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] _ ,QUFSTIONS ON THE DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC _ ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (PEI.

Relating to decontamination and dispocal of radioactive wastos at
| Throo Milo Island, Unit 2.
i

! We havo the right protected by the constitution to be born and to live
mentally and physically unimpaired. Neither the NRC nor any other governmontal
body has the authority to causo persons of the United State's to develop fatal

! cancora as a result of the deliberato distribution of radiation into tho
onvironment which could othorwise be avoided and which is not related to
the noods of national security.

.

1. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations to implomont;

the national Environmental Policy Ac t (coc tion 1506.6) and CEQ guidelines
on Prepara tion of an EIS (Soc tion 1500.'/) call for hearings when there
is substantial onvironmen tal controversy concerning the proposed action

- (draf t PEIS) or substantial intorest in holding the hearings.
First, please define hearings? Is this what we might call a mooting ?

) When are the public hearinga scheduled?

2. The dra f t pEIS proposes separato environmental sta tomonts on issues.

that we havo yot to encounter in the clean-up. This segmentation fails

to take into account the offects on the other steps in the clean 2up andi

j the cummula tivo impac t of the the individual clean-up stops to the 'onvironment.
t

: Shouldn"t an Environmental Impact Statement develop a program of
compatable processos to bring about the safe and expedient clean up of ;

,

; TMI 2.7 [
:

! 3. How can this be considered an Environmental Impact Statomont when
|

! Appendix B, Commissions Statomon t of Policy, roads, "it is unreallsfic
'

to expect that the programma tic impac t staterr.ent will serve as a ' blueprint, i

do tatling oach and ovary stop to be tal.on over the coming months and years
with their likely impacts. The planned programmatic statemen t inevitably
will havo gaps and will not be a ~comploto guide." r
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4. 'hhe PEIS, if it is to operato in accordance with the purpose of the
National Environmen tal Policy Act, will ongage the public in the Comniscions

decision making process.

How will'the public participato in this decision making ?

5. The Susquohanna River supplies domostic. water to Columbia Borough, City of

Lancas tor, Safo Harbor V111ago, Holtwood V111ago, city of Chester, City of
Baltimore, Conowingo Villago, Bainbridge Naval Training Station including

Port Doposit, Perry Point Votornns Hospital and Havr.o do Graco. Section

3-19 of draf t PEIS states tho Susquehanna's use as a community water supply

is very limited. Pleaso explain ?

6. The draf t PEIS proposos to disclur60 tritium containin6 wator and venting

Krypton gas because of the renewablo nature of the Susquohanna River and

the rogonorativo powers and vast disporive capacity of the atmosphoro

-(Soction 10-P.7).

Is this a violation of the Clean Water Act, prohibiting dischar60 of

radioactivo wastos into navigablo waters and a violation of the Natiorn1

Environmontal Policy Act (Soction 1508.7) concerning ? impact on the
environmont which rocults from the incremontal impact of the action when

added to other past, prosent and resonablo foreseeable futuro actions ?

7 The Cloan Water Act prohibits discharGo of' radioactive wastes into

navigable waters causing further dilution 6nd dispersal of radioactivity

into the onvironmen t. Would any proposed dilution of radioac tive processed

wasto (accidont or clean-up) confo'rmind to NRC standards, discharged .into
| the Susquehanna, viola to the intent of the Clean Water Act?
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Throughout the draf t PEIS, , dumping of pro::essed accident qnd clean up.

wator.is discuccod. What is ,tho ^ eff'oct of tritium and other radioactivo
materials on the plan ts, fish,' bonthic (plants and animals. a t the bottom
of the coa, rivor) orgamisms and other wild life which inhabit the down

stroam portions of the Susquohanna River, all of which may ontor tle food chai

direc tly or indirec tly ?
,
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. 9. Is it true that the use ot' {pic or II, a system for tne clean-up of
radioac tive c on tami na t mi wan t.e wa tor, has not climirated any radionuclides
from the nuclear plant site thus far? Is it true that we have tritiated

water to store and extremely radioac tive resin filters that cannot be

trucked off the island?

10. Sec tion 5-36 statos that Epicor II spent resin filters will be immobilized
with coment and packaged in SS gallon drums. Wha t is the condition of the
filtern today? Whatdoos your own report from Brockhaven say about cesium and
the ability of cement to immobilize it?

-
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11. Why deca Met Ed continue to spend significant amounts of money and
time constructing 'the Submerged Domineralizar System (SDS) when the EIS
is still in a draf t form? There is no reassurance this system will be

a pproved as boat to protect the environmen t and health and safety of the
public. Will this expenditure prejudice the NRC's decision as to which

al terna t i. v e for clean up of highly radioac tive wa ter will be best 7

12. The public ha.; ocen assured that radiation doces received during clean up
opera t i.on is equivalent to or below that of a normal operating reactor.
Does thin juclude the kryr .n venting and the dumpin6 of 100,000 gallons1

of radioac tive wa ter.?

13. Sec tion 10-11 dra f t PEIS, cirirts heal th ef fec ts and offsite doses from
normal plan t operations. IIo.v can this cha rt be used with an accident
situation like we ha ve at TMI 2 7

14 Does the NRC feel tha t a digging clamshell, used to gouge out and
shoar sodments of tha core la a viable alternative for reac tor core removal ?
Fuel rods are brittle due to accident heat levels, making krypton gas
releases eminent with tho destruc tion of the protective cladding, the metal
easing.
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'Is. Why are clean up procedures not postponed until the adoption of the

final :IIS? Sec tion 1506.1 of the National Environmental Policy Act states

until an agency issuas a record of decision, no ac tion concerning the proposal

shall be taken which would limit the choice o f reasonable alternatives.

We've had the krypton gas venting, operation of Epicor II, now the construction

of the SDS. e , ' -

16 What storage facilities handle spen t fuel? Will they handle the

damaged reactor core and othe r highly radioac tive wastes, such as Epicor II

filters, or proposed SDS filters ?

.

17 What is to happen with reactor spent fuel? The drat t PEIS, Section ;- U ,

discusses reprocessing of spent fuel, what is the current national policy

on reprocessing? Sec tion 3-32, dra f t PEIS', states processing of spent fuel
is not a viable alterna tive .

18. Section 3-15 draf t PEIS, I;atural Radiation, should be interpreted to

mean normal background including the effects of fallout from past nuclear
,

reapons de tona tions, past accidental releases of radiation, normal operational

reactor releases or radiation and releases from the entire fuel cycle. Ilow

does the Draf t PEIS take into considera tion the cummulative impact?
'

4

Na tional Environmental Policy Act Sec tion 1908 7 defines cumulative impac t as

the impact of the enviror 'r a.t which results from the incremental impact of

the action when added ' no: pa s t , prcsont and reasonable forosoeable.

fu ture ac tions indi c i <a' minor but c ollec tively significant action

taking place over a feriou .sf time.

t

,

19 Is ionizing radiation the greatest Great to plant wedcas and area .

residents during the clean up of TMI 27 IIas ionizing radiation boon known

to cause such human illnesses, as cancer (including lukemia), sterility,
genetic muta tions, birth defec ts, catarac ts, skin lesions, Icas of hair

and shortened life span? The results of genetic damage is to cause birth

defects in the children of parents exposed to ionizing radiation.
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20. Ib. an F:tacua t in1P1an a requi.Nmont for o dainiug an operatinc licenso
! for a nuclear power plani,? Do we have a working Evacuation Plan?
!

21. Does the normal operating licenc e o f a nuclear power plant includo tho

uno o f a decontaminallon system, currently in use at TMI 27

Wac Metropolitan Edison's licence ammondod?

2P. . Commercial nuclear power plants are not designed with spocial

cons.iderations f or largo aclao decontamination opom tions (Section 1-17,DPM[S)
Decontamination of various types has boon necessary sinco the 19/ oc(Sec tioni

1-11-1-17 dPEIS) This chould be covered under safo plant operation, why

la a large schlo decontamination system not considered under commercial
nucimr power plant licensing requirements?

Developed by the Sunquehanna Valley A111anco
Box 1012 Lancastor, PA 17604
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