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We appreciate the opportunity to submit comments on this Draft GNEP PEIS.  We also appreciate the measures taken by the Department of Energy (DOE) to facilitate public comments, by allowing electronic submittal and by placing relevant documents, including links to many references, on a publicly available web site.  Below please find comments from the Hanford Task Force of Washington Chapter of Physicians for Social Responsibility (WPSR).  Our comments are organized in the following order: 

1.  Overview and Recommendation, 

2.  Comments on specific topics, 

3.  Evaluation of whether the Draft PEIS adequately responds to a recent extensive analysis of GNEP, Schlissel, 2008, which the Draft PEIS both cites and includes in its linked Reference Index.
   
Overview and Recommendation

GNEP’s goals represent a moving target.  As originally stated by the Dept. of Energy, “the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) has four main goals. First, reduce America’s dependence on foreign sources of fossil fuels and encourage economic growth. Second, recycle nuclear fuel using new proliferation-resistant technologies to recover more energy and reduce waste. Third, encourage prosperity growth and clean development around the world. And fourth, utilize the latest technologies to reduce the risk of nuclear proliferation worldwide.” 

In this Draft Programmatic EIS for GNEP the goals have changed as now the PEIS states: “the DOE’s underlying purpose and need is to support expansion of domestic and international nuclear energy production, while reducing the risks of nuclear proliferation and reducing the impacts associated with the disposal of spent nuclear fuel” 
[Draft PEIS, p. S-3; hereinafter, citations from the Draft PEIS will appear in the text within brackets].
The Washington Chapter of Physicians for Social Responsibility (WPSR) believes that GNEP’s main purpose is to support expansion of atomic power; and that GNEP cannot fulfill its other goals, in that it will not, as written, reduce proliferation risks, or reduce the impacts associated with atomic waste.  The goals of the Draft PEIS appear to be based on fallacious, unstated assumptions.  These unstated assumptions include an immediate role for nuclear power in our urgent short term needs to come to grips with global climate change, and the desire of the U.S. government to reduce its costs for the care of the commercial nuclear power industry’s toxic radioactive waste.  The WPSR believes that though nuclear power may indeed be in the long-term future for US energy policy, it is not an immediate fix to our current energy problems, not an answer to climate change, and not a wise investment at this time.  There are many faster, cheaper, safer, and cleaner technologies already available to reverse global warming, and further investments in nuclear power divert necessary investments in these alternatives.
 

The first Draft PEIS goal assumes a need that the United States support expansions of the already deeply subsidized nuclear power industry.  It is assumed that the public will accept that this huge monetary outlay is needed more than a need to subsidize any other priority such as alternative energy sources. The nuclear industry must have large subsidies and very expensive guarantees paid by the US government to interest any outside capital.  The full life cycle costs of nuclear power do not make it attractive to Wall Street or other large investors.  The Draft PEIS does not address the impact of foreign spent nuclear fuel coming to this country.  Nor, of course, is there any discussion of why we should subsidize nuclear power elsewhere in the world. 

The second goal of the Draft PEIS is to reduce nuclear proliferation risks.  Assumed by this goal is U.S. hegemony and agreement by the entire world that they will follow basically our rules and prohibitions.  The production of nuclear bombs by both the Indian nation and Pakistan built from their own “peaceful” nuclear power programs are clear examples of this impossibility.  Despite this goal, the Draft PEIS provides minimal discussion of international ramifications.   Of note is the fact that the environmental impact of any U.S. participation in foreign partnership for spent nuclear fuel reprocessing is not addressed.   

The third goal of the PEIS assumes that it will reduce the “impacts” of nuclear waste and spent nuclear fuel. A more through examination of this assumption follows, but it should be noted that this goal suggests that the toxic radionuclides load will somehow be reduced rather than simply moved from one form to another. Short of transmutation, an uncertain technology of the future, these radioactive toxins will remain with us for from decades to millennia.

As the Draft PEIS notes, federal legislation assigned DOE the responsibility for managing radioactive wastes that the atomic industry generated, in the forms of spent reactor fuel [Draft PEIS, p. S-4], “Greater Than Class C” (GTCC) wastes [Draft PEIS, p. S-39], and uranium mill tailings from abandoned facilities [Draft PEIS, p. 4-5].  We can identify no other energy source that burdens future generations and future taxpayers to such an extent through legislated federal responsibility for its wastes.  This represents an extreme and very long-term approach to privatizing profits while socializing costs.  DOE statements on atomic power should recognize this burden, and should candidly acknowledge that an energy source that produces large amounts of radioactive wastes and then leaves it to the federal government to manage those wastes for millennia is neither safe, clean, economical, nor responsible; and it certainly cannot be considered sustainable. 

The Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, a network of approximately 36 organizations, “representing the concerns of communities in the shadows of the U.S. nuclear weapons sites and radioactive waste dumps,” supports the Principles for Safeguarding Nuclear Wastes at Reactors.
  These principles, supported by more than 100 organizations, including national groups and local communities near reactors, would store reactor waste in reinforced dry casks as near as possible to the sources of generation.  Moreover, Princeton Professor Frank von Hippel, citing a National Academy of Sciences study and other sources, has found that reprocessing would be 4-8 times more costly than dry-cask storage of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) on-site at each reactor generating SNF, for up to 50 years.
  Yet neither the original GNEP nor this Draft PEIS address dry-cask on-site storage as a waste management alternative 
The WPSR believes each of the Draft PEIS goals contain fatal flaws and that GNEP itself should be terminated. We note that DOE included brief descriptions of several critiques of GNEP, by government agencies and independent organizations [Draft PEIS, 
pp. 1-20ff].  However, it appears that nowhere in the Draft PEIS did DOE make any attempt to refute or otherwise respond to the specific critiques.  

Among other comments, the Union of Concerned Scientists recommended that GNEP “should be dropped” [Draft PEIS, p. 1-22].  Another more recent critique is that of Schlissel, 2008, which as noted above is linked to the Draft PEIS Reference Index.  We analyze the relevance of the Draft PEIS to his specific points below.  But at the end of his Executive Summary, Schlissel notes that, “A recent study by the National Academies has concluded that the GNEP program should not go forward,” and reports that his assessment reaches the same conclusion.  We strongly concur with Schlissel, the Union of Concerned Scientists, and other analysts, that GNEP should not receive the massive monetary outlay necessary to implement the programs envisioned by the Draft PEIS.  Instead, we recommend that the DOE, consistent with the Obama administration’s commitment to necessary, logical, and meaningful change, fully terminate GNEP; and shift funding to energy efficiency and renewable alternatives, which are more likely to combat global climate change, more quickly and more cost-effectively, than atomic energy, with its inherent radioactive waste and risks to public health, safety, and world-wide atomic weapons proliferation.  


Comments on Specific Topics

Reprocessing

DOE uses the term “recycling” when it means reprocessing.  One goal of GNEP is to promote reprocessing, and DOE’s preferred alternative is one that favors this option [Draft PEIS, p. S-1, S-58].  This technology would take spent reactor fuel rods, shear off or dissolve the fuel rod cladding, which otherwise provides containment for the radioactive fission products within.  Reprocessing would then chemically recover plutonium and/or uranium, and in the process release volatile fission products, large volumes of other fission products in highly radioactive liquid form, and generate other radioactive waste streams, including Greater Than Class C (GTCC) wastes.   

Reprocessing is the activity that produced 53 million gallons of highly radioactive liquid waste at DOE’s Hanford site, now stored in aging underground tanks that have exceeded their design lifetimes, and similarly large volumes at the Savannah River site.  The Draft PEIS acknowledges that reprocessing is controversial, because its use in DOE’s former nuclear weapons complex created millions of gallons of highly radioactive liquid wastes requiring billions of dollars to immobilize by solidifying.  Reprocessing also contaminated land and groundwater at DOE sites [Draft PEIS, p. S-64], which still require major remediation efforts years later.

Nonetheless, DOE promises that rather than allow long-term storage of liquid wastes from reprocessing, it will support prompt conversion of such wastes to solid forms [Draft PEIS, p. 1-5].  But these promises ring hollow when measured against DOE’s record with its own tank wastes: only a small portion of the high level radioactive inventory has been solidified at Savannah River; and at Hanford, where the Tri-Party Agreement for cleanup originally called for solidification to begin by the end of 1999, a Waste Treatment Plant is still under construction, years behind schedule and billions of dollars over budget.  DOE should not be advocating further atomic adventures when it has yet to clean up radioactive wastes from its own past misadventures.  

Proliferation

Reprocessing allowed the U.S. to develop its own atomic weapons program, and is therefore a technology for proliferation.  The Draft PEIS reports that the PUREX process used by the U.S. does not meet non-proliferation goals, but notes elsewhere that all currently operating reprocessing plants worldwide use PUREX [Draft PEIS, p. A-30].  The Draft PEIS promises that proliferation questions will be addressed in a future analysis by the National Nuclear Security Administration, a non-independent agency within DOE itself.  Yet DOE has already prejudiced this analysis by concluding without clear justification that while PUREX reprocessing does not meet nonproliferation goals because it separates a pure plutonium stream, reprocessing that separates plutonium with other components will meet nonproliferation objectives [Draft PEIS, p. S-59].  Nor does the Draft PEIS explain how other nations would accept U.S. efforts to promote reprocessing, but forbid the use of PUREX, or for that matter to limit any other reprocessing method.  Similarly, how does the U.S. justify allowing some countries already reprocessing to continue, yet forbid others from starting to reprocess?  Any country with the infrastructure for nuclear power will have the technologies and skilled workers capable of producing a nuclear weapon.

[We observe that DOE had posted the NNSA Draft Nonproliferation Impact Assessment, dated December 2008, on the GNEP PEIS web page.  It appears that there is no opportunity for public comment on this draft document; in any event, there are no directions for submitting comments at www.nnsa.energy.gov/nuclear_nonproliferation/nuclear_safeguards.htm, which links to the draft assessment.]     

Atomic wastes

DOE uses the phrase “waste disposal,” which is a misnomer for atomic wastes.  Responsible proposals amount to management and guardianship until radioactive decay reduces nuclides to levels considered acceptable; generally this takes 10 to 20 half-lives (reducing radioactivity by factors of approximately 1000 to one million, respectively).  As the Draft PEIS acknowledges, radioactive decay can take millions of years for some radionuclides [Draft PEIS, p. 4-152].  This can apply to fission products, and nuclides included in “Greater Than Class C” (GTCC) wastes.  For example, Iodine-129 (half-life 15.7 million years) and Technetium-99 (half-life 213,000 years), are both fission products and GTCC components.

As noted above, federal legislation assigned DOE responsibility for managing the radioactive wastes that the atomic industry generated, in the forms of spent reactor fuel [Draft PEIS, p. S-4], “Greater Than Class C” (GTCC) wastes [Draft PEIS, p. S-39], and uranium mill tailings from abandoned facilities [Draft PEIS, p. 4-5].  The Department also has responsibility for a range of radioactive and hazardous chemical wastes from its own former atomic weapons complex.  

We observe that in November 2004, the chairs of nine site specific advisory boards recommended that the Department sponsor a National Stakeholder Forum, administered and organized by an entity independent of DOE, “to produce technically sound, fiscally responsible, politically acceptable, sustainable, and comprehensive solutions to DOE's system-wide waste and material disposition challenges.”
  This letter recognized DOE’s responsibilities for multiple categories of waste, and recommended broad public participation in the National Stakeholder Forum.   

It is therefore deeply disappointing that the Department rejected that recommendation, and continues with an inadequate, piecemeal approach of searching for a recipient for a single category of wastes.  This smacks of an attempt to set states and regions against each other in the hopes of finding a location willing to accept a particular waste category, or alternatively, one that will object less strenuously than other locations.  GNEP and DOE’s additional responsibility for Greater Than Class C (GTCC) Wastes from commercial facilities only reinforce the need for a National Stakeholder Forum.  The Department should follow the recommendations of its advisory board chairs and engage the public in an effort to develop comprehensive and politically acceptable solutions to all of its waste management burdens.  

Costs of GNEP facilities

As noted above, commercial atomic power has been propped up by federal subsidies since its inception, and it needed billions of dollars in further subsidies from the Energy Policy Act of 2005, including authorization for DOE’s Advanced Fuel Cycle Initiative, which is now focused on GNEP [Draft PEIS, p. 4-27].  The Draft PEIS outlines a range of programmatic alternatives, most of which would require reprocessing facilities and new fuel fabrication facilities, and several of which would require new types of reactors (advanced LWRs, fast burners, HTGRs, and/or thorium reactors).  Collectively, these alternatives represent a veritable wish list of the atomic industry for subsidized facilities.  Yet nothing in the PEIS attempts to estimate the additional funds needed to develop these as yet incompletely tested fuels and reactors, much less the total costs of GNEP facilities to taxpayers.  
Sites for GNEP facilities

The Draft PEIS reports that DOE in January 2007 issued financial grants for siting studies at 11 locations, including Hanford, to host a nuclear fuel recycling center and/or an advanced cycling reactor.  At this time, no sites have been eliminated from consideration for the two facilities [Draft PEIS, p. J.1-1].  In addition, DOE has proposed Hanford and other DOE sites for consideration as a recipient site for Greater Than Class C (GTCC) wastes, on the grounds that those sites “currently have waste disposal operations as part of their mission.”
  A major source of projected GTCC wastes in terms of radioactivity is expected to be decommissioned commercial atomic reactor plants.   

Selecting Hanford as a site for a GNEP nuclear fuel facility and/or a burner reactor would have multiple negative consequences: 

--It would add more atomic waste to Hanford, in the form of spent reactor fuel and waste streams for reprocessing.  New reprocessing at Hanford would produce more atomic wastes, at a time when DOE’s efforts to construct a plant to treat the existing tank wastes are years behind schedule and billions of dollars over budget due to mismanagement and design problems.  
--It would bring more plutonium to Hanford, at a time when DOE has promised to package the plutonium already there and ship it off-site to a federal waste storage facility in New Mexico.  Plutonium would be used as fuel for the burner reactor, and/or would be produced by reprocessing activities. 

--It would present a homeland security challenge at Hanford.  A new advanced burner reactor likely would be fueled by plutonium or highly enriched uranium, materials that can be used for atomic bombs.  A burner fast reactor may be cooled by molten liquid sodium, a substance that can explode upon contact with water or other liquids, or burn upon contact with air.  A reprocessing facility and/or a burner reactor would be likely targets for terrorists, who are fascinated with explosions, and would be tempted by the opportunity to seize weapons-usable materials and/or to spread radioactive material.  

--Cleanup at Hanford is controlled by the Tri-Party Agreement between the Department of Energy as the responsible party, and the U.S. EPA and Washington State Department of Ecology as joint regulators.  Bringing and generating new wastes at Hanford would undercut the Tri-Party Agreement and require that it be renegotiated.  The other sites under consideration for GNEP facilities include multiple locations at or near DOE sites currently undergoing cleanup.  The Draft PEIS contains no discussion of how GNEP activities might affect remediation agreements or other otherwise distract from cleanup, at Hanford or other DOE sites.

The Department’s Notice of Intent on GTCC wastes reported that preferred management under U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) regulations is placement in a geologic repository. 
  However, no current or contemplated waste disposition at Hanford could possibly qualify as geologic disposal.  At a public meeting in Troutdale, OR, an Oregon state official characterized opposition to GTCC wastes at Hanford as distinct from “not in my backyard,” but rather reflecting, “no more in our backyard because it is so horribly contaminated already.”
 Besides failing to meet NRC requirements, it would be unconscionable under these conditions to consider bringing a new category of wastes to Hanford. 

In addition, Washington State voters passed the Cleanup Priority Act in 2004 with 69% approval, a record for Washington State initiatives.  We recognize that DOE was able to overturn this measure in the courts.  But voters made clear their preference that DOE clean up all wastes at Hanford, including the tank wastes, and fully comply with environmental requirements before any new waste is imported to Hanford.  DOE should recognize reality and respect this clear sentiment in determining where to send GNEP facilities or GTCC wastes.    

Relevance of Draft PEIS to an extensive independent critique of GNEP
As noted above, DOE included brief descriptions of several critiques of GNEP, by government agencies and independent organizations [Draft PEIS, pp. 1-20ff].  However, it appears that nowhere in the Draft PEIS did DOE make any attempt to refute or otherwise respond to the specific critiques.  

One of the more recent critiques is that of Schlissel, 2008, which as noted above was linked to the Draft PEIS Reference Index.
  His review is extensive, but he summarizes his main points in 13 separate Findings.  We reiterate the Findings below, and where appropriate cite information in the Draft PEIS that confirms or otherwise supports each specific Finding:

1.  GNEP lacks important details about technical viability, proliferation risks, waste streams, and ultimate life-cycle costs.

Among other observations, Schlissel notes that the administration has provided few details about the expected ultimate cost of GNEP, and has failed to justify the urgency for rushing to implement GNEP.  

We observe that this criticism is highly applicable to the Draft PEIS:  As noted above, DOE’s range of programmatic alternatives collectively would require reprocessing and new fuel fabrication facilities, and new types of reactors (advanced LWRs, fast burners, HTGRs, and/or thorium reactors).  Yet nothing in the PEIS attempts to estimate the ultimate costs to taxpayers.  Similarly, the PEIS expects that it will take decades to implement the GNEP programmatic alternatives [Draft PEIS, p. S-25, S-26], while providing no justification for the urgency of moving forward on GNEP.  

2.  The administration has presented no economic analysis of the costs and benefits of the GNEP plan.  Nor has it compared GNEP to other technically feasible and cost-effective alternatives.  Such an economic justification should be provided before significant funds are appropriated for GNEP.  

Schlissel notes that the administration has failed to provide a complete and credible estimate of the life-cycle costs of the program, and demonstrate that it can manage and control the costs of its ongoing projects.  

We observe that the Draft PEIS also fails in this regard, and in addition that DOE has a long history of mismanagement of its own expensive projects, which Schlissel describes under his Finding 7 below.  

3. Full implementation of GNEP would represent a significant expansion and redirection of the nuclear industry.  

We observe that the goal of the Draft PEIS is such an expansion and redirection, envisioning more LWR reactors, new fast reactors, reprocessing, and associated fuel cycle facilities [Draft PEIS, p. S-36].      

4.  The reference technologies and processes for GNEP already have been selected by the DOE.  However, none of these technologies and processes currently exists in commercially viable applications.  In fact, few of them have even been shown to be viable in large, engineering-scale demonstration projects. 

Under this finding, Schlissel cites reprocessing and fast reactor technologies, and he includes a description of the operating problems, including fuel meltdowns, of particular fast reactors internationally.  

We observe that the Draft PEIS suffers from the same deficiencies, noting that much research and development will be required.  With regard to reprocessing, the Draft PEIS reports that PUREX does not meet non-proliferation goals, but notes elsewhere that all currently operating reprocessing plants worldwide use PUREX [Draft PEIS, p. A-30].  The Draft PEIS also provides a table of fast reactors across the globe:  Of those with liquid metal (sodium and/or potassium) coolant, 12 are in shutdown status, one in Germany “never operated;” only four are currently operating, and the Japanese Monju fast reactor is “suspended” [Draft PEIS, p. D-50].  Yet DOE concludes that safe, stable, and predictable operation of liquid metal fast reactors has been demonstrated worldwide, the justification for this claim being no uncontrolled release of radioactive material [Draft PEIS, p. A-26].  This declaration of success by lowering the bar is simply not credible. 
5.  The Bush administration’s proposed schedule for deployment of GNEP is not feasible—the technologies that would be required to implement GNEP successfully would take decades to develop if, in fact, they can be made technically and commercially viable. 

Under this finding, Schlissel reports that it would take many cycles through fast reactors to burn up a large fraction of actinides (which include the transuranic elements).  

We observe that the Draft PEIS confirms this finding, by acknowledging that transition to GNEP alternatives would take decades under the most optimistic projections [Draft PEIS, pp. S-25, S-26].  With regard to burn up of transuranics, the Draft notes that at an assumed conversion ratio (transuranics produced to transuranics consumed in the reactor) of 0.5, approximately 20 percent of transuranics would be destroyed per fast reactor cycle pass [Draft PEIS, p. 4-47]; calculations indicate that after 10 cycles of fast reactor operation, reprocessing, fuel fabrication, and fuel reloading for fast reactor operation again, transuranics remaining would represent 10% of those present before the first cycle.   

6.  The administration’s plan for GNEP would effectively and rashly lock the United States into decisions to deploy certain technologies and processes well before R&D is completed, demonstration projects are tested and operated and the chosen technologies and processes are shown to be feasible and cost-effective. 

Schlissel notes that DOE has decided to use UREX+ technology for reprocessing and fast reactors with liquid sodium coolant even though none of the necessary technologies have even been shown to technically feasible and commercially viable.  

We observe that the Draft PEIS confirms this finding, acknowledging that extensive research and development efforts will be necessary for reprocessing, fast reactors, and other technical areas [Draft PEIS, p. S-22ff].  The Draft also failed to evaluate cost-effectiveness of necessary technologies.  

7.  Developing and deploying the facilities required for GNEP would likely be prohibitively expensive.  

Schlissel reports cost estimates for reprocessing commercial reactor fuel, concluding that GNEP could easily require $500 billion or more.  He also notes U.S. Government Accountability Office reports on DOE’s mismanagement of its own projects.   

We observe that in contrast, the Draft PEIS makes no attempt to estimate GNEP’s future costs.  

8.  GNEP would be an unreasonably expensive and slow option for addressing global climate change.

We observe that the Draft PEIS merely asserts that atomic energy could reduce greenhouse gases, and made no attempt to compare relative costs and speed of alternatives [Draft PEIS, p. H-2]. 

9.  GNEP would reverse the U.S. practice of not reprocessing reactor wastes. 

Schlissel notes that a U.S. decision to pursue reprocessing could lead other nations to build their own fuel enrichment and reprocessing facilities.  Some observers have reported that GNEP has already stimulated interest in France in exporting reprocessing technologies and in South Korea in acquiring its own reprocessing capabilities.  

We observe that the Draft PEIS confirms the reversal; one goal of GNEP is to promote reprocessing, and DOE’s preferred alternative is one that includes reprocessing [Draft PEIS, p. S-1, S-58].  DOE promises that reprocessing will be by a method other than PUREX, which fails to meet DOE’s nonproliferation goals because it separates pure plutonium [Draft PEIS, p. S-21, p. 2-28].  However, all currently operating reprocessing plants use the PUREX process [Draft PEIS, p. A-30].  The Draft PEIS contains no discussion of how U.S. promotion of domestic reprocessing might influence other nations to develop their own capabilities, including via PUREX.  

10.  It is unclear whether GNEP would eliminate the need for additional geologic waste repositories.

We observe that the Draft PEIS makes clear that all domestic alternatives for GNEP would require the development of additional geologic capacity, in excess of the statutory limit for the proposed Yucca Mountain repository [Draft PEIS, p. S-61].  As the Draft PEIS notes, DOE only filed a license application for Yucca Mountain in June 2008 [Draft PEIS, p. 1-6], and atomic waste has not yet been placed in this proposed repository.  

11.  GNEP is unlikely to reduce the risk of proliferation of nuclear materials.  

Schlissel reports independent assessments that a proposed strategy of reprocessing plutonium mixed with other, more radioactive transuranic elements would not produce much of a radiation barrier to potential proliferators.  He also notes that GNEP would dramatically increase flows of radioactive wastes and contaminated plutonium that might be only marginally more protected against theft, by states or terrorists, than pure plutonium.  

As noted above, the Draft PEIS promises that proliferation questions will be addressed in a future analysis by the National Nuclear Security Administration, a non-independent agency within DOE itself.  Yet DOE has already prejudiced this analysis by concluding without clear justification that while PUREX reprocessing does not meet nonproliferation goals because it separates a pure plutonium stream, reprocessing that separates plutonium with other components will meet nonproliferation objectives [Draft PEIS, p. S-59].

12.  Deployment of the facilities that would be required in GNEP might entail significant risks to the public health and safety.  

We observe that the Draft PEIS confirms this finding, by estimating the public health consequences of reactor accidents, up to 40,000 latent cancer fatalities; and accidents at reprocessing facilities, up to 100 latent cancer fatalities.  The Draft PEIS promises that the probabilities of such accidents during normal operations will be very low, but makes no attempt to estimate the probabilities of intentionally destructive acts, such as sabotage or terrorism [Draft PEIS, p. S-48].   

13.  Successful implementation of GNEP would require overcoming a number of significant political challenges.

Schlissel noted at least five major political challenges to successful implementation of GNEP: developing, building, and operating the necessary facilities over a period that would span decades; lack of public willingness to pay hundreds of billions associated with GNEP; lack of willingness to support the siting of reprocessing facilities and fast reactors; lack of tolerance to allow radioactive wastes from other countries; lack of willingness of other countries to forego their own enrichment and reprocessing facilities, and be dependent on the U.S. or other nuclear states.    

We observe that the Draft PEIS confirms this finding in part, characterizing atomic power, reprocessing, and transportation of atomic waste as “controversial;” and noting that fast reactors have not yet proven to be economically competitive with light water reactors [Draft PEIS, p. S-64]. 

Sincerely,

Cherie Eichholz

Executive Director, Washington Physicians for Social Responsibility

John Abbotts, Karen Bowman, Jim Trombold, Charles Weems 
Hanford Task Force, Washington Physicians for Social Responsibility 
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