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Description (USDOE):
The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Idaho Operations Office (DOE-ID), is seeking applications from eligible entities to perform detailed siting studies. These studies will describe prospective locations to host one or both anticipated Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) facilities. Information obtained from these studies, along with other relevant information, will be used to support the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that will evaluate reasonable siting alternatives for the anticipated GNEP facilities. Selection of an application for award does not guarantee that the site will be evaluated in detail in the EIS, only that it will be considered for further evaluation. In addition, there may be other sites considered besides those for which applications are being submitted under this announcement. In the EIS, DOE intends to evaluate certain DOE sites as potential locations for the anticipated GNEP facilities. Selection for award under this announcement in no way guarantees that a proposed site will host a GNEP facility.

Purpose of this Submittal:

Per USDOE announcement, this application is submitted to provide USDOE with detailed, factual site specific information to allow fair evaluation of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation (Hanford Site) for facilities proposed for the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership, and to ensure that such full disclosure of site information is available and included in the evaluation of sites for initial grant awards and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Environmental Impact Study (EIS) on the program and proposed alternative sites: 

studies will describe prospective locations to host one or both anticipated Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) facilities. Information obtained from these studies, along with other relevant information, will be used to support the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that will evaluate reasonable siting alternatives for the anticipated GNEP facilities.

This Application Reviews Hanford Facilities Proposed for the following purposes:

(1) “Separate commercial Light Water Reactor (LWR) Spent Nuclear Fuel (SNF) into its usable and waste components; ...

(2) Fabricate and recycle fast reactor fuel containing transuranic elements;...

“Consolidated Fuel Treatment Center (CFTC) – a facility to separate the usable uranium and transuranics from spent lightwater reactor fuel for use in fabricating fast reactor fuel. During the second track the CFTC could be augmented or a separate transmutation fuel separations and fabrication facility could be constructed to separate and fabricate fast reactor transmutation fuel.

· Advanced Burner Reactor (ABR)...”

Fundamental Factors for Evaluation of the Hanford Site for GNEP Facilities:

Hanford is the most contaminated area in the Western Hemisphere. The Columbia River flows through Hanford for fifty miles, providing the last major natural spawning grounds for Chinook (King) salmon in the River in the U.S... However, due to past Hanford dumping of liquid and solid wastes – continuing until the early 1990s – radioactive contaminants are seeping into the River and shorelines of the Hanford Reach National Monument at levels exceeding 1,000 times the federal Drinking Water Standard. A Tritium plume extends under the 400 Area, site of the FFTF Reactor and FMEF building proposed for use in the application and in application of TRIDEC (Tri-Cities Industrial Development Council) all the way to the River.
  A Nitrate contaminant plume exceeds the DWS apparently emanating from the 400 Area proposed for GNEP use.
 

GNEP proposes reprocessing of Spent Nuclear Fuel – fundamentally the same process that Hanford has substantial experience with for extraction of Plutonium and Uranium. Key factors for consideration of the Hanford site (and for the entire GNEP program, regardless of site) should include the ability of USDOE and Hanford’s contractors to successfully treat the resulting High-Level Nuclear Mixed Waste liquids and sludges from past reprocessing. 
USDOE summarizes the status of wastes from those past reprocessing operations as follows:

“Chemical processing operations during nuclear production generated high-level radioactive liquid wastes. About 245 million liters (65 million gallons) of high-level waste (HLW) are stored at the Hanford Site in 177 large underground tanks. The tanks, divided into 18 groups (or “farms”), are located in the 200 Area. Of the original single shell tanks (SSTs), 67 of the 149 have leaked or are assumed to have leaked a combined amount of about 3.8 million liters (1 million gallons) of contaminated liquid to the soil column. Recent estimates of tank leaks push the estimates of volumes and curies lost higher.”

“Over the history of the Hanford Site, the volume of high level radioactive waste that was stored was reduced by almost 80 percent. Of the approximately 245 million gallons of high level radioactive waste generated and stored from all processes, approximately 55 million gallons remain in the underground storage tanks today, awaiting treatment and permanent disposition. Approximately 190 million gallons were removed through the methods such as evaporation and scavenging or through tank leakage. (Gephart and Lundgren 1997, Anderson 1990).”

“Sixty-seven single-shell tanks (but no double-shell tanks) are known or suspected to have leaked. The single-shell tanks are steel-lined concrete vessels with a design life of 20 years. That life has been exceeded by over 30 years and will have been exceeded by 50 years before workers can remove all waste by 2018 in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (Ecology 1994). Despite the 20-year life expectancy, leakage of the single-shell tanks began with a 55,000-gallon leak in 1956, only 10 years after the first tanks were built. The most severe tank leak occurred at the T Tank Farm in 1973 when 115,000 gallons of high level radioactive waste were released in the soil.

As tanks continue to age, additional instances of leaking are likely to occur. As of 1995, as much as 1 million gallons of waste may have entered the soil beneath the tanks. This volume is estimated to contain as much as 1 million curies of radioactivity, mostly from cesium-137 (Gephart and Lundgren 1997). Recent analyses identified that the original estimates are understated (Agnew, 1998).”

Proposed Standards for Evaluating GNEP, Proposed Facilities and Sites for Reprocessing Facilities by USDOE:

As soon as USDOE is successful in retrieving and treating the wastes from past reprocessing, USDOE should be able to embark on a new reprocessing program. 

USDOE currently estimates that it will begin treating Hanford High-Level Nuclear Wastes from tanks storing prior reprocessing wastes in 2019, in 2018, at the earliest. This date is 8 years later than the legal milestone in the Hanford Clean-Up Agreement (Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order, or Tri-Party Agreement [“TPA”]).  The Hanford Waste Vitrification Plant is currently estimated (Bechtel, May, 2006) to be approximately $7 Billion over the contract cost estimate. USDOE is also in gross violation of the TPA, RCRA and WA State Hazardous Waste Management Act requirements for retrieval of waste from Hanford’s Single Shell Tanks. 

The Hanford Waste Vitrification Plant is being designed with a capacity to treat just 50-60% of Hanford’s tank wastes. If operated through some time after the year 2060, it could treat all existing Hanford tank wastes from past reprocessing – assuming that the Plant starts operation in 2019, and that the Plant could operate for 5 or more decades. 

Thus, pursuant to RCRA and the Federal Facilities Compliance Act, and Washington’s HWMA, USDOE should be able to confidently create new reprocessing waste streams at Hanford, for which it may receive permits for storage and treatment, after the year 2060. State and Federal hazardous waste laws require plans and treatment capacity for treating wastes without prolonged storage, for any storage facility/tank permit for mixed wastes. 

Recent proposals to utilize Hanford’s FFTF Reactor and FMEF facility to reprocess Spent Fuel to extract Plutonium (EIS 2000, and proposals supported by TRIDEC for FFTF and FMEF) proposed that the resulting liquid High-Level Nuclear Wastes would be stored in new tanks, which would be in the basement of the FMEF facility. In response to comments by Heart of America Northwest, USDOE acknowledged that the reprocessing wastes from spent Nuclear Fuel would be High-Level Nuclear Wastes, and that, rather than propose to add them to non-compliant existing tanks at Hanford (for which there is no treatment capacity) the solution would be storage in new tanks in FMEF. This would certainly solve the problem of USDOE failing to have any treatment capacity for Liquid High-Level Nuclear Wastes!

All analyses of the GNEP program should include the cost of fully treating and disposing of the wastes from reprocessing. Unlike Spent Nuclear Fuel rods, reprocessing wastes: a) are liquid; b) will leak and contaminate groundwater and threaten public health if left for prolonged storage; c) create new liquid and solid secondary waste streams; d) are inherently capable of having Plutonium and fissile materials extracted – posing proliferation risks; e) can not be disposed in dry casks in a geologic repository without additional treatment/vitrification – should USDOE ever bring a repository on line. 

USDOE knows the degree of public acceptability of adding more wastes to Hanford’s disposal facilities. There is none. This will be addressed in any serious and credible proposal submitted for use of Hanford as a GNEP site. USDOE failed to meet legal requirements to adequately consider in the Hanford Site Solid Waste EIS the cumulative impacts from proposed disposal of existing Hanford wastes or of additional offsite wastes.
 Those impacts from disposal of existing site wastes (including vitrification or other tank waste secondary waste streams) are predicted to exceed groundwater protection standards. USDOE should certainly follow its existing policy in review of GNEP applications, which is disposal of wastes at the DOE site at which it makes the investment – at the behest of the community – that produces the wastes: 64 FR 12161: "DOE will continue its policy of disposing its LLW and MLLW at the site at which it is generated..." Even if sent to another DOE site, we are concerned because that could easily mean more waste that DOE seeks to send to Hanford from reprocessing elsewhere. USDOE must, pursuant to NEPA and SEPA, consider in the upcoming Hanford Tank Closure and Waste Management EIS the impacts of adding even more reprocessing wastes – high in radioactive Iodine and Technetium  - to Hanford’s burial grounds from this actual USDOE proposal. Both NEPA and SEPA require disclosure and consideration of impacts from other agency proposals. In this case, USDOE has an active proposal (GNEP) which will result in large amounts of reprocessing wastes requiring disposal. Those wastes which are LLW or MW, USDOE has said
 will be disposed at Hanford or NTS – but, USDOE has no NEPA coverage considering the actual site specific impacts from adding new reprocessing and secondary reprocessing wastes to either site.

USDOE has adopted official “target budgets” which are inadequate to meet milestones of the Hanford Clean-up Agreement and other hazardous waste compliance requirements. The investment at Hanford of several billion dollars for GNEP will be an attractive target for judicial orders for USDOE to spend the funding necessary to comply with the TPA and hazardous waste laws! 

USDOE and White House (OMB) approved “target budgets” for the USDOE national Environmental Management Program go from $6.9 billion this year to $5.0 billion for 2010 and 2011. Hanford’s “target budgets” drop precipitously as well for this time period. USDOE claims that it lacks the funding to comply with its own agreement (TPA), much less begin cleanup work on the numerous non-compliant facilities and contamination that are not part of the TPA (e.g., Hanford’s contaminated groundwater). By funding GNEP facilities at Hanford, USDOE can demonstrate to the public and judges that it does, indeed, have the funding to generate new wastes at Hanford. Thus, the proposal to use Hanford will be welcome news for obtaining judicial orders requiring USDOE to live up to its existing obligations, and to cleanup before it adds more to Hanford’s contamination and waste problems! 

Any proposal to utilize the FFTF Reactor must address the existing legal requirement – signed by USDOE and incorporated into the TPA – that the Reactor be decommissioned and the site cleaned up and restored. USDOE has stated that lack of funds requires slowing of this effort. However, we request that the USDOE Inspector General review whether the USDOE and contractors have used EM funding resources, including personnel time, to analyze restart of the Reactor (e.g., the ability to restore Sodium coolant) and support any proposal for evaluation of the FFTF and associated Hanford facilities for a GNEP proposal. It is a violation of Federal Acquisition Regulations for contractors to utilize federal contract resources to prepare a proposal for contract. It would violate both the TPA and hazardous waste laws if USDOE spent funds to support studies regarding restart while claiming that it lacked funding to meet milestones in a consent order for decommissioning. 

State and public support for use of Hanford as a GNEP facility:

State and public support for the GNEP proposal and facility is a key standard under DOE’s announcement for evaluating applications. 

One key component of the site is whether there is potential application and partners for electrical generation from the advanced burner reactor to be proposed in a GNEP siting application. Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPPSS) – the consortium of public utilities which operates the Columbia Generating Station has been publicly cited as being a potential partner (Tri-City Herald 8-30-06). 

Any applicant making a complete and fair disclosure for the Hanford Site will disclose and discuss the relevant State law (RCW 80.52.040) requiring a statewide public vote before Energy Northwest could invest and be a partner in a new reactor or adding generating capacity to an existing reactor such as FFTF. Of course, support from the participating public utilities forming Energy Northwest will be assessed before Energy Northwest participation will be discussed by any applicant. 

In support of our application, we make this full disclosure: We urge USDOE to consider that the likelihood of the voters of Washington approving such participation is no greater than the estimated annual risk of a major accident at FFTF or associated reprocessing and fuel facilities.
 This should give heart to both USDOE and other GNEP Hanford proponents. The risk estimate of the annual likelihood of a serious accident and release is far higher than one in a million per year. This should give USDOE great confidence that the likelihood that Washington voters would approve is somewhat greater than the chances of a snowball in hell. 

USDOE should solicit expressions of interest and ask for public support of use of the Hanford site for biofuel, solar or wind capacity subsidized to the same degree per unit of energy (or megawatt) that USDOE proposes for GNEP facilities. This would generate significant public support. We believe the evaluation of GNEP should include whether an equal investment in biofuel, solar or wind will create electrical energy sooner than a new reactor and reprocessing, and whether the environmental impacts will be lower. 

Safety:

Use of a thirty year old reactor – FFTF – is proposed. Analyses have already been undertaken for restart of the FFTF Reactor:

USDOE's internal documents, obtained through the Freedom of Information Act, show the likelihood of large scale radiation and Sodium coolant release accidents requiring "immediate evacuation of people and interdiction of crops, meat, milk, etc…" as high as 30% during the restart of FFTF. This does not even include the risks from using Hanford's already highly contaminated processing plants (i.e., 324 and 325 Buildings). However, because USDOE refuses to allow FFTF to be licensed or externally regulated, the public can not insist that radiation dose calculations or evacuation plans be realistic, or that "allowable" doses to the public be reduced. USDOE calls it "acceptable" to expose our children to radiation from proposed FFTF operation accidents at levels far higher than those recorded at the main gate of the Tokaimura, Japan accident. In fact, USDOE calls it acceptable if "unlikely" accidents (with a 30% likelihood of occurring over 30 years) expose members of the public to about one quarter of the radiation that typically cause "serious injury from radiation" and "crises to the gastrointestinal tract and to the bone marrow". (Sources: HNF-SD-FF-CN-013, USDOE at 26 re: 25 rem guideline for allowable exposure, and at 22 for 61 rem dose from medical isotope target damage [doses exclude ingestion pathway because USDOE improperly assumes all crops, meat, milk, etc… are seized for an unstated time period]; and, N.Y. Times October 1, 1999 regarding dose at main gate of Tokaimura and health effects for 100 rad). Incredibly, USDOE assumes the public will not get any radiation dose from contaminated milk, crops, water, etc… (Id.).

Other proposals competing with ours for GNEP use of Hanford may propose use of FFTF to also produce medical isotopes. Any evaluation should compare the proposal and materials we presented to the Secretary and Office of Nuclear Energy in 2000 during facilitated ‘principled negotiations’ between FFTF restart opponents and proponents. At that time, proponents of FFTF restart (including TRIDEC) rejected an offer for a high neutron flux accelerator to produce medical isotopes at Hanford. That opportunity has been lost, but any new proposal for FFTF will have to be evaluated against other USDOE isotope investments and policies. Proposals for use of FFTF have never reviewed safety issues for penetrating the reactor vessel in order to withdraw medical isotope targets. These, of course, will be fully disclosed in a credible proposal, along with the timeline and cost for such design and review. 

The following safety issues for FFTF raised in our comments on the Programmatic EIS (9-2000) will be fully addressed in a site use application by any credible entity, and by USDOE in its NEPA process per the official solicitation for GNEP sites (Section 10 of HOANW Comments):

10.1 in calculating whether ERPG (emergency guidelines for acceptable levels of public or worker exposure in event of accident) limits will be violated for chemical releases at FMEF, the PEIS assumes that the nearest member of the public is either 4.4 miles or 4.5 miles distant. In fact, USDOE has relaxed access restrictions and even invites the public to come to the gate of the FFTF reactor, and has even staged bicycle races and public events from the FFTF reactor parking lot. The PEIS fails to disclose and consider the impacts of restricting access back to the site boundary (and the costs of controlling such access now that the site has allowed open, unescorted public access for several years). The public is currently allowed closer than the 500 meters or 2000 meters, at which distance the public would be exposed to chemical releases above what USDOE considers acceptable. However, the PEIS fails to disclose either current actual conditions allowing public access and, therefore, exposure, or disclose that DOE’s own risk guidelines would be violated for chemical release accidents deemed to be quite possible.

10.2 Unacceptable levels of public health (PEIS at 4-148, 149 and 4-83) harm occur from a postulated nitric oxide release which "reach(es) the level of concern" at 500 meters and 2000 meters, depending on weather. 
   10.3. The proposed operations in the 300 Area (for 325 and 306) can not meet ERPG guidelines under current or USDOE's officially proposed public access conditions. 
   10.4. USDOE's calculations for dose are based on unsupportable (and nonexistent plans for) claims that the public will be evacuated and crops interdicted in order to keep doses from drops of FFTF spent fuel assemblies and casks, Plutonium 238 targets or medical isotope targets within USDOE's own overly weak and unprotective guidelines. SEE: "Evaluation of Selected Ex-Reactor Accidents Related to The Tritium and Medical Isotope Production Missions at the Fast Flux Test Facility". The PEIS failed to use available data on frequency of postulated accidents and potential impacts. The PEIS fails to consider the potential for drop or releases from medical isotope targets transported to the 300 Area, where there would be unlimited public access in the Area and along the River. 
Accidents with a likelihood of occurrence as high as one in one hundred per operational year, and a potential for a probability of occurrence as high as 30% over 35 years of operations, include Iodine 125 Target damage, solid waste cask drop, etc…. Neither the consequences for the exposed individuals, or the frequency, are disclosed in the PEIS. Other potentially devastating accidents include a large sodium spill and burn. 
   10.6. For many of these accidents, USDOE makes the ridiculous assumption that the "receptor is assumed to be evacuated after 2 hours" - despite the lack of a track record of notification of accidents by Hanford management, the lack of an evacuation plan adequate to meet the assumption, and the failure to consider that the public includes people far closer than the postulated site boundary. Id at 50. 
    10.7. The PEIS fails to disclose the extensive accident history at FFTF and the growth in frequency of events caused by unanticipated problems, or "The Procedure was intentionally not used." SEE WHC-SP-0432. 
    10.8. The PEIS fails to consider and disclose that "severe accidents in FFTF have not been assessed using state of the art methods developed since the reactor began operation. … (e.g.): uncertainties in post-accident heat removal, in the evolution of fission products from the molten core debris…" National Research Council. National Academy Press, "Safety Issues at the DOE Test and Research Reactors", 1988 at 67. 
The FSAR, on which PEIS claims are based, was based on oxide fuel, not a metal fuel as used.
A hydrogen explosion or long term pressurization "might result in containment rupture" concluded the National Research Council in 1988. As a result, modifications theoretically will vent radioactive gases building up in the reactor - which is not disclosed.
USDOE and any entity proposing use of the Hanford Site can address some of these concerns by deciding to reverse USDOE decisions to allow public access to Hanford Site lands outside the 400 Area fence following completion of cleanup. However, changing the exposure distance for the public does not change the need to conduct new safety analyses and extensive engineering upgrades to the Reactor.  The proposing entity should discuss local government, Tribal and public acceptability of such a reversal and eliminating future public and Tribal use of Hanford lands. 

Finally, our proposal for Hanford GNEP has the edge over any competing proposal because we will subject FFTF restart and reprocessing facilities to independent nuclear safety regulation. 

Fuel and Security:

The prior consideration for FFTF restart, in the Programmatic EIS for Plutonium 239 production and restart of FFTF
, was based on operation at 100 Megawatts. This is hardly a suitable demonstration, nor a cost effective investment, for electrical generating capacity. Higher levels of operation, however, would require new high (above 25%) content Plutonium 238 – weapons usable material. (SEE Notice of Intent to Sue, 9-2001 Heart of America Northwest to Energy Secretary Abraham, at 4). 

To move unirradiated High Plutonium content fuel from Hanford’s 300 Area (which is being dismantled and will not be available for GNEP) to FFTF previously required a convoy with:

· armed helicopter

· armored personnel carriers

· personnel armed with rocket propelled grenade launchers

The fuel for FFTF has over 25% weapons usable Plutonium 239, a very attractive terrorist or diversion target. This security requirement is a harbinger of the security required if reprocessing and fast reactors are utilized nationally. 

A serious proposal for FFTF will address the military and security needs for FFTF fuel, fabrication and transport. Again, the effort to open the portions of the Hanford site near the City of Richland and the River to public and Tribal use after cleanup of those land areas is complete in 2012 would need to be revisited, and found acceptable. Perhaps USDOE and the entities proposing restart will compensate the Tribes for loss of their Treaty and other legal rights. 

Conclusion:

USDOE may be ready to demonstrate that it can safely treat and dispose of existing nuclear fuel reprocessing wastes by the year 2060. GNEP will create new liquid High-Level Nuclear Wastes from reprocessing Spent Nuclear Fuel. Hanford has extensive experience handling those wastes (none of that experience is positive, but we can be certain that other boosters and contractors proposing use of Hanford for GNEP will cite Hanford’s extensive “experience”). Over a million gallons have leaked already from Hanford’s tanks, and USDOE is decades away from retrieving and treating the tank wastes. Just as soon as USDOE completes emptying Hanford’s High-Level Nuclear Waste Tanks, completes vitrifying those wastes, and when Hanford’s other existing wastes are brought into compliance, it will be appropriate (and legally permittable) to begin adding new reprocessing wastes from GNEP. 

USDOE’s consideration of spending billions of dollars to add / restart facilities at Hanford demonstrates that USDOE can fully fund Hanford Clean-Up. Indeed, if there is funding to evaluate restart of FFTF, USDOE should be held in contempt for failing to use those funds to meet requirements for deactivation and decommissioning – for which it says it lacks funding. 

The USDOE Inspector General should review if cleanup funds and resources at Hanford (or other sites) were used by USDOE contractors to support preparation of GNEP site proposals, including analyzing if Sodium can be restored to the FFTF Reactor. 

FFTF and reprocessing safety issues will be fully evaluated – only if there is independent nuclear safety regulation. The FFTF Reactor’s significant safety issues can be credibly analyzed generating public confidence with such independent regulation...and replacing USDOE’s standards with meaningful independent safety and health standards. 

Public Support: The good news is that GNEP proposals for Hanford have a higher chance of public acceptability than the annual risk of a serious accident from FFTF restart and reprocessing. Thus, the annual likelihood of winning public support is much higher than one in a million. The bad news is that the safety risks are far higher than one in a million. 

Proposals that meet USDOE’s criteria for electrical generation and which include Energy Northwest or other public utilities in Washington will fully disclose and address how the proponents will win a statewide public vote on the project (per RCW Chapter 80.52, Initiative 394). No credible applicant would refer to Energy Northwest participation without ensuring that the board and participating utilities were informed and had indicated support. 

NEPA compliance: USDOE is formally proposing to generate reprocessing wastes as part of GNEP. Pursuant to NEPA, USDOE must disclose the quantities and impacts from potential disposal of these wastes at Hanford in its pending EIS for waste disposal at Hanford – even if the wastes are generated elsewhere. 

If any proposal to evaluate Hanford is selected, we have demonstrated that Heart of America Northwest should receive an equal grant to provide honest and credible evaluation of USDOE’s criteria. Other competing entities do not have credibility in assessing either public acceptability or the impacts of restarting the FFTF Reactor or siting new GNEP facilities at Hanford. 

submitted September 7, 2006
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