of
Ecology to maintain its mission to protect, preserve and enhance
Washington's environment, if the FFTF were ever restarted because of all the
attendant risks, security expenses and waste streams that accompany restart.
Like FFTF | hope the milestones might be placed in "snspended animation
standby" ...and that Mr. Pena decides not to consider . . F further so we can
‘get on' with clean up.

A substantial portion of the general public is intent to nip this process in

the bud as evidenced by so many testimonies. However, | would like to point
out that although many of us are opposed to restart for a variety of reasons

, in no way do we wish to diminish the jobs or economic prosperity of the
tri-cities area or to intensify an atmosphere of us vs. them. in addition

we have sympathy for the difficulties experienced by the DOE in trying to
make prog ir lving the most problematic tasks the world has ever
encountered.

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

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

Thank you all again for your diligent efforts.
Sincerely yours,

Lynn Sims

3959 NE 42

Portiand, OR 97213
503 287-6329
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Fre.... Barbara Garrett [barb@imagebuilder.com)

Sent: Friday, January 16, 1998 11:14 AM - . .

To: rost461@ecy.wa.gov

Subject: Hanford FFTF reactor on Standby/Milestones on TPA Agreement

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

- affected by both Hanford and Trojan issues which threaten quality of
life and cost the American taxpayers billions.

My position is that milestones on thFTPA Agreement should not be
affected by the status of the FFTF reactor and those milestones should
remain requirements. Cleanup of Hanford is long overdue and should not
be delayed in any way.

Barb Garrett

imageBuilder Software

6650 SW Redwood Lane Suite 200
Portiand OR 97224

(503) 684-5151 x576
barb@imagebuilder.com
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Fi_.... David Paul Meyer [paulmeyer@seanet.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 1998 2:23 PM - . i~
To: rost461@ecy.wa.gov .
Subject: Tri-Party Agreement

Dear Mr. Stanley:

| attended the hearing at Seattie Center last night. | heard the comments

about changes to the Tri-Party Agreement, and | wondered how such a monsterous
thing could happen in our open society. But knowing how won't change the

way things are. We must all work now to correct the error. The state of
Washington and the state or Oregon have paid enough. It is time we say no

to the U.S. bomb makers.

| am an active Democrat. | have supported Gary Locke and | have supporied
Judith Billings. | am the Precinct Committee Officer for one of the
strongest voting precincts in the most Democratic District of the state, and

| can tell
you and the people who appointed you that my preference for Democrats in
office has been seriously weakened by what | heard last night.

Reverse the removal of clean-up milestones from thﬂ@;ﬂvAom‘ 4 and
stop the re-start of the FFTF. ST

Paul Meyer
Democrat PCO 37-1611
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From: Dist Fund [DistFund@aol.com])

Sent: Thursday, January 22, 1998 10.22 AM - - -
To: rost461@ecy.wa.gov :
Cc: emest_j_huges@ri.gov

Subject: . FFTF restarting

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

Thank You,

Mike



63-11-98

O 686

©3-/11/98 14:53 LOW LEUVEL /TSP] - : 083

DATE:  Janvary 21,1998 I

RE: = Opening FFTF at Hanford Nuclear Plant

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

The Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) is doing a poor job of clcaning up the
radioactivity at Hanford. Most of their time schedules have been extended or
forgotten. Radioactivity is leakin g into the Columbla, storage tanks‘contmuc
1o leak, and more nuclear waste is being brou ght mto the State.

There is no need to open the FTFF at Hanford. With the deployment of
nuclear weapons, the ability to produce radlonsotopcs and tritium at
accelerators, WHY is this even an issuc?

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

Plcase Respond

14:46 RECEIVED FROM:368 487 7152 P.83
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DATE: January 21, 1998

gall

RE: Opening . .*TF at Hanford Nuclear Plant
FROM: Mike Conlan, 1620 Sunset Ave SW, Seattle WA 98116-1651

: ty # greement (TPA) is doing a poor job of cleamng up the
radloaétlwty at Hanford. Most of their time schedules have been extended or
forgotten. Radioactivity is leaking into the Columbia, storage tanks continue
to leak, and more nuclear waste is being brought into the State.

There is no need to open the FTFF at Hanford. With the deployment of
nuclear weapons, the ability to produce radioisotopes and tritium at
accelerators, WHY is this even an issue?

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

Please Respond



Author: Tammy Williams <twillial@standard.com> at -SMTPLink
Date: 2/25/98 3:55 PM
Priority: Normal

Subject: Re: production of Tritium

PRI

Message Contents

Given the recent precarious situation with Iraqg on the question of
"produciton of weapons of mass destruction”, I find it the height of
hypocrisy that plans seem to be moving forward to enhance our own
nuclear weapons arsenal- namely, the continued operation of the FFTF.
if this facility does move into the production of tritium for defense
purposes this will send a message around the world that the U.S. does
not honor the nuclear non-proliferation treaty and that we are not
committed to a reduciton of nuclear weapons.

There is no excuse for the U.S. to maintain Cold War levels of defense
and I would like to add my voice to the many who have criticized any
plan to add to the mission of the FFTF.

Sincerely,

Joanne Oleksiak
Portland, Oregon
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E/...NEST J. HUGHES

U.S. DEPARTM...NT 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 thesksi 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 fac111ty

) .3. . I am opposed. to the rlsky shlpment 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: ﬂl( KQQ’E\M

MONARCH SOFTWA PF
}JUBOj-v/ ]I Tiosum S

St
}'LQ qon, WA el
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U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY
P.0. BOX 550 (N2-36)
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[ am opposed to revising the TPA.
I am a quaker. ‘I am opposed to violence, bombs and wars. Our
government should use its vast resources, its brain power and
available technology to pursue peace and reconciliation, not to
produce bombs.

In particular, I am opposed to bomb production that would delay clean
up at Hanford, especially as more news stories come out about leaking
storage tanks. I don't want to lose any of the cleanup funds, either.
I am opposed to nuclear bomb production when we still don't know where
or how to safely store spent fuel.

I am opposed to bomb production so close to my home that a nuclear
accident could harm my two daughters.

This area of the country is dangerous enough, what with the
radioactive garbage at Hanford and the nerve gas at the Umatilla
depot. It is not fair to ask us to take on another risk, especially
when our military has so many bombs that nuclear bombs are redundant.
I am sorry that so many people think medical isotopes justify tritium.
Nothing justifies the dangers and evils of nuclear bomb production.

Do not modify the‘EPA.

ana maria capestany

1333 alvarado terrace

walla walla, wa 99362

509-525-8602
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U.S. Dept. of Energy February 19, 1998
Dear Mr. Hughes,

I am writing to have you know that I expect the gri-party
agreement to be upheld, which means as a voting citi en that I do
not want Hanford's nuclear reactor reactivated. I am also against
the millions of dollars spent per year keeping the reactor on
stand-by. I am very concerr 1 about the unstable storage
conditions on site of nuclear waste and the short period of time
left to safely protect the ground water and soil from nuclear
contamination. If the word FAST is being used in conjunction with

-Hanford, 'I favor it going along with fast clean-up of an
egreglously SLOW clean-up process.

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

This earth is our island home.,and in no way can I‘ever
support the use of nuclear reactors.

Sincerely,

e tna O el

Saundra D.Kice
6618 Mill Creek Road
the Dalle , Oregon 97058

/
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EARl.\... 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 & 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, W

Nue,_Jquglly. Y oesr—

|1res‘ 0A )Qr\, //7&
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Hantord Education .
Action League o

Comments of the Hanford Education Action League
on the proposed Tri Party Agreement
Fast Flux Test Facility
Change Package

submitted by
Todd Martin, HEAL Staff Researcher

February 17, 1998
HEAL is bpposed to altering FFTFFPA milestones.

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

Ecology is responsible with safeguarding the health and safety of the environment and
citizens. The proposed FFTF mission directly chalienges Ecology’s ability to fulfill this
mission. Tritium production at FFTF wouid require bringing plutonium to Hanford
across the State’s roads and would produce more waste to add to Hanford’s already
immense waste inventory. In addition, Ecology should t  vigorously advocating a full
public accounting and resolution to the safety issues raised by DOE'’s internal
documents and the JASON Team report.

F~AL is opposed to tritium product' 1 at Fl ..”.

HF~ALoppose tt useof 3Fast ux .est icility at the Hanford Nuclear Site for
tritium production, and the continuing waste of tax dollars to maintain this reactor in hot
standby.

We have no reassurance that FFTF will be operated safely, particularly for the tritium
mission. Moreover, we have indications that the tritium mission for FFTF could prove
extremely risky for workers, the environment and the public. Both DOE staff and the
JASON Team reoort raised significant safety issues concernina the use of FFTF to
produce tritium. ..1eir concerns include the possibility that FF.. would suffer small
multiple core meltdowns every time it was started and could explode. The
consequences of such accidents seems to obviate the need for publicly accountable
- and scientifically credible study of the issues. instead we have received only blanket
assurances that FFTF would be safe. This is unacceptable.

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




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

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

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

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

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

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

Dear Mr. Hughes,

The ﬁ.i-Party Agreement was established in 1989 between Richland DOE,
Washington State DOE, and the EPA to begin the clean up of Hanford. I believe we need
to continue honoring this agreement and not restart the fast flux test facility for the
production of tritium. Please do not delete the existing M-81 series milestones, and do not
place the M-20-29A milestone into a “To Be Determined” status.

In regards to safety issues, it sounds as though the FFTF would have to be
modified in order to produce tritium. According to Defense Program reports this would
decrease the core’s stability and make it much more dangerous to operate. More
radioactive fuels, like Plutonium, would have to be brought in, continuing production of
radioactive waste and moving farther and farther away from the original mission
which is TO CLEAN UP HANFORD!

The 30 MILLION dollars a year that is going toward maintaining the FFTF in
“hot standby” is LEGALLY supposed to be going toward clean up. Please take the FFTF
off standby and permanently decommission it.

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

TPA fully intact and continue the clean up of Hanford.

Sincerely,

Natalie Greenleaf

4195 Belmont Dr.
Hood River, Or. 97031
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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 thdg¥ri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear

waste which still plague the facility.

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

4, Hanford’s horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.
Respectfully,

Name: “P(Fqba’ﬁ CoNvoN

Address: 2= N =TT a8 .04102

COLDEN Ae |, (WA
2y 122%,










2
I oppose any and all privatizing schemes of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation.
The containment of nuclear waste demands the participation of the
American public and in no way should the " iets” o ir nuclear legacy be
handed over as subsidies to the Military/Industrial Complex or rivate
nuclear corporations.

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

Sincerely,







Lol L 30 /A‘7 EZ‘?

e A, Wwh
et TEE 97552




o700

Sy

February 13, 1998

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A7-29

Richland, wa 99352

(509) 373-9381

Dear Me. Hughes:

The Proposal to delete FFTF milestones of!&PA represents a
monumental change of the course of the mission at Hanford.
Thave not heard any convincing arguments as to the necessity

ef FFTF. Tritium should be recycled from decommissioned weapons,
with the concurrent benefit of reducing nuclear arms. Heavens
knows that there are plenty of excess nuclear warheads between
the Russians and the U.S. alone. Nuclear isotopes for medical
use should be made off the Hanford site at a dedicated facility
used exclusively for that purpose. Egverybody wants cures for
cancer, and I'm sure we can come up with the national resolve
to make sure there are enough isotopes for all future needs,
but make them elsewhere.

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

\
|
I thought TPA meant Tri-Party, as in three parties, not the ‘
DOE unilaterally changing (or forcing a change) of the rules,
(milestones of TPA).
If FFTF milestones are deleted, then what is next? Will Hanford
then start accepting off-site or international nuclear wastes for
reprocessing or dispc¢ 1l? Is FFTF as safe of a machine as it is

.aim¢e to 't ? Or does th: me¢ 1ine put the 1 1 lon at risk?
Keep your promises to the public by keeping FFTF in t TPA
milestones.

Sincerely,

%Wu
Jo Pfeffer

755 Country Club Rd.
Hood River, OR 97031
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Lisa Nevara
P 502 W 15th St
The Dalles, OR 97058

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

Dear Mr. Hughes,

| am opposed to the restart of Hanford for nuclear production. The safety history of

Hanford is unacceptable. | am a nurse living and working down river from Hanford.

‘evention mains the best and most humane cancer therapy. It has the potential to
positively impact the greatest numbers of people, at the lowest cost. With the history of
downwinders health problems and a risk of ground water contamination, it is clear to me
cleanup of Hanford should remain the priority. Containment of further waste is always
risky. | don’t see that any benefits of further production could outweigh the benefits of
avoiding production. | sat through five hours of public testimony in Hood River and do
not believe there is public support for further production at Hanford.

Sincerely,
A

Lisa Nevara
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Tri-P: ty Agreement Fast Flux Test Facility
Transition Milestones Public Meeting
Written Comment Form
Richland, January 22, 1998

ﬁe"rj—Parzies 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:

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

Richland, WA 99352

(509) 373-9381

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

, . . /
Dr. Kevin N. Schwinkendorf, PhD, PE 7% % ./ M ?/

Richland, WA
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February 12, 1998

Ernest J. Hughes, U.S. Department of Energy
P.0. Box 550 N2-36

Richland, WA 99352

(509) 373-9381

Rgg__irer@rLy.Agregmgnt FFTF Transition Milestones
Dear Mr. Hughes:

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

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

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

. disposition of excess weapons plutonium must move forward promptly in

accordance with international agreements: and

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

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

v truly

o, o,

Wanda Munn

1104 Pine Street
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 943-4391
















abruary 20, 1998 L™

Mr. Ernest J. Hughes

U.S. Department of Energy
Ri: land Operations Office
P.O. Box 550, R3-79

Richl 14, Washington 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes:
SUPPORT FOR CONTINUED OPERATION OF FFTF AS A SOURCE FOR MEDICAL ISOTOPES

It has come to my attention that certain individuals have claimed that
there are no shortages of key medical isotopes, now or in the future. I
respectfully disagree with that opinion. I am involved in research and
testing of new pharmaceutical agents for therapy of neuroendocrine
cancers. We have an urgent need for medical isotopes that are not
currently available to us, and we understand that these could be
produced at the 1___" reactor near Richland, Washington. For example, we
would like to have a source of high-specific-activity iodine-131. The
regular supply of iodine-131 from Canadian sources is
low-specific-activity and of a chemical purity that interferes with the
labeling of our somatostatin-analog targeting agents. Another example
‘s our need for the alpha-emitters bismuth-213, actinium-225, or
adium-223. There is essentially no current supply of these
adionuclides for clinieal applications. Our research efforts are
frustrated by the lack of isotope supply. I would personally urge you
to make the effort needed to get the FFTF back on- .ne as a source of
these radioisotopes.

Sincerely yours,

/8/
Eugene A. Woltering, M.D., F.A.C.S.
fames D. Rives Professor of Surgery
. icti of ¢ .cal ¢ .no
Louisi | State Un: iity School of icine
1542 Tulane Avenue
New Or. uns, Louisiana 70112
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6219 43rd Ave NE
Seattle, WA 98115
February 5, 1998

Dear Mr. Hughes:

Cleanup should be the top priority at Hanford -- not continued
weapons production. Diverting cleanup funds to keep the Fast
Flux Test Facility on hot standby is a breach of trust.
Restarting the FFTF, at the cost of billions of dollars and
yet more contamination, would be reckless and irresponsible.

The DOE has made cleanup commitments under the tri-party
agreement. Those commitments must be kept. The milestones
in the tri—party agreement must not be altered.

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

Sincerely,

(A)afrev\ C’M

. Warren Jones









1/21/98

Emest J. Hughes, J.S. Department of Energy
O. Box 550 N2-36
Ric land, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,
On January 14, | attended the public hearing held in Por ind conceming the

proposed changes to the gri-Party Agreement FFTF sition milestones.
| concur with the overwhelming sentiments of that gathering, that the milestones must
not be compromised, that the FFTF must be shut down completely, and that the clean-

) of Hantford must be a national priority. By and large the testimony against the
reactivation of the FFTF was tactual, practical, environmentally and economicaily
sound siting: - high costs, indefinite funding, unrealistic start-up dates, lack of
acco ability, the transportation and storage of weapons grade plutonium..the further
generation of uncontainable radioactive wastes, the instability of both the ind and
aging equipment, the current toxic leakage Into ground water and the Columbia river.
Thistes nony came from nuclear physicists, medical doctors, politicians, joumalists,
lawyers, environmentalists, irate grandmothers, students; in short, the citizenry was
well represented and must not be ignored if there is a shred of the democratic ideal
still driving the government of this country. Of cou 3, if to hold a public hearing is no

ore than a D.O.E. public relations stunt, providing an opiate rather than a voice >
tax payers, then at least the Department might release the name of the corporation(s)

)bbying for the use of Hanford, so that activists might employ boycotts, stock holder
influence and other forms of free market pressure betore we must resort to, as one
spokesperson put it, “blocking the trucks.”

In senator Hatfield’s words, the D.O.E.’s proposal to manutacture tridium at

Hanford is, “misguided at best, insanely evil at its worst.”

Sincerely dedicated to a nuclear free world,
Robin Woolman

13038 S.W. 61st

S R 7219
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l MAC KAY
Z NORTHWEST 29TH, APT 5, PORTLAND, OR 97210
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26 Janvary 1998

Ernest J. Hughes

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

Dear Mr. Hughes,

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

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

department to see that you would be polluting our environment and causing disease in our family, friends and neighbors?
We don't want that, can’t you see?

Let's go for alternatives! Let’s lead the world in Wind and Solar energy and provide jobs for the Tri-Cities! There are many
options in the energy field, but I'm sure you know that.

This issue makes me so mad and so sad. | was at the hearing in Portland and | know I'm not the only one who feels this
way ~ but its not comforting. Please stay true to the TriParty agreement.

Thank you for your fime.

Sincerely,

WI2 el

Deana MacKay






24 January, 1998

Mr. Ernest J. Hughes

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

Dear Mr. Hughes,

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

——hau. (P4,

Shawn P. Henning

ma
s’

17202 NORTH EAST 85TH PLACE
APARTMENT N-128
REDMOND, WA 98052
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did not reach the following recipient(s):

ernest.j.hughes@apimc0l.rl.gov on Fri, 20 Feb 1998 16:11:50 -0800
Unable to deliver the message due to a communications failure
MSEXCH: IMS : HANFORD:RL:APIMCO1 0 (000C05A6) Unknown Recipient

v V. V. V v.

v

Subject: FFTF restart

ate: Fri, 20 P 1998 17:11:38 -0800
From: acctxl4@mailhost.onramp.net
To: ernest.J.hughes@rl.gov

Dear Mr. Hughes,

I . to reiterate my :rong support for restarting FFTF. In
agreemnt with many if not all my colleaques in Nuclear Therapy I am
absoluty conviced that new targeted therapies for diseases as
important as cancer, rheumatoid arthritis and atherosclerosis of
coronary arteries will not reach the wide clinical application they
deserve unless the medical community in the US has access to reliable
hir. quality radioisotopes. This would be an enormous benefit to the
American people and demonstrate to the outside world that the US is
seriously interested in converting the 1 jative connotations of
aggression by nuclear warfare into pristine and humanitarian
applications under the best possible conditions of radiation safety
control. The necessary talents and infra structure are in place with
an exemplary safety record. I hope you can assist in securing these
vital resources , maintaining them and promoting them for the good of
the American People

VV V VV V VVVVV VYV VYV VYV VVVVVV.

Sincerely,

Huibert M. Vriesendorp, M.D., Ph.D.
Arlington Cancer Center

906 West Randol Mill Road
Arlington, TX 76012

(817) 261-0929 Fax (817) 261-5837

hvriesendorp@acctx.com

V V. V V V V Vv V

http://www.acctx.com

Da' Kaas : Internet: dave_kaas@rl.gov
Lockheed Mart: Services Phone: (509) 376-6386
United States Department of Energy, Richland, WA
















TRITIUM SUPPLY

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

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

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

PUBLIC INPUT

Some of the testimony here tonight and at other locations has raised the need for public input and
discussion regarding safety, environmental and economic issues related to the use of the FFTF
for tritium production. We agree that there is a need for public input on these issues if a decision
is made by the Department of Energy to include the FFTF in the Environmental Impact
Statement regarding the selection of a source of supply for the tritium requirement. Currently a
decision has not been made whether the FFTF will be included as an alternative in the EIS. Ifit

" is included, then there will be adequate opportunity for public review and comment on the issues

which have been raised. This hearing on the action to delete the inappropriate milestones from
the TPA is not a forum for public comment on these larger national policy issues.

nTATTOR SAFETY

There have been a number of statements made  sing questic  regarding the safety of the

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

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




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

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

MEDICAL ISOTOPES

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

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

FFTF CA™*PILITY

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

FUNDING ISSUES

It has beencle :d tha ition "the FFTF in a standby mode will require ° : diversion of
funds from the Hanford cleanup mission. Following the Sec arial decision to maintain the
reactor in a standby status pending the results of the EIS evaluation, responsibility for funding
the standby mission costs were transferred from the Environmental Management (Hanford
Cleanup) Budget to the Nuclear Technology Budget in FY-98. A review of the RL EM budget



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

CLT=ANUP PR~ ""AM IMI" * ™

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

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

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

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

T IM PROGRAM FUNDING

It is in the best interests of the Hanford cleanup program to support the use of the FFTF for a
tritium and medical isotope mission. There will be a tritium production mission initiated at some
location as a matter of national pohcy 1u€ opartment of L.l€ergy operatesona: )sum
budget. Th meansthai y new mission such as tritium production must be funded out of
current budget levels. Alternatives to the use of the FFTF for this p1 _ »se are the use of civilian
commercial power reactors, which although the cheapest option is prohibited by law and national
-policy or the construction of a new production accelerator, probably at Savannah River. A new
accelerator requires unproven technology and has an ultimate program cost on the order of $10B.
Initial funding requirements, on a non-accelerated schedule, will be approximately $1B per year.
The only source of funding for a program of this magnitude is from the Environmental Budget
which is currently inadequate to meet program commitments. Since Hanford receives
approximately twenty five percent of the EM budget, the initiation of an accelerator program
could have a potentially devastating impact on the Hanford cleanup program.




1order to provide a factual response to a number of the issues which have been raised in this
and other hearings. we request that the Department of Energy provide responses to the questions
reg 1lingt :F. .. which :contained in the attached supplement to this statement. We
request that their responses to these questions be included in the record of this hearing.

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

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




. |
FTF Hea g Questions ‘

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

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

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

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

Can Pu be safely manufactured into mixed oxide fuel?

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

Does standby operation of FFTF divert efforts from the Hanford cleanup?
clean up budget be impacted?

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

Which is the least expensive and most cost effective proposal for producing tritium
1) An accelerator
2) Light water reactors

2) FFTF

Have previc  operations of FFTF shown that it can “:ly produ 5 kg per year of
tritium? Can the FFTF safely opera in a production mode?

What are the emissions from FFTF, how do they compare to an average nuclear power plant?
Why does defense program need new tritium? Are they going to produce new nuclear
weapons? Are there other alternative sources of supply for tritium that meet national security

requirements?

Is Hanford cleanup money being diverted from cleanup to maintain the FFTF in a stand-by
mode?
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~AR1._3TJ..._.GHES

U.S TEPART! NT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (IN2-36) '
RIC AND, WA 99352

Dear] . Hughes,

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

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

waste which still plague the facility.

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

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

Respectfully,

M. orTo  Corpov
. pw 25 Aue «<
Fﬁ‘ ’/l,- ’D/ 0‘ ‘\
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EARNEST J. HUGHES

U.S. DEPARTMENT OFE] RGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

iear Mr. Hughes,
1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons. '
2. No exceptions from the&i Pa ' 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. Ia 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, W :

Name: Susan ParKec
A1 )qu ALV < "ﬂ:/L













JANELLE KOESTER

P.O. BOX W75
HOOD RIVER, OREGON 97031
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EARNEST J. HUGHES

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERG
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 ffri 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. 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’ /f o GZ ,%/(] .
—

Na.me:':j;zw/? "’é( = N
Address: 1< I—l inzeln St

l/\)

4223

o520 /




EARI..3TJ  GHES

U.S. DEPAF Ziva OF EineGY
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 thegTri 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
espectfully,

- AN .
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EATGNES T D HUGHIES

US DEPARTMENT Or EivBROGY
Post Office Box 530 (N2-26)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Huoghes

Pams strongly apposad 1o the tesiait propesal ! Hanford tor die prodea o, of
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EARNEST J. ... GI™™3

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLA...., WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

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

2. No exceptions from the ﬁ‘ri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for

any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.
4. Hanford’s horrible track record demands total cleanup and pe~~nent shut down.
— —
Respectfully,

Name: 0\ /Mm/\ ga.d/(/m.

Addresss  ©n M~ AN
(’%;gf: éz ém@ “/H
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EARNEST J. HUGHES

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

Dear Mr. Hughes,

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

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

3. I am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great.
4. Hanford’s horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.

Respectfully, @———\/Qk Q/\”){K

Name: (vt ed Bvecs A

Address: (o 0ex Uy
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EARNEST J. HUGHES

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
ost Office Box 550 (N2-36)

RIC AND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

1. I am strongly opposed to the restart proposal at Hanford for the production of
nuclear weapons.
— \" P
2. " No exceptions from theﬁ‘ri Party ( :an Up Agreement should ever be made for
Ay 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: _OQH/:;\/'V Mu'iv)(
- 7
AddreSSZ ‘ , | »
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EARNEST J. HUG 1S

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

Dear Mr. Hughes,

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

\%xéeptions from thefT'ri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any projecf 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: Q&ﬂ)\g SR ”‘b"m

T

Address: = ¢ sy C e







EA™" 73T J. HUGHES

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

Dear Mr. Hughes,

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

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

3. 1 am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.

The health risks are too great.

4, Hanford’s horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.
Respectfully,

Name: /\\ﬁ\\ﬁ&ﬂ Fyon

T

Address:cl N, CL [EVER A RRTA ST
Hocd River 712 <003
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~ ARNEST 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 thei;I‘ri Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any project at Hanford. Funds should be reverted to the cleanup of toxic and nuclear
waste which still plague the facility.

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

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

Respectfully,

| -
Name: \‘L{QQ ‘Li’}ﬁr (D’"CH'
Address: _CP_C_)_ /\_:1”3 Lﬁ?h’

s WA
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EARNEST J. HUGHES

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)

I "HLAND, 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,

Namea“jlch '-S}:C‘ﬁl,é{/\
{
Address: g—’_) ~ “ﬁc‘[ Fa N
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EAR! TJ HUGI 5

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 'f'n 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.

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

Respectfully, Q@\ V\/\)\
_—
&
Name: 3/ &’Q‘Q Vol

Address; ©~ ™~  Tbd<
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EAR.wIT T TUC 3

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office ..ox 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 ‘l‘n 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, M\L t«/,é"m

Name: CQVC) 'n Q//E#PC/D@
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EAR+w.oT J. HUG..L3

U.S. DEPAR...JMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

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

nuclcar weapens.

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

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

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

Respectfully,

Name:_ Diayqu e T?:é,!gwa
Address_P0 By 38~ )
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E/ 17 7TJ. HUGHES

U.S. DEPARTMEDMN OF __VERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. ighes,

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

2. No exceptions from the rri Party Clean Up Agreement shouid 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,

N A e e,
Name: {2 f (0 WA
Address: ‘)/ ) bﬁ' AV UL

- V,?‘u:l— llll’ ni li‘
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EARNEST J. HUGHES

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

Dear Mr. Hughes,

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

2. No exceptions from the T’In 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: \JeRE = RLEA G

Address: Vv Roex <4 S —

Wit Selne 1 a GBE72.
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T ARNEST J. HUGHES

U.S. EPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
[CHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

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

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

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

The health risks are too great.

4. Hanford’s horrible track record demands total cleanup and permanent shut down.
Respectfully,

)
Name: /A///}/}LL / dhlqﬂ
J
Address: (QC //"m/ 21
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EARNEST J. HUGHES

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF El....GY
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: M.LA \07#—1@8
Address: ?O bO)L ’U%
ﬁ A nS~n ]..~ - j(;7c
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+LARNEST 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 f[n 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,

A @ O/L

Addresr Q/( Q ~t - o
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EARNEST J. HU( )

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.

‘—s
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: CrArce 3 Toy v

Address; Y455 Hicg (4]

T out \_,LW\LX Wwh 9gL50
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EARNEST ] HUGHES

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Fsox 550 (N2-36)

RICE AND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

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

bl

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

| Respectﬁl% 8 #\/cuw

Name: ’jr—gﬁd& rove & n
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February 12, 1998 . Lo

Earnest J. Hughes
Uni' 3 States Department of Energy

Dear Mr. Hughes,

This is a letter regarding modifications to the .‘!‘ri-Party Agreement
(TPl concerning the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF). I am opposed to
dele¢ ing 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
del: ing these milestones from the TPA will be construed as tacit
acct :ance for a DOE proposal to restart the FFTF. I do not wish to see
the 7TF 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
nuc. ar arsenal at the level dictated by the START II treaty, which the
Unif 1 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
pro ction is purely an interim solution, or an insurance policy. The DOE
has lready decided that its long-term tritium demands will be supplied by
a o nmnercial light water reactor, or by new accelerator-based technology.
By ducing arms levels to those specified in the START II treaty, there is
no urgent need for tritium, and hence no reason to restart the FFTF.

I have also heard a number of people who claim that the FFTF will
be portant in the production of medical isotopes. 7You and I both know
that this is a red-herring. DOE documents clearly state that the FFTF is

msidered for tritium production, and the decision to restart will

L .y on i uly to prc e t: [P i T . the
FFTF ever makes medical isotopes is irrelevant in the decision making
process. The D only floats all this talk about medical isotopes because
"There is little support for operation of the FFTF solely as a tritium

producer." This quotation is from a Pacific Northwest National
Laboratories (PNNL) report dated Nov. 21, 1997 (the report is available of
the FFTF web page.) Furthermore, while the FFTF is capable of making

medical isotopes, it is certainly not a cost effective means of doing so.
Again quoting from the PNNL report, "a stand alone medical isotope mission
for the facility cannot be economically justified given current market
conditions." There are better ways to make medical isotopes.

In conclusion, I reiterate that I do not wish to s¢ the Tri-Party
Agreement modified, and 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
Wall 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.
k¥ 2222222222222 222222222222 2Z2 2







Feb. 11, 1998

5 N. Alberta St.
w.\ 97217

Ernest J. Hugl 3, US Dept of Energy
PO Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

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

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

Lastly, the deal that the US government made with us in
passing the superfund law dictated that Hanford was to be c. a1 1
using money allocated for that express purpose. To turn around
and use any portion of the cleanup money for purpos 3 such as
tritium production (which would increase atomic waste) would in
fact reverse the results for which it was allocated and would
constitute treacherous dishonest conducive to feelings in the
¢ :i: ary of : “»>r the . 1.

I hope th:¢ these and otl : concerns w:*" hc¢ 1 sway over the

ureaucratic ignorance and corporat criminal avarice and

incompetence exhibited in the administration of Hanford program
since its inception.

Sincerely,
Kguym (Wenyf

Rayner Ward
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E# [ESTJ. 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 ‘"n 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. ‘T am opposed to the risky shipment of plutonium through our state to Hanford.
The health risks are too great. ,

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

Respectfully,
Name: ‘ L e r
Address_ [\ | & Z‘K1QE‘ ~_ S










621 West Galer Street §# 101
Seattle WA 98119
February 17, 1998

Mr Ernest J Hughes

US Department of Energy
] Box 550 N2-36
Richland WA 99352

Subject: Comment regarding the proposed changes to the Eri-Party
Agreement Fast Flux Test Fac lity Transition Milestohes

Dear Sir:

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

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Hardwin Firestone
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EARNEST J. HUGHES

U.S. D.. ARTMENT OF ENERGY
Post Office Box 550 (N2-36)
RICHLAND, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Hughes,

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

PR s
LS ol

2. 'No exceptions from thexln Party Clean Up Agreement should ever be made for
any proje_ct 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 tc [anford.
The health risks are too great.

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

Respectfully,

Name: E/ /[&V‘ EM éOVl(\/
Address: 2[ 2 d&@ﬁg ,CHT

_od. e

_ 77051




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

ur e-mail has been received in the Office of the Bxecutive

icretariat.

Reply Separator

Subject: Re: FFTF Milestone Deletion Testimony
Author: Ernest_J_Hughes@RL.gov_at_ INTERNET at X400PO
Date: 2/19/98 12:50 PM

Dear Lynn Sims:

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

in the comment documents as you have requested.

Thank you for ybu interest in this important matter.
.ncerely,

Ernest J. Hughes, Director

FFTF Standby Project Office

Reply Separator

Subject: FFTF Milestone Deletion Testimony
Author: Lynn Sims <dwoc@teleport.com> at ~EXCHANGE
ite: 2/18/98 7:15 PM

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

Attachment: feb98 Code: 00AMTUJ \ Created: 02-18-98,
Attachment: jan98 Code: O00AMTUJ \ Created: 01-15-98,
Kbl .

Febrn :y 18, 1998
Dear ’A Representative,

07:01 PM [9 Kb]

01:12 AM [16

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

I wor 1 like to submit the attached testimony from Feb. 12, 1998 in addition

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

have ‘:ceived both testimonies.

Sinc :ly,
Lynn .ms
3959 i 42

Portland OR 97213
woct eleport.com










Please send me written comment on this testimony. Please also let me know where
public comment upon FFTF Milestone Deletion may be féviewed. Thank you.

Respectfully submit |,

Lynn Sims
3959 NE 42
Pdx. OR 97213
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Los Alamos National Laboratory
Pantex
Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory
e Hanford NucleaJ: Reservation
e Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Savannah River Site
e Rocky Flats Plant
Fernald
Mound Laboratories

Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratories
Most of GAP’s Hanford whistleblowers work or worked in Hanford’s deadly high-level
nuclear waste operations, where they face the production era’s legacy of abysmally inferior waste
disposal practices. Radioactive waste was buried in tanks, trenches, ditches and dumped almost
directly into the Columbia River. Sixty-seven (67) million gallons of the waste is stored in 177
underground tanks, one third of which are known to be leaking radioactive and chemically toxic
solutions to the ground.
Accurately characterizing the volume and distribution of the contamination leaked from
these tanks is critical to predicting the associated risks to public health and safety. The
\aras tion process, however, has| :n plagued by controversy and misma; jement.
National award winning whistleblowers, Casey Ruud 1 John Brodeur were responsible, in
396, for debunking DOE’s long-standing assertion that contamination leaked from the tanks did
not migrate from the leak source and did not threaten the groundwater, when they found
radioactive Cesium-137 at 75 feet, in the ground beneath the tanks. Despite ongoing harassment
and attempts to silence and marginalize them, Brodeur and Ruud again came forward in May of

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



River, and possibly in the groundwater. Ruud, appointed to head the Tank Waste Remediation
Program by Secretary O’Leary, was removed from his po;c.itlic:);‘shortly after she left office.
Brodeur’s role has been minimized; he is no longer permitted to conduct analysis of contaminant
transport.

Hanford Geologist, Dr: Jerry Davis, is  10ther GAP client who suffered retaliation for
insisting on scientific integrity in the characterization of contamination in the vadose zone, the
200+ feet of sediments between the surface and water table, in which the tanks sit. Dr. Davis,
with nearly twenty years of experience at Hanford, was terminated in July of this year after
demanding remedies for conditions which allow leaking waste to go undetected.

A Labor Department investigation into Dr. Davis’ claims found that he had been
subjected to discrimination, suffered continuing reprisals, and was finally terminated because of
the safety conce : he raised. Reinstatement, backpay, compensatory damages, and
reimbursement of attorney fees wére ordered for Dr. Davis. The Hanford contractors found
guilty of discriminating against Dr. Davis have appealed the finding, an action that will result in
a costly and time consuming hearing before an Administrative Law Judge, which will be paid for
with taxpayer dollars.

The ~ cases illustrate the un  entit  efforts of some Hanford managers to remove
essential resources from conscientious employees, and to reassign or terminate qualified
personnel who refuse to remain silent on the mismanagement of the Hanford tank clean-up
program. This situation is especially grave when at issue is the irreversible contamination of
groundwater and the Columbia River, which provides drinking water for several hundred

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

prime cropland. The individuals responsible for suppressing the problems assoc” ed with



leaking high-level nuclear waste, and mischaracterizing the nature of them will soon be in charge
of deciding on how the final disposition of these wastes V. o -i; conducted.

This history is important in the context of our comments, because there can be no doubt
that Hanford has earned the distinction of being labeled the most containinated facility in the
United States largely due to mismanagement, misplaced priorities, poor science, and an
unremitting disregard for the health and safety of Hanford workers and the public. Even with the
end of the production mission at Hanford in 1992, the “reign of error” at Hanford has continued.
Today, the “cleanup” at Hanford is bogged down in the same political intrigue and
mismanag that plagued the production mission. The result is that, despite the commitment
of over $9 billion by the U.S. taxpayer, Hanford has made little discernible progress in cleaning
up the worst of the contamination.

And yet it is now, when thé cleanup budget has been drastically slashed, resulting in
unacceptable cutbacks in the safe maintenance and operation of the k w es, that Hanford
clamors for a new production mission. Against this backdrop of hopeless mismanagement and
staggering radiological pollution, it is the height of folly to suggest that the State of Washington
accede to the demands of the U.S. Department of Energy to delete the decommissioning and

cleanup of FFTF from the cleanup agreement.

Background

The Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) was built at Hanford in 1980 to advance breeder
reactor technology by providing a fuels and materials irradiation test facility, including a test
environment for the Clinch River Breeder Reactor Plant. When Clinch River was shut down in
1983, FF.. was no longer needed. Repeated and extensive - ;in 1989, 1990 and 1993 fa :d

to identify new missions for the reactor. An independent review team reported in October of




1993 that there was no combination of missions with a reasonable probability of financial
viab ty over the next ten y« s, and decommissioning of; the :claactor began in December of tﬁat
year.

The clean-up of Hanford is governed by the Tri-Parties Agreement (TPA), a legally
bin ng compact between W “iington Department of Ecology (Ecology), the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Department of Energy (DOE). :Ihis thirty year
plan, signed in 1989, set schedule milestones for funding, maintenance of publicvhealth
safeguards, and compliance with Washington’s environmental laws. In 1995, milestones for
shutting down and cleaning up FFTF were added to the TPA, accompanied by a promise that
taking FFTF out of operation would free up additional money for clean-up.

The Tritium Mission

No sooner had decommissioning begun than nuclear entrepreneurs and politicians alike
began plotting ways to keep FFTF up and running. In November 1995, DOE was notified by
Representative “Doc” Hastings that ap ate group in Washington believed FF7 could play an
important role in filling the country’s need for Tritium, a nuclear bomb component, and for the
production of medical isotopes. He requested that draining of the sodium from the secondary
loop be postponed until the restart proposal could be studied. In early 1996, the Secretary of
Energy, bowing to political pressure, ordered a halt to FFTF’s decommissioning.

An internal review of the technical basis for the FF TF restart proposal, by DOE’s own
Office of Defense Programs (DP), came out strongly opposed to the plan, stating in their  ort:

No engineer would propose a fast reactor to make tritium from thium which is

a thermal neutron absorber, and modifying a test reactor to the strength
capacity as a production machine...places the plant at risk.




DP noted that proponents of Tritium production submitted proposals to modify FFTF without
knowi: whether or not they can « 1trol the reactions tha.t w;):1|1d bccur. The DP report waméd,
“no time is provided in the schedule to accommodate any safety testing or modifications required
by test results.”
The Bomb Calculation
A major concern for turning a test reactor into a production facility is, that in order to
produce enough tritium to justify restart, dangerously high and untested levels of Plutonium —
enriched up to 50% -- must fuel the reactor. Plutonium is 100,000 times more raciioactive an
uranium, making an accident extreme;ly hazardous. The DP report stated that the standard
calculation of the “worst case scenario,” known as the “bomb calculation,” would have to be
done for this reactor because no calculations existed for such a high concentration of plutonium.
For postulated accidents, the DP report notes that the particular design of FFTF can “trigger a
very severe accident” and if metal fuel is used, the results would be “catastrophic.” DP further
noted that the high production levels necessary to make FFTF financially viable “may reduce the
controllability of the reactor,” and that “safety risks increase almost linearly with tritium
prociuction rates.”
Another expert analysis of the _ *TF restart proposal made the following comment on the

Plutonium rich fuel required by the reactor:

The reactor contains 1,400 kilograms of weapons-grade plutonium in a compact

configuration close to pr«  pt ticality...the lithium could melt and be swept

out of the core, resulting in a rapid rise of reactivity and possible prompt

criticality.
(JASON Report)




One of a Kind Facility

According to DC _ s internal documents, DOE mﬁst produce Tritium within 5 years, 6r
the rationale for restarting FFTF disappears. Because of this tight timeline, DOE admits that
there is no time for external regulation and safety testing. According to the DP report, the FFTF
proposal “‘extends beyond the existing experience base without feasibility and performance is an
unreliable way to fulfill a vital national security mission.” Proponents of transforming the test
facility into a production facility lack the correct science to calculate its capacity for production,
much less its potential for disaster. Even routine operations present a risk: “F uei melting is
] :dicted in the 50% enriched fur during routine FFTF roduction start-1 ,” states the
DP report. In a memorandum to the Secretary of Enérgy dated March 21, 1996 Deputy Secretary
Charles Curtis stated, “I am convinced that the FFTF presents too many risks to warrant
further investment of inquiry.”

Another high ranking DOE staffer, Major General Eldon W. )ersz summarized his
concerns regarding the FFTF restart proposal in a memo to the Energy Secretary on March 22,
1996, they are:

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

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

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

e Tritium production requires use of plutonium concer tions beyond FFTF experience.
e FFTF is the only place to test targets and fuels for FFTF (catch 22).

Advanced fuels have not been tested or fully analyzed.

e Safety risks have not been evaluated.






relationship to the world, so, too, must Hanford redefine its mission. President Bush vowed that
there would be no further weapons material production at' Ha:f:ord. He proposed that instead;
Hanford should serve as a laboratory, applying the same creativity and innovation to clean-up
that it had applied to production. This is no small task, as the production era’s aftermath left
Hanford the most polluted site in North America.

Har rd, however, has been slow to change its institutional culture. Saving the free
world was a great motivator in the production years.” Clean-up, however, has prdved to be both
harder to rally around and more technically challenging. Two thirds of the nation’s high-level
nuclear waste sits in aging, single shelled underground storage tanks (one third of which leak),
posing a truly daunting environmental remediation problem, and one which, to date, has been
met with mismanagement, delays and sometimes questionable science. Indeed, the clean-up
mission has limped along under ever-shrinking budgets, and ever-more unscrupulous contractors,
more concerned with perpetuating their contracts than they are with cleaning up the site. In FY
98, the program managing the disposition of high-level tank waste has a $70 million shortfall.
DOE is eager, however, to invest $.5 billion to get FFTF up and running. The restart of FFTF for
Tritium prodﬁction, and DOE’s clear preference for production over clean-up (as evidenced by
their budget  1orities) undermines any progress made in changing the productic. minded
culture at Hanford. That DOE’s recent acknowledgment that the groundwater at Hanford is
contaminated, and heading for the Columbia River, highlights the danger of a pro-production
mentality. Adding insult to injury is the fact that $32 million a year of Hanford’s diminutive

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

mission.




New Waste Streams

Pt

Beyond its questionable technical basis, the res@ (;f .FFTF poses a formidable ‘eat ;(o
public health and safety in the new waste streams its operation will create. Government planning
documents reveal that restarting FFTF will create up to 60 tons (2 per year for 30 years)' of high-
level nuclear waste at Hanford, in the form of spent nuclear fuel. The spent nuclear fuel
generated by FFTF would be far more dangerous than any spent nuclear fuel currently stored at
Hanford. Up to 40% of the spent nuclear fuel generated by FFTF would be weapons grade
plutonium (90% Pu239).2 Extreme safety precautions wou have to be used with this waste
stream because “the spent fuel will be so reactive that it would have to be protected against fast
criticality...the spent fuel will eventually have to be reprocessed.” The high Plutonium content
renders long term storage unsafe and prevents disposal at a national repository.

Reprocessing will create yet more waste, even if not done at Hanford. Accident-free
transport of the spent nuclear fuel will result in cancer fatalities, based on calculations for DOE’s
transport of similar foreign reactor spent nuclear fuel.

Present storage facilities’ capabilities, like those of the Canister Storage Building for
vitrified waste, and K Basin spent nuclear fuel storage will be severely impacted by FFTF spent
nuclear fur storage requirements, and will require far higl  safety margins. Such changes w
necessitate additional ..’A milestones, regulatory oversight, and new, enforceable . A
provisions ensuring that additional funding needs for FFTF waste will not divert funds or
capacity from existing requirements. Current storage of spent nuclear fuel atF1 -ina

parking lot — is unsafe, and will have to be proactively addressed in the event of restart.

—_—

' JASON Report, Sec. 1.3.B, 3.4
2 JASON Report, Sec. 1.3.B,5.2
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Anothgr new waste strc n that FFTF restart would create is transuranic (TRU) liquid
waste, | lerated through Plutonium d isotope processiﬁg. ;n -addition to TRU liquid wastés,
Plutonium processing operations would also result in airborne Plutonium releases, and solid
TRU waste.* Plutonium processing is a necessary and interrelated part of restart. In fact, it will
require a massive new Plutonium processing operation (most likely at the adjoining FMEF) to
make the unique, high-Plutonium content fuel needed to produce Tritium at FFTF.’ Before the
Plutonium could be processed, it would be necessary to remove Americium (a highly radioactive
Gamma emitter) and Gallium from the Plutonium pits. This work would most likely occur in
FMEF, and would generate a new stream of mixed waste (radioactive and hazardous) requiring
treatment and disposal.®

Plutonium on the Interstate

Washington Governor Gary Locke has expressed strong opposition to free standing
proposals to ship the nation’s weapons grade Plutonium to Hanford for storage or processing. In
comments to Energy Secretary Federico Pena on July 17, 1997, he said, “I find it extremely
difficult to even consider any new role for Hanford in dealing with nuclear materials or waste...”
Yet, to meet the DOE restart proposal’s need for 33 metric tons of Plutonium (90% Pu239),
virt 'y allofthev apons ade utoniumatP. :X and Rocky Flats would have to be
shipped to Hanford to be processed into fuel for F1 ..". To produce 1.51 of Tritium annually,

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

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

3 JASON Report, Sec. 3.4

4 Amarillo National Resource Center for Plutonium report, 11/21/97, p. S.
$ JASON Report, Sec. 3.3. .

¢ JASON Report, Sec. 3.3.
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recent report justifying restart, DOE claimed that there are no environmental

restart, and on the subject of importiné Plutonium, stated: “Transportation:
rtation of materials to Hanford.”®

The Smoke Screen: Medical Isotopes
of FFTF restart in the Hanford community seeking to make it a more
n, have hidden the return to weapons production behind a purported
»n: the production of medical isotopes to fight cancer. Radioactive isotopes
sing medical problems and have shown promise in  cer treafment.. FF’
ing a boom in the demand for these products, of a magnitude which justifies
r. In 1995, the Institute of Medicine, a federal advisory panel, found no
end reviving FFTF to produce medical isotopes, and called the market
by the facility’s backers “speculative at best.” Regarding the promise of
research, Terry Lash, Director of DOE’s Office of Nuclear Energy, Science
nmented, “If [such research] is successful, there could be a large demand for
iere is not enough market to justify isotope production at FFTF.”
s of medical isotopes currently used in the U.S. come from Canada, where

pe production facilities are under construction. Accordingtc en ohn,

adiology at the University of Washington and chief radiologist at the UW

Medical Cente 1e current system is cost-effective and will likely provide for future needs
without the Fa: 1X.” Dozens of Pacific Northwest physicians and surgeons sent a letter to
7 JASON Report, 2.

! DOE-RL, 11/21 .21,
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Governor Gary  cke, opposing the use of FFTF for isotope production. They summarized their
concerns as follc s: o

We must carefully balance the potential good of producing medical isotopes — if the

need for a new source of them can be demonstrated — against the potential harm from

a new stream of radioactive waste, concerns about the facility’s safety, and a reversal

of Hanford’s clean-up mission.

_ven if a need for additional isotopes could be demonstrated, it does not necessarily
follow that Hanford should be the source. In addition to reviving FFTF, options available
to the DOE include building an accelerator and converting a commercial reactor. A study
done by the Medical University of South Carolina at Charleston released in August 1997
found that the proposed accelerator would be “ideal for producing diagnostic, therapeutic
and medical research radionuclides,” said a Westinghouse Savannah River (  news
release.

Conclusion

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

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

building of an accelerator or the conversion of a commercial plant. This fact casts further
doubt 1the wis m of restarting this facility, given the potential dangers associated with
the deadly waste which will be generated, the switch from clean-up to a new military

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

.
T

and the ss of regional regulatory control over DOE.

Respe lly submitted,

@é&r 1rec

Kathleen Leopold, Staff
Government Accountability PI‘Q]CCt
1402 Third Avenue, Suite 1215
Seattle, Washington 98101

(206) 292-2850

14

























\IN ER AL Ut on No. 1789

1805 KNIGHT * RICHLAND, Wa 99352
L

BAVRR OTITO . B

”lllllllllll"llllll“'l"lllll'llll’ Illll "IHIIII“

Tyl



















































Dear Mr. Hughes,

This message is in regard to the current proposal by the Department of
Energy, the Washington State Department of Ecology and Region 10 of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to suspend the current Tri-Party
Agreement milestones regarding transition of the Fast Flux Test
Facility.

I fully support the Department's initiative to suspend the TPA

milestor s pending a decision on a possible role for FFTF in producing
tritium and ultimately, medical isotopes. I favor use of this existing
al economical resource, with its associated facilities, by the
department as an interim facility for ¢ itium 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.
¥athy Rhoads

913 .chardson Rd.
.asco, WA 998301
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Farrabee,

It : my opinion that the Hanford Tri-Party Ag: ‘'ment NOT ]

»dii :d. 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 h. i-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 Columbla River Basin.

Thank you.

Philip Capp

Whitman College

Walla Walla, WA 99362
509.522.8427 :
capppk@whitman.edu



Ca . A

Ermest J. Hughes

US Dept of Energy
PO Box 550 N2-36
Richland, WA 9937~

January 21, 1998

NO, NO, NO, NO, NO!!!

No more nuclear production, period.
No restart of the A

No furtl  breach of the TPA.

No more releases of radioactive wastes into the atmosphere, intentional or accidental.
No more radioactive groundwater—an unspeakable and irremediable malfeasance.

No diversion of cleanup funds for more death.

If this whole situation weren’t so terrifying, it would be laughable.
This is the legacy you, personally, will leave. Make it for life, not annihi ion.

Very sincerely,

L

P.S. Please send n  a response.

7721 17th Ave NE e Seattle, WA 98115-4417 « 206.525.2101 * SizzleInk @aol.com




mame@scn.org
Friday, February 20, 1998 12:56 PM

io: rost46” ~ 2cy.wa.gov
Sul : TF
Sylvia Haven

10418 12th Ave NE
Seattle, WA 98125-7514

February 20, 1998

Roger Stanley
WAT 1t of Ecology
Olympia, WA

Dear . Stanley,

Please register my opinion, and that of all of
the people | have spoken within the last year,
that removing the clean-up milestones from the
FFTF shutdown is absolutely unthinkable.
V atever in the world is a department of ecology
thinking of by creating more hazards instead of
cleaning up what we aiready have? It doesn't

‘e sense.

{tn ' yours,
~ tia B. Haven
Registered voter and concerned citizen
Please send a response if convenient. E-mail is OK
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Roger Stanley
January 15, 1998
Page 2

environmental risks and risks to our health and lives from the
proposed restart of the FFTF. It is a matter of vital importance
to us, our children, and future generations of Oregonians that
the cleanup of the Hanford site get back on track and proceed as
planned.

Yet, because we live across the state line, we are denied a
direct voice in this process that so critically affects our
lives. It ! clear to us that the USD( and the EPA are acting
on political agendas from 1ishington D.C. and not taking ¢ - best
interests into account. We are counting on the State of
Washington Department of Ecology to be the voice for the :ople
of this region and the advocate for the environment of the
Pacific Northwest. This cannot happen if the Department ¢
Ecology gives up its or y real leverage in this process: the Tri-
Party Agreement.

You know what is the right thing to do. We are counting on yc
to do it.

Sincérely,

095—5/, Witk W, .o m

at atrick W. Nori n

P.S. Please mail us the response to o1 comments.
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EARNEST J. HUG. .3

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF L.JERGY |
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 ti  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.
_ sspectfully,

Name: D/AVM. B{‘oww

Address 7 "<~ M43/ Cup éoT/
_Z_/ I’L//Q ///a-/_/d. 14)5
7 8387 _













STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT )F ECOLOGY

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

January 30, 1998

Ruth Yarrow

Washington Physic: s for Social Responsibility
4554 12th Avenue NE

Seattle, WA 98105

" Dear Ms. Yarrow:

Thank you for your recent correspondence regarding the proposed Fast Flux Test Facility

(FFTF) modifications to the Hanfor 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.

£ part of the review and response process, the parties will also prepare a written “Re'sponse
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 automatic y be
sent to you.

We sincerely appreciate your comments and assure you that Ecology will be carefully
considering them prior  our decision on whe  =r or not to modify the Tri-Party Agreement.

Sincerely,

Z

Tom Fitzsimmons
Director

TF/kdh

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