Citizens Against Nuclear Power

P.O. Box 6625, Chicago, IL 60680

Office: 407 5. Dearborn, Rm, 930
Telephones: (312) 472-2492, 764-5011, or 726-93041

Jirector, Division of Licensing
U.S. NRC
Washinqton 2OC 20555

RE: Docket 'lo 50-10
Dear Director:

Contained herein 1s CANP's "Comments" on !URERNE3E, the draft £IS
ione for the prososed chemical decrudding of the Dresden Tne
reactor,

It has been broun
mail this documen
-
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MURES-0686 were

.

ht to mv attention this morning as we nrenared to
t to vou, that the date bv which all comments on

o have hesn recefvad t6 ensure that thev would He
taken into consideraticn durine the nrenaration of the final IS,

was July 21, 1280, CANP was ianorant of this reauirement, as the

copy of NURER-N686 which we were sent bhv Jan Strasma of the Reaionn
NPC office, was blank where the date was %o have been nrinted (the
pane on which the "Abstract" apnears).

v
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Since you should recefve this document only 3 davs after thre July

21 deadline, and since the cony of 'UNEA-0636 we received was silent

on the exact deadline, CAMNP stronnly requests that vou do evervthing

in your power to ensure that the enclosed document is fndeed taken

into consideration in the process of nreparina the “inal £1IS 3

For a nuclear-free future,

Edyurmd

Edward S0101, Coordinator
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The document NUREG-0686, entitled "Drart Environmental State-
ment r2lated to Primary Coolina System Chemical Decontamination at
Dresden Yuclear Power Station Unit No, 1", is extremely inadeauate,
wrong in several important respects, and unsubstantiated in the
majority of its conclusions, As such, 1t fails to adeauatelv fulfill
the U.S. Yuclear Reaulatory Commission's statutory responsibilities
under both the Mational Environmental Policy Act and the 'RC's own
legislative mandate to protect the oublic health and safety.

I. Concernina how much radicactivity is deannsited an the intarior
surfaces 2% tha reactor, and 0° wnich nuciides the radicactivity
1s composed

Any evaluation of the public health and envircnmental con-
sequences of the proposed Oresden One "decruddina™ nmust benin with
an estimate of hew much insoluble radicactivity there is on the
surfaces interior tc the primaryv coolant boundary, of what nuclides
this material {s composed, and in what nroportions, HURER-0636
provides such “fnformaticn™ as Table 1 on pane 2.2, Hewever, no
information whatsoever is aiven concerning the =~eang of arrivine at
this “estimate™, Until the *uil cdetailis Of now tnis "estimate” was
made are race nublic, there will be no way of determinina {its
correctness,

Table 1 by 1tself is sorely lackina since it provides no
information on the composition of what it terms "mixed fission
products®, Since 1t is nenerally assumed that the more radiotoxic
and envircnmentally mobile fissfon oroducts (such as fsotones of
strontfun and cesium) are present in "mixed fissfon nroducts", failure
to provide any inforration on the nronortions of such nuclides in
*mixed fission products” 1s a major flaw,

The mafn body of NURER.0636 is totally lackina in information
concernina the nresence of transuranic radifonuclides in the "crud”,
This constitutes a major flaw, This auestion is onlv addressed in
the respcnse to Nuestion 4a of “s, Kav Nrey's netition dated “arch
19, 1972, in which it is stated that "no fissile masterial {s exnected
fn the decontamination waste”; and fn the recnonse %o Nuestion 2 0f the
I11inofs Safe Eneray Alliance's (ISEA's) Sent, 20, 1972, netition, in
which it is stated that “the sresence 0f transuranic elements in
levels in excess of 10 nanocuries ner aram is deinftelv not exnected
based unon measurerments of the transuranic content nf the corrosion
product film observed on artificts and sarmples remaved “ram the
Oresden Unit Yo, 1 primarvy svsterm and other beiling water reactors.”
The actual results nf such tests are nowhere aniven in NURER-NEB6;
fndeed, the docurments in which such tests are renorted are not aven
attributed. Yo exolanation is aiven for the 10 nCi/a finure, althouaqh
NUREG-0686 seems to imply that as lona as the concentr-tion of
transuranics remains below that fiqure, transuranics may be dismissed
as insiqnificant., Mo justificaticn is afven “or this implication.
Furthermore, no breakdown bv radionuclide 1s afvan for the un to
10 nCi/a figure which NUREG-06356 seems to fmply mav be expected in the
radfoactive waste, And 1f up to 10 nCi/q ¢¢ transuranics may be
present in the decontamination waste, there is simply no justifica. =n
for not Tistinn the total amount of transuranics exnectad %o be presen*
fn Table 1 of the main body of NUREA-0686.
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The presence of transuranics is not an {dle auestion, since it
{s well known that durina the first few years of speration of Jresden
One, "the world's first privately financed, full-scale, commercial,
nuclear power reactor,” there were sinnificant nroblems with Teakina
fuel elements, Therefore, 1t is quite nossible that insoluble
plutonium oxide s a comnonent of the radicactive "crud”.

II. Concernina ![hether the Dadigactive 'laste nraduced by the “Qecrudding”
Will Be TUccasstu 17 S01131°7ed anc Packaned

NUREG-0686 alleaes on p, 3-1 that “"the concentrated waste
solutfon will e solidified in 55-7a)10n drums usinn a aracass
developed by the Dow Chemical Cempanv for the solidificaticn of lowe
Tevel radioactive wastes, This solidification nrocess has heen tested
on the NS-1 solvent and oroduced 2 solfd waste form that con-ained
no free linuids, The waste solidification nrocedurss include a
auality control srocass test on sach barrel of waste %o nrovide
additional assurance that the linuid waste has heen crooerly solfdified,.”
Likewise, on the unnumbered nane followina nane 4.7 (which I shall
denote as o, 4-3) NUPER-NEZH states that "solidification tests with
spent radioactive decontanination solvant ohtained from the actoal
decontamination of a Dresden Unit 1 test 1000 has (sic) been performed,
The decontamination solvent was then colidified usina the Now svsterm,
Samples of the solidified waste indicatsd no free-standina licufd,*
This question is further addressed in the ton paraaqraph of the second
following pane (destnnated herein as o, 4.10), which discusses "further
assurances that the preduct will not contain free standing 1{quid."

The arourments afven in the above-nuots passanes do not substane
tiate NURER-06G6's conclusion that the decontamination waste will bHe
successfully solidified, Furthermore, what “facts” are niven to
support this conclusion are not decumented. Specifically:

. The passane on p, 3-1 merely states that the "solidification
process has been tested on the NS-1 solvent and vroduced a

solid waste form that contained no ‘ree Tiquids." No details
whatsoever are aiven on these tests, or on the "aualitv control
process" referred to in the followina sentence, o docurment
which describes these "tests" and “auality control nrocess"

fs referrec %o, 1ot 2lsane astributed.

. The passane on n, 4.8 merely statas that samples of the
waste nrcduced bv flushina the Nresden 1 test loon with Jow
solvent YNS-1 “indicated no free standing 1iquid." o details

are aifven on this experiment, nor is any document which describes
this experiment referred to or attributed, Especially {maortant
and comoletely missing are details on the number of such “"samples"
taken and the orocess involved; without such information, no
dssessment of the adequacy of such camples to detect unsolidified
material can be made, Furthermore, the use of the tarms "frea
T1quid" and "free standing liquid", without any further definie
tion, is troublina: would a sponne saturated with water he
considered by the N2C to contain no "‘free Ticuid"?
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(This persistent nractice of makine undocurmented, unsubstantiated
clains is extremely poor science., And the 'RC staff's seeninn
fnability to abide by the rules of qrammar, not to nention the lack of
a consistent pane numberina system, would likely result in YJURER-0686's
faflure to receive 3 passing grade from even a highescheool English
teacher!)

. The paranranh at the top of p, 4-10 likewise nfves no
information on the Brookhaven laboratory tests, and n¢ docurent
fn which these tests are reported is attributed, The Dow
Topical Report JNS=-25S-001-P is not available to the putlic,
and hence !NRC's "reference" to it is of no value in assessing
whether or not the "svsten desinn and quality control checks"
will actually orovide "further assurances that the final
product will not contain free standinn liauid", The continued
use of the tarm "free standinae 1fauid" is troudblinn: efthar the
stuff is so0iid or 1t isn't, The rmeres referral to "in nrocass
sanple verification durina the nroduction runs” offers no
assurances that such "sarmnle verification" will be adec :te %2
detect unsolidified material., And "full scale aualffication
tests usina simulated wastes" are not the real thina; the he-
havior of the decontanmination waste which actually ceontains a
laroe auantity of toxic radionuclides may be entirely d4iffarent
from that of "simulated wastes.”

This aquestion is discussed anain in Aonendix A, In Y2C's
response to uestion 3 of "s, Drey's petition, 1t is alleaed,
"Radioactive corresion products, bonded with the Dow Chermical
solvent, have been tasted to remain free of water after heinn solidie
fied by the Dow Chemical nolvmer arocess since 1974." The resnonse
to Question 3b continues that "the first solidified sarmple 0f nratoe.
type test has remained free of liquid since 1974 when the test was
made...Tests have been performed to damonstrate that the stability
of the solid polvrer will not substantfally alter for over 50 years",
such tests includinn "accelerated aaina, bioloaical dearadation,
radfation deoradation and temnerature cyclina,” The sare clairs are
made in the response to Nuestion 5 in the ISEA patition,

Nowhere are any details afven concerning 2ny such “tests", aor
fs any document which describes such "tests" attributed. It should
be obvious that one samnle nf solidified waste rermainina solid since
1974 (aoproximat2Ty & vears) is harily adeauate to demonstrata that
the larae quantity of waste which will result “rom the nranosed
Oresden "decruddino" will remain solid for aven that lona. And i*
1s extremeiy unscientific to assert that anv "tests" can dermanstrata
that "the stability of the selid nolymer will not substantiallv altar
for over 50 year. ': the only way anv test can deamonstrata such a
thing s 1€ such test were to last 50 vears, Tn any event, until the
exact chemical formula of NDow solvent T35=1 and the exact chemistryv
of the solidification nrocess and final sroduct are disclosed, anv
statement that "the stability of the solid nolvrer wil, 10t substane
tially alter" will be rmeaninaless, since without such infor=atinn
there 1s no way to determine what chemical reactions the "solidi“iad"
waste will be subject to.
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[I1, Concernina whether a nlace will he faynd *a dicanse nf tha
barrels o7 decontaminatisn waste, ind whathew the chelant-hound
radionucliides fn the decontaminactinn vasta wil] Aot 18azr out and

w
-

become environmantaliv ~nnile

NUREG-0686 alleaes on n, 3-1 that "all decontamination waste
will be shipped to a commercial low level waste disnosal site located
at Hanford, 'Yashinaton or 3eatty, Yevada,”" This claim is repeatad
on the un-numbered nane on which Section 4,2.3 benins, Tha answer
to Question 2 of "s, Drev's netition states, “Cormrmonwealth Edison...
has agreed to disnose of the Oresden 1 solidified waste at aither
Beatty, Nevada or Hanford, ''ashinaton cormercial low level waste
burfai sftes," The answer to Nuestion 3 of the ISEA petition 2llnses
that "the presence of transuranic elements in excess of 12 nanacurias
per aram is definftely not exsected", Hut that if such presence is
detected, "the waste will not remain at Dresden “forever"., The waste
would be disposed of at a waste depasitory onerated by the U,S. 3ovarne
ment which is authorized to dispose of transuranic waste,"

As recently as less than one vear 230, there have been enisodes
which have been widely described as "crises in low-level nuclear
waste manacenment,® durina which no comrmercial "lowe-level” nucloar
waste burial arounds were aczepting shiorments of such waste, esnecially
from Commnonwealth Edison. ‘o assurances whatsasever are aiven 1in
NUREG-0636 that this condition will net recur., HUREN.NE2E offers
no guarantees that the decontarination waste produced by the Ddresden
One "decrudding” will Se accented €or Surial by efther the Zeatty or
Hanford comrercial nuclear waste disnosal sites. In the abtsence of
such 2ssurances and auarantees, it {s entirelvy nossihle that the
barrels of decontarmination wasts will remain at Oresden “or an
fndefinite future tire perisod, or that it will be huried at a site
with unfaverable neolonical and hydrolonical characteristics., The
exact same coanclusion can he made concernina tse bald, unsubstantiated
assertion that if the waste turns out to contain transuranics in
excess of 10 nCi/a 1% would be "disnosed o¢" at a U,.S, novernment
operated transuranic waste “deposftory", ‘'hat depository? ls there
anything anywhere to quarantee that such will be the case? 1If there
fs, it cannot bde found In “URE5-0636.

Regardless of tha uitinmate fate of the harrels of decontamination
waste, there is nothina in NUREA-08636 to fncicate that in ths nresance
of water (cuite a likelihood if the waste is not disoosed of at Beatty
or Hanford) the chelant-bound radionueclides will not leach out and
become environmentally mobile. Incdeed, in the answer to Nuestion 2
of “s, Drey's petition, we read that, "Ve do not have field or
laboratory tests which quantify the minaration potential of radifonuclides
assocfated with Dow solvent, assuning that some escapes from solidifiad
waste and into the soils of the disposal site.® And in the resnonse
to Cuestion 3¢ we read that, "'le do not know the leach rate of Jow
polymer under burfal conditions...Thera is not as yet any test which
can sinulate leachina under burial conditions, "

This question of whether the chelant-bound radionuclidas in the
"decrudding" waste will become environmentally mobile is so crucial
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to any assessment of the environmental impact of the proposed
“decrudding", that there can be no justification for anvthnina less
than a full disclosure of the chemical formulae of all comnonents

of the Dow !iS«1 solvent and the full chremical details o+ the
solidification process., UYithout such disclosure, any attampt to
deternine the potential for the chelant-bound radionuclides to becone
environmentally mobile, is critically handicapned.

The NRC alleses that any such disclosure, full or otherwise, cannot
be done because the Dow solvent and solidification orocess are
"propriestary." 1f that s indeed the reason, then the Dow Chemical
Co. should natens their solvent and solidification 2rocess, This
would allow full srotection of Now's nroorietiry rinhts while 2ffarding
vastly oreater crotection of the public health and safety,

IV, Concernina hathapr tha prociss will resylt in anv ra
dissolvad 5y thz ‘ac.nti~inazicn SoJveit FeinAd releass- =+
around Jrascen

\dionuclides

envirenmant

e decontanination solvent and tirst

¢t the resultinn 130,000 nailens of

1 be sampled and sent to the existinag
polished throuah the dermineralizar
euse,” The main bodv of 'UREG-NE3E

on this, However, in the answer to

it is allened that, "At ‘. e

fne anent nortion of the solvent

s not volatile axcept for and orananf¢c compound coracnents,
Carryover of crelated radionuclides antrained in the vaoor mist is an
Insigificantly srmall fraction, This carrvover will be further reduced
2s the spent solvent {s further orocessed by a mixed-bed demineralizer
which has becen teasted to be effective in reroving chelated radionuclides.™
The answer to Tuestion 5a, further 21lenes that, "the amount of che-
latina ascent in the second or third rinse should be minimal, The first
rinse will be nrocessed throuah the evaporator, MNo sfanificant

amount of chelatire acent should be present in the distillate.
Additional treatment by demineralizar 5% the distillats and/or sube
sequent rinses may be perforrmed 1€ necessarv., The licensee's tests
ifndicate that the demineralizer is affactive in renovina radioactive
metals bonded by the chelating aqent.” And in the answer to Ouestien
Sb we read that, "no liouid waste, includine water from all the rinses,
from the decontamination operation will he discharned into the river,"

NURER-DES
wash will ke ¢ t
d
plant holdup svstem or will he
before being stored for nlant
contafins no further inforrmat
Question 34 of 's, Drey's neti
evaporation termcerature, th
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MUREG-0686 conta’as no justi®ication whatever €or fts assertion
that the carrveover of chelant-%ound radionuclides durina the avanoration
step 1s "insignificant™, nor does it contain any definition of just
how much carryover would not be considerad "insionificant”, ‘'lo specific
tests are mentioned to justify any such conclusion, nor is any document
which describes such tests attributad, Likewise, no docurent is
attributea which describes the tects perforned by Commonwealth Edison
which are alleced to show that the denineralizer is effective at
removina chelant-bound radiocactivity from the distillate., In the
absence of any such documantation, there is no reason not to exosect
that substantial radicactivity from the decontamination will end
up in water which is to be used in the ooeration of Dresden One, 1If
$0, a fraction of such radioactivity will be released to the I11inois



River throuah the csarme rechanisms as result in Oresden Tne reieaginn
any radiocactivity to the river, In any event, there {s no justifica-
tion in NUNERQE36 for the claim that the Tresden (ne "decruddina®
will not result in an increased load of radiation to the I1linois
River, .

Y. Concernina 'mather the decontamination nrncess will weaken or
gorroce critical 2iant co~nonents, leadina to increased risk ¥
dannarous nucliear accidants

On the unnumbered pane on which Secticn 5.3 is nrinted, 'UREf-
0686 states that the NRC staff has concluded that, "the use of NS-]
solvent will not result in excessive corrosion of the rmaterifals of
construction.” !lo further discussion of this can be found in
the main body of WURER-0626. However in the response to Juesticn 1 of
the ISEA petition, it is alleged that:

“Al11 primary coolinn svsten materfals that will be in
contact with NS-1 have heen tasted extensivelv to assure
that the intearity of the primary coolina system will not be
dearaded by the cleanina, The corrosion research procaran
covered several thousand individual corrosion tests of ail the
basfc Dresden Unit Yo, 1 primaryv coolinn systen materfals
that will be expvosed to the solvent under conditions o0f time
and tenmperature exceedina those pronosed for the actual decone
tamination.

“Based on the staff's reviaw of the tasts carried out bv CECo,
we have concluded that the nlant materials will not be sionifie-
cantly daraced by the decontaminaticn solutfon,..In addition,
pilotescale orojects utilizing "Sel,..have nrovided assurance
that fullescale oneraticns utilizina NS-1 will produce sinilar
results to the laboratory scale experiments,

"The inspection proaram that will be carried out by CECo
after the cleanina will be used to determine whe’her the
decontamination has caused the structural intenrity of the
primary cooling system to be deqraded,"

Nowhere {n NUREG-Q6Z6 are the docureits attributed which
describe these various laboratorv and pilct-scale tests and their
specific results, Thus there is no wav %o determine if these
tests actually yielded the results claimed,

Similarly, no documents are attributaed which describe in denth
Commonwealth Edison's proposed nost-cleaning inspection nroaran, and
NUREG-0GE6 1s silent on this, ‘“ithout knowina the details of this
program, it is imnossible to deterrmine the afficacv of the nronosad
fnspection oroaram to detect orimaryv coolina svstem structural
dearadation. One especiallv imnortant thina which NUDEA-NE3E Adges
not make clear is the extent to which radicaranhv will he used as nart
of the sost-cleanina insnectior proaran, 'ithout radioaraphy, it is
doubtful that primary coolinn svstem structural dearadation can 5e
detected, since such dearadation will accur frem the inside out.
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This 1s not an unirmportant aquestion, Undetected dearadation of
the structural intearity of the primarv coolina system can easily lead
to severe accidents when and i€ the reactor is put hack into operation,
up to and includina total meltdowns of the reacter core, [t fis
therefore extremely unsettlina to find NURER-0636 so deficient in
this resnect,

The importance of this question is vet another reason why
full disclosure of the chemical formulaa nf the cornonents of Now
solvent 'S<1 is essential, Mithout such disclosure there will bSe
no way to tell whether the claimed results of the various corrosion
tests are plausihle.

VI. Concarnina whather tha nrgnosed "decruddina” arocess is
experirancal

The response to Nuestion 3a of ''s, Nray's npetiticn statas tha
"The Cresden decontamination i{s not an experiment, it r2presants %h
apolication of a nroven method 0f decontamination that has bSeen
specifically devaloped and tested before being used on the Dresden
Unit 1 primary cooling systenm,"

-
9
e

It 1s difficult to see how the pronosad Dresden "decruddina®
cannot be considered an experiment, True, a variaty of laboratary
anc pilote-scale tests mav have heen carried out; hovever, this is
no juarantee that the results obtained under full-scale conditions
will net be quite different, Oresden Nne is the first ‘arae
commercial nower reactor to be "decrudded“; thus the "de.ruddina” zan
only be considered T an exneriment %o sae what will haonen when
such a reactor is "decrudded" usine Dow solvent !€e1, The phebic
reluctance of the narties involved (%the %2C, CECo, and Deow) %o
disclose the chemical fornulae of the comnonents of the solvent
can only fuel the public fear that it is we, the pudlic, who are beinna
experimented on, And the NPC admits that, "!e do not know the leach
rate of Dow nolyrmer under burfal conditions...There is not as vet
any test which can simulate leachinn under burial conditions."

VII. Concernina whather the occunational radiation exnosure incurred
by the "decruddina™ has haen and wil] he 2s 10w 25 cliired

NUREG-0E26 21lenes sn o, 4-3 that "with gver 2997% of the
pre-decontamination installation completed, the occunational exnosure
expended was keot to about 200 man-rem," and on 5, 4-4 that "tha
estimated total occunational dose for the entire decontamination
procecure s about 300 mane-rem,"

Nowhere in NURER-NE36 fs the specific mea.s by which these
estimates have been arrived at descrihed, ner are any docurments
attributed whic~ “n*iin any such detailed estinatas,

VIIT, _Concerni:. wnether all alternatives hava bSeen considered, and
the best altern:Iiva chosan

Section V of NUPER-0636 clearly has not considered all nessible
alternativ_s., ne alternative nct considered is *to carry out the
proposed decontamination, bSut only after a delay of some vears from now,



for example 5 to 10 years, This would have the advantane that the
total quantity of radioactivity to be removed would be dramatically
decreased, especially 1f the comnonents 0% the radioactivity in

the "crud" are as described in Table 1,

NUREG-068E has not dermonstrated that both the above alternative
and the alternative of shuttina the reactor down nermanently are
fnferior to the chosen "chamical decontamination usinag !NS=1" alter-
native, The only arnument advanced for chemical decontarination as
opposed to keenina the reactor shut efther tenporarily or Jerranently
1s an econonic one: viz,, the need to ourchase renlacerent nower, This
argunent is not valid because Commonwealth Edison has 2 Ygrce excess
of aeneratine canacity abave and bevond needed resarve, Thus
keepine 2resden “ne snut will have no effect on Com Zd's need %o
purchase nower,

) 1) «

A permanent ¢r terporarv "motndalling™ of Dresden Tne would
result in drastically lower occunational radiation exposure than
would any course of action which involves re-openina the reactar,
Thus 1%t cannot Se arnued that the chemical ' decruddinae™ of Dresden
One will result in keenina occunational radiaticn exnosures ALA?A,
since 2 permanent or termnorary shutdown of Dresden One is a auite
reasonable alternative,

dhen the aconomic effects of accfdents that may result “ran
structural decradation of Jresden Tne's prirarvy coolina svstem, or
0f human disease and death that may result from a larse auantity of
chelant-bound radiocactivity becerina environmertally rotile in the
Oresden vicinity, are considered, it becomes clear that ¢ the
NRC allows the proposad "decruddina®™ to go forward, the costs of
doing the "decruddine™ are likelvy %o be much hisher than the *rue
costs of shutting down the Dresden fne reactor permanently,

fonclusion

This document has demonstrated that there is no Justification
whatever contained irn NUPERNE2E for that docurment's conclusion that
there will be no sianificant environmental irpact associated with the
prenosed “decruddina of Sresden "ne and that the chemical “decruddinag"
usfng solvent !S-1 is the best possible alternative.

The potentially extreme hazard assocfated with the nronosed
"decruddina" and the exnerimental nature 0f the onaration necessitate
the fullest nossible oublic disclosure of all details nf the nronosed
"decruddina", CEsnecfally imsortant €0~ disclosure are the chenmical
formulae of the "S-1 solvent and the chemical details o¢ the solidia=
fication process. Vithout this information it is impossible to
properly assess the true envircnmental impact of the nronosed
“decruddina"., There can be no Justification for anvthing less than
such full disclosure,

The potentially extreme hazard associated with the pronosed
"decruddina" and the axnerirmantal nature of the oneration likewise
necessitate the rermoval of the ultirate decfsionemaking power



concernina the nroposed "decruddina" fron the NRC staff, The

public health and sa‘fety can only benefit from the aopointrment of an
Atomic Safety and Licensinn Board to make this decision, and fronm
full1pub11c hearinans and the adversary process that will thereby
result,



