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MY name is Dan W. Reicher. I am pleased to submit these 

comments on behalf of the Natural 'Resources Defense Council 

(NRDC) regarding the scope of the ~nvironmental Impact Statement 

on the proposed renovation and restart of the N Reactor. 

I am an attorney with the NRDC1s nuclear project. I hold a 

l a w  degree from Stanford University and an undergraduate degree 

in biology from Dartmouth College. Prior to joining.NRDC1s staff 

in 1985, I was an Assistant Attorney General for environmental 

protection in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, a staff member 

of the President's Commission on the Accident at Three Mile 

Island, and a legal assistant in the Hazardous Waste Section of 

the U.S. Department of Justice. 

Accompanying me is Dr. Thomas B. Cochran. Dr. Cochran is a 

Senior Staff Scientist with NRDC. He holds a Ph.D. in Physics 

f r o m  vanderbilt University, and was a member of the Department of 

Energy's (DOE) Energy Research Advisory Board (ERAB) from 1978- 

1982; DOE'S Nuclear Proliferation Advisory Panel (1977-79); and 

the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Advisory Panel for the 

Decontamination of the Three Mile Island Unit 2 (1980-1986). He - 

is also an editor and co-author of the Nuclear Weapons Databook 

series including the recently published Volume 11, " U . S .  Nuclear 

Warhead ProductioneW 

m D C  is a national environmental organization with over 

6 0 , 0 0 0  m e m b e r s  and a staff of 100 lawyers, scientists and 

resource specialists at offices in N e w  York, washington, and San 



Francisco. NRDC has almost 3000 members i n  Washington, Oregon & 

Idaho. NRDC pursues broad range environmental, energy and 

defense issues .  NRDC has long bee&oncerned about t h e  

environmental e f f e c t s  of DOE'S nuclear weapons production 

complex. Over the  pas t  1 2  years,  t h e  NRDC Nuclear Pro jec t  has 

won a s e r i e s  of lawsui ts  t o  enforce federa l  environmental laws a t  

DOE f a c i l i t i e s  including Hanford, Oak Ridge, Tennessee and t h e  

Savannah River P lant ,  South.Carolina. Last year NRDC was 

instrumental i n  convincing DOE t o  undertake an E I S  on t h e  

renovation of DOE'S  Feed Material Product Center 

Ohio. 

I n  December of l a s t  year - following DOE'S 

i n  Fernald, 

shutdown of the  

N Reactor and decis ion t o  spend upwards'of $200 mi l l ion  on 

renovation Ã w e  f i l e d  a not ice  of i n t e n t  t o  sue the Department 

t o  force  it t o  prepare an Environmental Impact Statement ( E I S )  on 

the proposed renovation and r e s t a r t  of the  N Reactor. The 

N Reactor has never been t h e  subjec t  of an EIS un l ike  every 

commercial nuclear reac tor  which has gone on-line s i n c e  1 9 6 9 .  

On February 9 ,  1 9 8 7 ,  DOE Assis tant  Secretary Mary Walker 

advised NRDC t h a t  t h e  Department had decided t o  prepare an EIS on 

N Reactor. Our i n i t i a l  enthusiasm with DOE'S dec is ion ,  however, 

waned when we learned t h e  four conditions under which t h e  EIS 

would be prepared: 

(1) The EIS w i l l  only consider the  environmental impacts of . 
the operating reac tor  with and without the proposedrenovations.  

~t will not consider t h e  question of whether t h e  N Reactor should 
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be renovated and re s t a r t ed  a t  a l l .  This is an 

DOE is l e g a l l y  obligated t o  consider under t h e  
? Â  ' 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA. 

a l t e r n a t i v e  which 

National 

( 2 )  The E I S  w i l l  not  consider a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t h e  proposed 

renovation and r e s t a r t  including permanent shutdown, r e l i ance  on 

e x i s t i n g  plutonium s tockpi les ,  construction of a  new production 

r eac to r ,  conversion of the mothballed WNP-1 r eac to r ,  o r  upgrade 

of t h e  Savannah River Plant production reac tors .  

( 3 )  The EIS w i l l  not be completed p r i o r  t o  the proposed 

r e s t a r t .  

( 4 )  The EIS w i l l  not even be completed before t h e  bulk of 

the  renovations -- t h e  very subject of t h e  planned document -- 
are made. 

DOE'S ac t ions  with regard t o  t h e  N Reactor EIS make a 

mockery of the  National Environmental Policy A c t  ( N E P A ) ,  which is 

"our basic nat ional  cha r t e r  f o r  protect ion of t h e  e n ~ i r o n m e n t . ~ ~  

40 C.F.R. s 1500 . l ( a )  The Act is overseen by t h e  P res iden t ' s  

Council on Environmental Qual i ty  which has developed a de ta i l ed  

set of regulat ions t o  ensure t h a t  agencies act according t o  both 

the  l e t t e r  and s p i r i t  of t h e  law. T h e  regulat ions,  which DOE has 

adopted as i t s  own, s t a t e  t h a t  the  purpose of an EIS is t o :  

[Slerve as an action-forcing device t o  insure  
t h a t  t h e  po l i c i e s  and goals defined i n  t h e  
A c t  a r e  infused i n t o  the  ongoing programs and 
ac t ions  of the  Federal Government. I t  s h a l l  
provide full and f a i r  discussion of 
s i g n i f i c a n t  environmental impacts and s h a l l  
inform decisionmakers and the public  of t h e  
reasonable a l t e rna t ives  which would avoid.or  
minimize adverse impacts o r  enhance the 
q u a l i t y  of the  human environment.....An 



environmental impact statement is  more than a 
d isc losure  statement. I t  s h a l l  be used by 
Federal o f f i c i a l s  i n  conjunction with o the r  
re levant  mater ia l s  t o  plan ac t ions  and make 
decis ions.  L 

W e  bel ieve t h a t  DOE is ac t ing  i l l e g a l l y  i n  deciding t o  

r e s t a r t  t h e  N Reactor without t h e  benef i t  of a f u l l  EIS. The 

Department has chosen t o  ignore its r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t o  "look 

before it l eapsN i n t o  cos t ly  renovations and t h e  p o t e n t i a l l y  

ca tas t rophic  s t a r t -up  of t h e  troubled N Reactor. W e  be l ieve  t h a t  
# 

DOE must prepare an EIS which considers whether t h e  N Reactor 

should r e s t a r t  and a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t h a t  course of ac t ion .  

Moreover, t he  E I S  must be completed p r i o r  t o  t h e  proposed 

renovation and res ta r t . '  

I f  DOE does not  agree t o  prepare such an EIS and complete 

t h e  ana lys i s  p r i o r  t o  the proposed r e s t a r t ,  w e  intend t o  take  

l e g a l  ac t ion .  In  t h e  comments t h a t  follow, w e  o u t l i n e  our 

pos i t ion  on t h i s  c r i t i c a l  mat ter .  

The E I S  Must Consider Res ta r t  of t h e  N Reactor 

NEPA requires  f ede ra l  agencies t o  prepare an EIS f o r  any 

'major f ede ra l  ac t ion  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f ec t ing  t h e  q u a l i t y  of  t he  

environment." 42  U.S.C. S 4332.  T h e  Federal Court of Appeals 

f o r  t he  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia has in te rpre ted  NEPA t o  requi re  an 

EIS "when the re  is a proposal t o  change the  s t a t u s  quo." 

Committee f o r  Auto Responsibi l i ty  v. Solomon, 603 F.2d 9 9 2 ,  1002- 

3 ( D O C .  Cir. 1 9 7 9 ) .  Here DOE contends t h a t  t h e  sta tus  quo is an 

operating reac tor ,  and t h e  only change is  t h e  decis ion t o  



renovate t h e  f a c i l i t y  under t h e  SEP. W e  d isagree.  The  N Reactor 

has been shut  down f o r  almost s i x  months. A s  a r e s u l t ,  t he re  is 

no nuclear  r eac t ion  i n  t h e  core  c rea t ing  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  a 

ca t a s t roph ic  accident ;  no rout ine and acc identa l  discharges  of 

heated,  rad ioac t ive  water t o  the ground and subsequently t o  t h e  

Columbia-River; no radioact ive emissions t o  t h e  a i r ;  and no 

production of high- and low-level nuclear wastes. 

This shutdown is f a r  more than t h e  normal maintenance o r  

re fue l ing  outage f o r  t h e  N Reactor. It comes on t h e  hee l s  of 

s e r ious  reve la t ions  of c r i t i c a l  s a fe ty  problems with t he  

N Reactor made by a panel of handpicked DOE consul tan ts .  The 

panel,  chaired by Louis Roddis, former chairman of t h e  board of  

Consolidated Edison of New York, ra i sed  a number of s e r ious  

concerns about t h e  N Reactor including: the  lack  of mechanisms t o  

prevent a hydrogen explosion; t h e  rout ine  and acc identa l  release 

of l a r g e  q u a n t i t i e s  of rad ioac t ive  coolant t o  the ground water 

and subsequently t o  t h e  Columbia River; t h e  l ack  of a containment 

dome t o  prevent re leases  of r ad ioac t iv i ty  i n  an accident; 

inadequate back-up systems t o  provide cooling i n  a meltdown; and 

th ree  times t h e  average planned worker 

commercial f a c i l i t i e s .  

Overall ,  t h e  Roddis panel members 

r ad ia t ion  exposures a s  a t  

found t h a t  t h e  N Reactor 

d i d  not  meet commercial s a fe ty  standards,  and t h a t  t h e  f a c i l i t y  

should be closed no l a t e r  than the  ea r ly  t o  mid-1990's. Two 

members of t he  panel,  including Chairman Roddis, 'ca l led f o r  the  



immediate and permanent shutdown of t h e  N Reactor unless  na t iona l  

secur i ty  required fu r the r  operation: 

DOE took a  number o f  s t eps  i n k h e  wake of these  d is turb ing  

f indings.  F i r s t ,  t h e  Department shut  t h e  N Reactor down f o r  a t  

l e a s t  s i x  months. Second, DOE accelerated implementation of t h e  

Safety Enhancement Program (SEP) which it had i n s t i t u t e d  a f t e r  

the  Chernobyl accident.  Third, DOE asked t h e  National Academy of 

Sciences t o  review t h e  sa fe ty  of the f a c i l i t y .  F ina l ly ,  t he  

Department agreed t o  condition restart on t h e  f indings of the 

NAS . 
Despite a l l  these s i g n i f i c a n t  changes, DOE would have us 

bel ieve t h a t  nothing has happened t o  the  N Reactor except the  

decis ion t o  add some sa fe ty  equipment and a l t e r  some operating 

procedures. This explains t h e  impermissibly narrow scope of t h e  

proposed EIS. I n  t r u t h ,  t h e  Chernobyl accident,  t h e  Roddis Panel 

f indings,  DOE'S decision t o  h a l t  N-Reactor operat ions,  and t h e  

proposed implementation of t h e  SEP have changed t h e  s t a t u s  quo 

more than perhaps even t h e  o r i g i n a l  decision t o  build and operate  

t h e  f a c i l i t y .  Despite t h i s  f a c t ,  DOE refuses  t o  prepare an EIS 

which addresses the  c r i t i c a l  question of whether t h e  N Reactor 

should be r e s t a r t ed  and reasonable a l t e r n a t i v e s  there to .  I f  DOE 

does not  abandon t h i s  indefensible  pos i t ion ,  w e  w i l l  be compelled 

t o  f i l e  s u i t .  

  his would not be the  f i r s t  time t h a t  we hwe been forced t o  

go t o  cour t  t o  force DOE t o  own up t o  i ts  NEPA obl iga t ions  i n  

r e s t a r t i n g  one of i ts production reac tors .  In  1 9 8 2  DOE refused 



to prepare any EIS on its proposal to restart the L Reactor at 

the Department's Savannah River Plant. DOE argued, just as here, 

that it only had to consider the &;ironmental impacts of the 

operating reactor before and after renovation, and also that it 

could do so in a far less comprehensive document called an 

environmental assessment. The federal District Court in 

Washington, D.C. disagreed holding that DOE had to prepare a - full 

.EIS prior to start-up the L Reactor. The court found that the 

EIS had to address the proposal to renew reactor operations with 

the baseline for analysis being the condition of the environment 

prior to restart. In reaching its decision the court held that: 

"start-up of any nuclear reactor is treated as a major federal 

action requiring consideration of environmental effects...even 

restarts of dormant reactors which have previously been the 

subject 

Vauqhan 

In 

believe 

respect 

0 

of environmental impact statements (sic)." NRDC v .  

566 F. Supp. 1472 (D.C.D.C. 1983). 

the L Reactor case, DOE prepared precisely the EIS we 

is necessary here. DOE analyzed the following with 

to the L Reactor: 

Description of the proposed start-up. 

Reason for the action 

Need for and alternative ways to produce plutonium and 
tritium to meet defense needs 

The environmental consequences of L-.Reactor operation. 
under normal and accident conditions 

Potential ways to reduce the environmental effects of 
restarting the L Reactor 



o Environmental effects from the increased use of 
existing SRP facilities due to restart 

o Cumulative environmental effects 
L 

o Environmental monitoring 'and studies 

o Federal and state requirements for the restart of the 
L Reactor and the status of compliance with these 
requirements 

The findings of the EIS prompted the Department to make some 

substantial changes in its renovation plans for the L Reactor. 

These changes significantly decreased the environmental impact of 

the resumption of L Reactor operation. DOE should take heed of 

its experience with the L Reactor, avoid time-consuming and 

expensive litigation, and get on with the task of preparing a 

full EIS on the proposed renovation and restart of the N Reactor. 

DOE may argue that no Vestart" of N Reactor is planned 

because the reactor is not Mshutdown.u Rather, the Department 

has developed a new term -- "stand down conditionN - to 
describe the reactor's current status. Whatever semantic 

sleight-of-hand DOE might engage in, Congress has defined restart 

of  a DOE reactor as any "activity ... that would achieve 
criticality, generate fission products within the reactor [or] 

discharge cooling water from nuclear operations ...." 97 Stat. 
247. Renewed operation of the N Reactor would meet each of these 

criteria. Coining a new phrase for the N Reactor's current 

status simply will not undo the fact that DO~plans to restart 

the reactor and that applicable case l aw  requires analysis of 

that decision. The EIS must address the decisionto restart the 

N Reactor, particularly in light of the dramatically changed 



9 

circumstances since the April 1986 disaster at the N Reactor's 

progeny at Chernobyl . 

The EIS Must Consider All ~easonable Alternatives to the proposed 
Renovation and Restart 

The NEPA regulations state that consideration of 

alternatives to the proposed action is "the heart of the 

environmental impact statement." 40 C.F.R. 1502.14. The EIS 

must address all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action 

including no action. - Id. at 9 1502.14. Here DOE has defined 

the proposed action so narrowly, i.e. implementation of the SEP, 

that it has illegally limited the relevant alternatives. DOE 

will only look at two alternatives: first, different types 'of 

hardware to improve plant safety; second, continued operation of 

the N Reactor without the SEP. 52  Fed. Reg. at.12455. 

Preparing an EIS which considers the decision to restart 

would require DOE to explore a far more meaningful and realistic 

set of alternatives, including a true no-action alternative, i-e. 

permanent shutdown - a course of action two of DOE'S own safety 
consultants recommended. Other alternatives include: (1) 

shutdown and mothballing with renewed operation only in the event 

of a national emergency; (2) construction of a new production 

reactor; (3) conversion of the Washington Public Power Supply's 

WNP-1 reactor; (4) reliance on existing stockpiles of plutonium; 

and/or ( 5 )  upgrade of the Savannah River Plant production - 
reactors. 
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Consideration of these alternatives is critical 

raise the fundamental question of whether we need to 

because 

run 

they 

N Reactor at all. Although plutonium production figures are 

classified, recent information indicates that w e  simply do not 

need the N Reactor to meet our national security needs. The 

Senate Appropriations Committee recently revealed that the demand 

for plutonium is roughly in line with the rate at which the 

material is recovered from old weapons. Science Magazine, May 

1987 at 515. According to the Committee, DOE'S production 

reactors, including the N Reactor, simply "are not the main 

source of material for weapons." - I d .  Volume II of NRDC'S 

N u c l e a r  weapons Databook estimates that the N Reactor adds only 

about 0.5% to the U.S. plutonium stockpile each year. U.S. 

N u c l e a r  Warhead Production, Ballinger, 65 (1987). The EIS must 

explore whether a costly renovation and restart of N Reactor can 

be justified in light of the minor contribution that operation of 

the plant -- in its last few years of useful life -- will make to 
the plutonium stockpile and the significant safety risk the 

public will be asked to endure. This question of need is most 

properly considered in the context of the decision to restart the 

reactor and in an exploration of alternatives/ 

M D C  recognizes that consideration of the need for'plutonium 
may necess 
a document 
officials 

itate 
would 

better 

a classified appendix to 
, at a minimum, give our 
information on which to 

the EIS;    ow ever, such 
elected and appointed 
determine the future of 

the N Reactor. Just such a classified appendix was prepared in 
the L Reactor EIS. 



The EIS Must Be Completed Prior to Renovation and Restart 

things presently stand , the Department has intention 

to complete the EIS, whatever its '#cope, prior to restart or even 

before much of the SEP has been acc&nplished. DOE'S treatment of 

these critical timing issues show the Department's serious 

disregard for NEPA. Nothing is clearer in the NEPA regulations 

than an agency's duty to "insure that environmental information 

is available to public officials and citizens before decisions 

are made and before actions are taken." 40 C.F.R. 1500.l(b). 

DOE has indicated that  the reactor will be restarted in early 

~uly, barely a month after these scoping hearings, and long 

before issuance of the draft or final EIS. The Department has 

also admitted that much of the SEP will be completed prior to 

submission of the final EIS. 

Any hope that the EIS on the SEP will serve as a decision- 

making tool regarding the N Reactor are laid to rest by these 

facts. The EIS will simply be a post-hoc rationalization - and 
a limited one at that - for a decision to restart already made. 
The NEPA regulations warn of precisely this situation: "The 

statement shall be prepared early enough so that it can serve 

practically as an important contribution to the decisionmaking 

process and will not be used to . . . justify decisions already 
made." 40 C.F.R. 1502.5. 

DOE argues that under the NEPA regulations it may proceed 

with renovations which do not limit the choice of reasonable 

alternatives or have an adverse environmental impact. However, 
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restart, as DOE'S own consultants have found, poses serious 

environmental hazards, ones that dp not exist now. Assuming, 

NEPA does, that the decision to restart is properly part of the 

EIS, then DOE will violate the law if it reactivates the 

N Reactor prior to completion of the EIS. Even under DOE'S 

limited view of the scope of the EIS, proceeding with the SEP 

prior to completion of the EIS will violate NEPA. DOE has 

identified as its "no-actionw alternative the operation of the N 

Reactor without implementing the SEP. It defies logic for DOE to 

contend that it can proceed with the SEP and simultaneously 

consider this no-action alternative in the EIS. The expenditure 

of many millions of dollars on the SEP will simply preclude the 

adoption of other alternatives to the proposed M Reactor-restart. 

The case l aw  is clear that alternatives be considered at the 

earliest possible point. "[Tlhe time for examining 

alternative[s].. .should be when it is practical to implement 

them, and not after the expenditure of millions of dollars when 

it may be too late....It is quite possible that a later analysis 

of alternatives will prove to be a 'hollow exercisef . . . ." 
394 F. Supp. 105. 

The Chairman 

Quality (CEQ) was 

when he testified 

CEQ Chairman Alan 

of the President's Council on Environmental 

concerned about just such a "hollow exerciseN 

recently before Congress onthe N Reactor EIS. 

Hill said the following: * 

I am very disappointed [with DOE'S NEPA . 
compliance] .... We have advised them very 
clearly that they are on extremely slim legal 
ground. They are getting 'beyond the 



border. '  Thus f a r ,  w e  have not  been 
successful  i n  encouraging some movement other 
than t h a t  they have now agreed t h a t  they w i l l  
do an EIS a t  l e a s t  on t h e s a f e t y  enhancement 
por t ion ... . 

L, 

CEQ has s p e c i f i c  au thor i ty  t o  review DOE'S compliance with 

NEPA. 42 U.S.C. 7609.  However, exerc ise  of t h a t  au thor i ty  is 

dependent upon a formal r e f e r r a l  by t h e  Administrator of t h e  

Environmental Protect ion Agency (EPA) .  40 C . F . R .  1504.1.  

Congressman L e s  AuCoin (D-Or) has asked EPA t o  make such a 

r e f e r r a l  but as of  t h i s  da t e  EPA is s t i l l  reviewing t h e  i ssue .  

W e  c a l l  upon EPA t o  r e f e r  t h e  N Reactor matter  t o  EPA as 

expedi t iously a s  poss ib le  and f o r  CEQ t o  hold hearings.  

DOE Could Prepare An Adequate EIS Expeditiously 

DOE Hanford S i t e  Manager Michael Lawrence has contended t h a t  

preparat ion of a f u l l  E I S  on N Reactor would take two years.  The 

CEQ, however, has advised agencies that even large complex energy 

p ro jec t s  should requi re  only about 12 months f o r  completion of 

t h e  e n t i r e  EIS process.* 46 - Fed. Req. 18037 (March 23 ,  1981, 

co l .  1 ) .  The L-Reactor EIS, f o r  example, was completed i n  ten  

months. I n  t h e  case of t h e  N Reactor, DOE should be ab le  t o  

prepare a f i n a l  E I S  by ea r ly  next year. Assuming for t h e  sake of 

argument t h a t  DOE does decide t o  r e s t a r t  t h e  N Reactor, t h e  

addi t iona l  s i x  t o  e igh t  months preparat ion of a f u l l  E I S  would 

add t o  t h e  proposed r e s t a r t  of t h e  f a c i l i t y  would" permit a 

meaningful examination of the  sa fe ty  and environmental i s sues  

surrounding t h e  N Reactor, t h e  technica l  adequacy o f  t h e  SEP, and 
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a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  including shutdown. Moreover, such a delay would 

have a t r i v i a l  impact on p lu ton iq .p roduc t ion  i n  view of t h e  

cur rent  s tockp i l e  of some 100 metric tons.  

Admittedly, t h e  addi t iona l  delay caused by preparat ion of an 

EIS may have temporary impacts on employment a t  Hanford and i n  

the  surrounding area.  These have been the .subjec t  of wild 

speculat ion i n  recent weeks. The EIS i t s e l f  could address the  

economic impact of renovation and r e s t a r t  and a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  ' 

including N Reactor shutdown. Under t h e  regulat ions a cost-  

benef i t  ana lys is  of various a l t e r n a t i v e s  may be undertaken and 

any event,  an EIS should a t  least i nd ica te  those 

considerat ions,  including f a c t o r s  not  re la ted  t o  environmental 

q u a l i t y ,  which ar.e l i k e l y  t o  be re levant  and important t o  a 

decis ion."  40 CoF.Ro 1502.23. W e  bel ieve that DOE could take 

steps t o  minimize the  economic impacts of a prolonged o r  

permanent shutdown. Rather than attempt t o  rush through t h e  

r e s t a r t  o f  t h e  H Reactor, DOE should give t h e  h ighes t  p r i o r i t y  t o  

cleaning up t h e  mess it has already made a t  Hanford -- a task  

estimated t o  cos t  up t o  $20 b i l l i o n .  

Conclusion 

The  events of t h e  past  year -- t h e  d i s a s t e r  a t  Chernobyl, 

the repor t  of  t h e  Roddis panel,  t h e  extended shutdown, and the 

proposed S a f e t y  Enhancement Program -- have a l l  brought us  t o  a 

c r i t i c a l  decisionmaking point  i n  the  l i f e  of t he  N Reactor. 

Simply put ,  should the  N Reactor be r e s t a r t ed?  The answer t o  



this question is of immediate concern to DOE and the residents of 

the Tri-Cities. But, as Chernobyl taught us, it also has serious 
>; ' '  

potential ramifications for millions of people, some living many 

hundreds or thousands of miles away from Hanford. At stake as 

well are $200 million of taxpayers' money which DOE plans to plow 

into this outmoded, aged reactor, and the concerns of people 

throughout the Northwest regarding the millions of gallons of 

radioactive and chemical wastes now present at the Hanford 

Reservation. 

The National Environmental Policy Act has created a 

mechanism for making the important decision on the N Reactor now 

facing us. It brings together all interested parties -- the DOE, 
federal and state agencies, public officials, individual 

citizens, and public interest organizations - so that all the 
right questions are asked, all available information is gathered, 

and the most informed decision possible is made. We are eager to 

avoid a confrontation with DOE and urge the agency to meet its 

obligations under NEPA by initiating a full EIS prior to making a 

final decision on the N Reactor restart. 




	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


