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The accident at Three Mile Island left more than a million

%allons of radiocactive water at the plant, ine¢luding 500,000 gal-

ons of highly radioactive water still in the containment buildinz.
Metropolitan Edison has said that its preferred plan for disposine
of this water is to treat it to remove most of the radioactivity

and then discharge the water into the Susquehanna River, source of
drinking water for several communities downstream (and a backup source
for Baltimore) and potential polluter of the priceless Chesapeake Rav,
an enclosed and very fragile ecosystem.

A vear and a half after the accident the radioactive decontaminat-
ion of the damagzed reactor continues to threaten the health and safetv
of Maryland citizens while the government'’'s handling of decontamination
procedures has seriously eroded the public trust and confidence in
state and federal resgulatory azencies and governmental safesuards,

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRZ) has consistentlv and ef-
fectively precluded the public from adequare particiocation in the anal-
ysis, and subsequent decision makinz process, concerninz the- radio-
active clean up at TMI. Examples include the opurchase and installation
of Epicor 11, time constraints imposed in the decision makine for the
purzing of Krypten-85 and NRC's failure to follow up on its oromise
to form a citizen advisory committee with funding for independent sci-
entific review.

On August 14, 1980, the NRC released its draft Prosgrammatic ©n-
vironmental Imp.~t Statement (D-PTIS) concerning decontamination and
disposal of radiouctive wastes at TMI. Under oressure from citizen's
groups and Pennsylvania Governor Thornburzh, the NRT has extended .the
comment period on the D-PZIS until November 20, 1980,

Although we appreciate the NRC's decision to extend the comment
period, there are basic flaws in the D-PZIS which cannot be oproperlv
addressed through the public comment process and must, instead, be re-

enlved throuzh further studies by the NR®Z, with subsequent oublic re-
view and comment.
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~ Independent scientists queried bv the Ad Hoc Commit=ee have
criticized the D-PEIS on numerous points. Examples include cuest-
ions raised about incorrect mixing projections, inaccurate and
misleading Susquehanna River flow rate fisures and inadequate and
confusing data concerning quantities of radioactivity involved in
various waste products. Other problems in the draft statement,
according to Uniin of Concerned Scientists reoresentative Robert
Pollard and others, bring into question the validitvy of the en-
tire document.

Some basic flaws in the PEIS which might require separate environmental

impact statements:

|

L]

The problem of how and where to dispose of the wastes resulting from the

accident and cleanup process is inadecuatelv considered. There is no as-
surance that any waste site will accept the low-level waste in the amount
postulated by the NRC staff and ultimate disposal of high-level waste re-

wmains an unresolved question.

The NRC staff dismisses the question of whether TMI-2 will be decommis-
sioned or prepared for restart by stating that it is not within the scope
of the PEIS. in realitv the methods of cleanup are verv dependent on the
decision to restart or to decommission the unit. Certain processes could
severely cdamage the eguipment, making the €inal dispositicn question es-
sential in selecting the proper methods to be used. Thus the question of
restart or decomm’ isioning of the plant must be considered in depth within

the PEIS.

There is a total lack of cost estimates in this evaluatioz ohase of the
PEIS. The NRC staff has promised that the cost factors will be provided
io the final PEIS (after the period for public comment has passed). The
lack of opportunity for public comnent on economic aspects of the cleanup
provides ap exampie of how the public is being excluded from the decisiom
making process. In view of the precarious financial condition ¢f Metro~-
politan Edison, the NRC's assertions that costs are not a limiting factor
can hardly be viewed as realistic.

In the PEIS the NRC makes the assumption that cesium and strontiwm from
the planned releazse of processed watar (which will contaminate Chesapeake
Bav seafood as Zar south as the Potomac river) will not eifect the market-
ability of the ssafood. A separate EIS that includes marke: research data
on radiocactivity in Chesapeake Bay seafood must be pertorued prior to making
any determinations as to the effects of radioactive conta=ination of Bay

seafood on the seafood industry.
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The controversy that exists today is not simply over the
D-PEIS and the proposed methods of radiocactive decontamination
at TMI; It also involves serious doubt, if not suspicion, about
the government's real intentions in handling the oroblem. 'When
public officials or citizen organizations request better avenues
for citizen involvement in the decontamination decision-making,
the NRC nublic relations staff responds with self servinz ex-
planations of NRC policy and procedures and, typically, no response
at all to the specific request. .

NRC's method of dealing with the decontamination process has
been both inappropriate and irresponsible. Instead of dealing dir-
ectly and effectively with the cleanup, NRT has oreferred to let
things drift until a crisis occurs and then, as in the case of
Epicor 11, justify subsequent ill-considered actions by blaming
the crisis.

NRC officials appeared to be responding to the credibility
crisis they had created by publicly agreeing to aopoint a ecitizen
advisory panel with funding for independent scientific review in
March, 1980. Their refusal to follow up on this promise has further

alienated a skeptical public

Whereas i- may be easier to make a2 decision with incomplete
information, it will be more difficult to live with the con-
sequences. In our view, it is indefensible that NRT continuously
avoids the scientific and public input that, if prooerly con-
sidered, could lead to a safe, effective and politically accept-
able cleanup at TMI.

More seriously, NRC now proposes to make a complete mockery
of the NEPA process by refusing to hold public hearinzs on the
cdraft PEIS. CEQ regulations call for such hearings when there is
"substantial environmental controversv concerning the proposed
action or substantial interest in holding the hearing.”

What could be more controversial than the radioactive de-
centamination of the nation's most serious nuclear azccident, 1lo-
cated at the headwaters of the world's most valuable, and ecolog-
ically sensitive, estuarine system -- the Thesapezke BRay.

NRC must work to restore the public's trust and confidence
in their capability and objectivity in determininz the best course
of action in regard to the cleanuo at TMI. Failure to do sc will
sesult in increasingly effectiv :irizen action in oooosition to
NRC plans.

In order to resolve . it of credibilitv that NRT has
Ccreated, and to restore th+ pubii: trust and confidence, NRA
should agree to hold well publicizec public hearings in Baltimore



and Harrieburg or Middletown, and to re-iniriate ite
stalled agreement to appoint a citizen advisory committee
with funding for independent scientific review.

No new actions concerning the decontamination of ™I
should occur until NRC has redesigned their PEIS in re-
sponse to the public's criticlsm and the findings of an
independent scientific panel. ’

Finally, no radiocactive water from T™I-2 should be
released to the Susquehanna, until scientific controversy
concerning the safety of such action has been resolved,
until NRC and Metropolitan Edison can prove that such re-
leases will not affect the marketability of Chesapeake
Bay seafood and until citizens living downstream from the
damaged reactor agree to such releases.
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~r‘oue deficiencies. 'This lecves the obvserver with the fear

thet ¥et 24 will not do <the excellent job resuired to mele the
clecnup sefe. The IRC must develop plans to monitor tiae cleanup

0 ge« . 42 being done corrcctly.
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Finzlly, the NPC nust reeslize thet the pullic dues not
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