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May 11, 1994

commissioner Chilk

U.5. Nuclear Regulatory Commlssion
Washington, D.C. 20558

FAx: 301-504~1972

RE: PROPOSED RULE, CERTIFICATION OF GASEUUS DIFFUSION
PLANTS, CFR 6792

Dear Commissioner Chlik:

A8 a resident Southern Uhic in close proximity orf the
Portamoutn vaseous Ditftusion Plant, | appreciate tne
courtesy extended to me by your otfice in agieelnyu 1o
accept my comments for consiceration In regard to the
proposed ruie change, Certitfication of GCaseous UITIUSion

Flants, CFR 6792, Given the |imitations of time, Qitzicuity

0of accessing [nformation and sSupporting gocuments to crart
getal led comments, and the vital importance or the (ssues
containeda in this proposed ruie change upon the future or

my nome and community, I will focus upon the following major

I8sues ana concerns.

I, Lack or timely public access to rule making - ruie
proposal process

I supscribe to both the FEDERAL REGISTER INDEX anda LIST OF
CFk AFFECTED SECTIONS in order to informed of proposed
rule changes that directly affect my home and community.

] recelved my copy of the January-Fepruary [9%4 Inaex on

Aprll cl, 1994 contalning publlc notice ot CFR 6792 proposed

ruie change, After contacting your office and cpbtaining
permission to submit comments for consideration on Apcii
<&, 1994 | pegan attempting to obtain information to
develop those comments. The two libraries with CFR
upaates are located In Cincinnatl, Chio at the main
pranch ot the publ!lc !lbrary and the Federa! Courthouse,
poth are mece than an hour driving distance trom my nome.
Jrnomy ticst non scheduled working day., I obtalined the
CFfk Sections from the liprary. 1 requested a copy ot
ENERGY POLICY ACT QF 1992 whicn [ still do not nave. A
copy Was malled to me, put was (oSt In the mail.

have made reasonapie effort to respond to the inltiai
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30 day comment period notice, pbut was unapble to Qo s0 In
the time alloweqa in that original notice. Flease open

the comment perlod for a perliod of 120 days whlch would
glve a cltizen time to research the vital [ssues of this
rule change and provide well documented, thougnttful! comment
to your agency.

. Lack of access to speciilc documents  intormation roc
more fuily detalled comments, specifically ENERGY POLICY
ACT QF 1992 (referenced frequently in CFR ©7927, FINDING OF
NU SIGNIFICANT IMPACT TO THE HUMAN ENVIRONMENT (FONSI/,
supporting document of the FONSI, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT PORTSHOUTH GASEQUS DIFFUSION PLANT SITE, dAY ivi7.
FINAL ENVIRCNMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT PORTSHMOUTH GASEOQUS3
DIFFUSION PLANT EXPANSION, SEPTEMBER (977, ana FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF THE PADUCAH GASEQUS
DIFFUSION PLANT SITE. AUGUST 1982.

Even though tnis agocuments are avallable to the pupilc
through FOIA request and publiic viewing. They are not
avaliable in the time trame imposed by comment perioa
time frame, cven witn the special courtesy extenged to me,
Jocuments available for viewing in Washington, U.C. are,
in practicality, unavailable to the public in & briet

tine period.

3, Public health and sately concerns are not pelng
agaressed even though the U.S. EPA has assigneq a sScore ot
56 to the Portsmouth site. twice the normai score to place
this site on emergency Superfuna Ciean Up status. This
scoring would [ndicate adverse impacts /rlisks to worker anda
public health that show critical need of attention o
protect the heaith and satety of the affected pubiic.

The opiectives of 10 CFR part 100 for the protection ot
pupi lc nealth and safety are to pe used by tne Carporation
(U.5. Government Enrichment Corporation’ "as an operationa.
goal" or guideline which would ultimately "result in this
goal being met or that adequate Supplementary protective
measures are developed and implemented." The use ot
operational aoais" not limitations of the radiation Quses
to be recelved does not protect the heaith and sarety of the
pupl {c.

In addlition, "the operatlional objectives to pe used by the
Commission will be that no Individual at the site poundary
would pe likely to receive a total! radlation dose to tne
whoie body in excess of .255v(2Srems).’ (Section 76.80 page
587955 This statement coes not speciry whether this
allowapble dose would be per day, oOr per year.
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4. Provislons tor “criticallty” ana Community Kight to

Enow Laws indicate propabliity of high ris< ang shouia
reguire the preparation of an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
under NEPA 1969, (CFR 6B0%, Sections, 76.85 and 76.8%)

Even low probability of high risk impacts require an EI3
much more current than those prepared over twenty years

ago on faclilitles that have been cperating tor cver «4U years
with a guestionable satety record Dy current stanaaras.

“Environmental problems at Portsmouth [nvelve solvent
contaminatlion of the aqulfer pbeneath the site., Plumes ot
ground water contaminated with soivents extend from several
locations within the plant, A large plume ot chemical iy
{trichlorcethelyne) contaminated ground water 1S moving ottt
site at a rate of | Inch a cay. In May, 19%3, it was
120-150 feet from the plant boundary. In adadition. two
locations have peen contaminated with hexavalent chronium
used (as) an antl corrosive In the plant s cooling system.
(PCRTSMOUTH AND PADUCAH ADDENDUM, Dr, Willlilam Welda for tne
Colorado Col lege and Economists Allieda for Arms Reauction,
March 16, 1994,7

5. The proposed rule change severely lilmits the rights ot
the community and workers to access 'niformation regarding
acverse envicronmental condltions o dangers to puplic
health, past, present, and future, by restricting data
classified not oniy as National Security Information, out
inciuding safeguards lntormation, proprietary or otner
‘withholdaple data" and separated from the intormation made
avallable to the public.

Existing levels of contamination and risks are not being
examinea before transference of oversight to NRC ana
licensing of operations to a private corporation and can

pe withheld in the future uncer varlious classitfications ot
data that have nothing to do with National Security.

6. The mancdates of NEPA are not pbelng upheld in protecting
the rights of all citizens to live In a clean healthtul
environment. The direct ana Iindirect impacts ot tuture
operations of these facllities require the preparation ot
an Environmentai Impact Statement tO address conditions
present |y existing at these sites and trigger clean up
activities. Neither the Department ot Energy nocr the
Nuglear Fegulatory Commisslon have addaressed past and
present site contamination within the past twenty years.
Appalachlian Communities should not be forced to continue to
jive with nealth and environmentai! contaminaticn in oraer to
keep these piants In operatlon under economic threat ot
dlsaster from plant closures. The FUONSI clearly shows a
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tolerance for a level of polliution that would not pe
tolerated in communities more populous and |eSs economicaliy
gependent upon them. In (992 U.S. EPA studies snowed tnat
more poilution was permitted in poor and minority
communities, that enforcement agalnst viclatlons was much
more Intrequent, and fines, when |mposed, were much (ess
than in suburpan., more aftiuent, white communities.
Tolerance for poliution is rural Appalachia is justitiea

as a cost of Jjops, This policy cdoes not protect the pupblic
health and safety equally under the law.

7. The larger [ssues of publlic health and safety in
contamination of the ground water supply used by the
citizens of Ohlo and Kentucky as a drinking water source nas
not peen adaressed. Both the Portsmouth and Facucan sites
are potential sources of contamination to one ot the (argest
aguifers in the Uniteda States. Both sites require andg
environmental assessment and the preparation of an EIS In
croer to insure protection of this valuable resource ana
prevent risk to public health.

8, Neither the Department of Energy nor the Nuclear
Reguiatory Commission have fulfilied their responsibiiity

to address the [ssue ot waste disposal presently storea

at these two sites. The Portsmouth site presentiy stores
22,000 parrels of contaminated materiais, mostiy soils,

in barrel stacked three tiers nigh at the rence pboundac|es
of its over 3,000 acres. With the transfer of licensing ana
oversignt from DOUE to NRC, what agency is now responsiple
for the existing waste on site at these faciiitles?

The use ot commercial low level radioactive waste dlsposal
facllity such as the one being proposed for siting in OUnio
under Miawest Compact appears |ikely.

The transter of responsipbllity of oversight to the NkC

for private corporation operation of these two plants
results In NO CLEAN UP of elther site until cold shut own
at wnich time the DUE agaln pecomes responsible for waste
disposal. Mizxed waste presently exists on site at the
Portsmouth facility and poliutants are moving oft site at a
rate of one inch per day.

Site contamination of poth the Portsmouth and Paducan Flants
must pe aguressed as contamination currently exisis at poth
sites, Environmental! Impact Statements from more than twenty
years ago cannot possiply address current site conditions.
Environmental Impact Statements need to pbe prepared for poth
gites to protect the health and saftety Of WOrkers, nearby
residents, the surrounding larger community. ana tne natul al
environment.
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Flease reocpen the comment perlod tor a perloa orf lau days

allow the publlc access to the process and to

Lhgsure tnhat

ser ious environmental conditlions recejive the proper
consideration they deserve to truly protect the publiic

health and satety and the natural environment.

Fegspectfully submitted,
94 z

Diana 3allsbury

(513) 446-2763

PoliticaisrLegal Action Committee Chair
Serpent Mouna Ohic Brush Creek Coalltlon
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PORTSMOUTH AND PADUCAH ADDENDUM

William J. Weida
The Colorado College
And
Economists Aliied ifor Arms Reductions

March 16, 1994
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