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Carl J. Paperiello. Director

Office of Nuciear Materiais Safety and Satequards rpr (¢
Muclear Regulatory Commission ,;‘:}tu
washington. D.C. 20555 USHRC

Uctober 3. 1996

(VIA: THE U.S. POSTAL SERVICE, Prlority Mail>»

OFF | ¢
Re: Issuance of Initlal Certification Declsioblfa¢ Gaseous
Ditfuslion Uranium Enrichment Plants |ocated in Plketn,«Onio
and Paducah. Kentucky, Federal Register Notice ot September

19, 1996, Vol. 61, No. 183, pages 49360-49362. Docket Nos.
70~-7001 & 70-7002

f‘.n <y

Dear Director:

Please consider this correspondence a petition to the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) speclifically requesting
opportunity to review the entire case tile upon which the
director's findings are based In the above referenced
matter. This petition |s Intended to preserve and protect

any and all legal rights of the petitioner including but not
limited to the right to challenge and/or appeal the
decisions of the director In: 1. issulng a certitication

decision for the Unlted States Enrichment Corporation (USEC)
to operate the two gaseous dlffuslion plants (GDPs) locatea
in Plketon, Ohio and Paducah, Kentucky and 2. Is8sulng a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI> concerning NRC s
approval of the compliance plan prepared by the U. 5.
Department of Energy (DOE> and submitted by USEC.

I. The director |8 requested to provide reasonable time tor
informed publ ic comment and particlpation regarding the
above referenced agency findings by extending the public
comment perlod for at least 30 days after publication of a
public notice In the federal reglster which addresses the
consliderable direct and Indirect Impacts of the proposed
agency actlons.

2. Any federal agency, including NRC, should not attempt to
limit public participation to certaln persons who provided
comment in previous agency proceedings. Petlitions andsor
comments from any cltizen, any Interested party., and/or any
U.S. taxpayer should be glven appropriate conslideration by
the director in the above retferenced matter.

3. The agency should hold national public hearings to
soliclt public comment and encourage particlpation from all
U.S. citizens and taxpayers who are, In fact, directly
affected parties.

4. The director |s speciflcally requested to prepare an
environmental Impact statement with full environmental
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analysis of contamination existing at the two GDP sites
before |ssuance of certlification to operate |8 granted,

S. The director s approval of the compllance plan prepared
by DOE and submitted by USEC should not proceed until DOE
andvor USEC comes into full complliance. It would appear
that NRC Is relying upon DOE to report 1ts own environmental
track record to another federal agency.

6. Repeated and legitimate concerns regarding adaverse
impacts to the natural environment, public health, worker
satety, and economic cost to U.S. clitizens and taxpayers
have been ralsed In regard to the contlnued operation ot the
two GDPs. NRC should completely investigate these concerns
and complaints before granting certification and
privatization |8 allowed to proceed.

PUBLIC NOTICE AND PARTICIPATION:

Comment period ot 15 days tollowlng publlication In the
tederal register does not allow for ample time to review
documents available In publlic llbraries or to obtain coplies
py mail trom the agency. The public generally does nct
receive notice on the date of federal register publication.
needed information (8 not usually In the possession ot
members of the public, and written comment requires
consicderable time. Fifteen day notice s Insuftficient tor
well-informed public particlpation,

Any citlizen, Interested party, and/or taxpayer should be
considered In agency decislon-makling. U.3. taxpayers have
conslderable economic Interests, some $1,400,000,00. in the
privatization process, Transfer of the two GDPs from DOE
oversight to private, for-profit corporate uranium
enrichment operatlions represents a consliderable transter ot
publicly owned property to private Interests. NRC should
not narrowly define affected partlies In iIts proposed
actlons.

Utlllty customers also have cons.derable economic interests
in the deregulation of the utlllity Industry and the tuture
role of nuclear power in both the forelgn and domestic
marketplaces. The cost of nuclear generated electricity
bllled directly to customers, the cost of decommissioning
and decontaminatlon of nuclear power plants., and the cost ot
disposal or other disposition of nuciear waste both high and
low level are legitimate concerns to the public. NERC
certification of the two GDPs, In effect, condones the

cont inued generation of high-level and low-level rad.oactive
wastes with no proven "solutions" to protect the public
health and the natural environment or reasonable
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reassurances that ultimate cost of disposal wiil actually
remaln with the generators.

IDENTIFICATION OF RESPONSIBLE PARTIES REQUESTED FROM NRC:

It Is my understanding that Yankee Atomic Electric Company.
by court decislion, has been granted exemption trom monetary
contributions to DOE D&D fund. Reprocessing of spent
nuclear fuel rods as a "solution" to radicactive waste
disposition does not address the considerable amount of
waste generated by the recycling process,

what entities, 1f any, other than U.S. taxpayers and utility
consumers are ultimately llable for the cost ©of nuclear
waste disposal? NRC can reasonably predict that its
certification to operate will result In generation of
nuclear waste at the two GDP locations. What entity Is
financlally responsibie for nuclear dispesal ancdsor other
disposition, cost of cleanup and restoration for
contaminatlion from contlnued uranium enrichment operations
added to that which currently exists at the two GDP sites?
Federal| register notlice of September |9, 1996 states: "[UE
retains ownership of the facllities and will be responsibile
for the eventual decommissioning of the sites."’

The Ohlo Environmental Protection Agency (Ohlo EPA) I8
presently developling Voluntary Action Program (brownti.e|ds)
rules which would appear to allow corporations exemptlion
trom environmental audit and publlic access to operational
and accidental releases on site, iIf Internal audit |s
initiated. Reuse of contaminated industriai sites Dy
corporations appears to provide release from |labllity for
polilution.

The amount of cleanup depends on how the property will

pe used In the future. . , . If standards are met, Ohio
EPA can issue the property owner a "convent not to sue.’
This covenant protects the property owner from beling
liable to the State of Ohio for further clean up ot
hazardous substances and petro .um. <(Ohlo EPA, CITIZENS
RELEASE, September 10, 1996)

what entity |s responsible for cleanup of these DOE retainea
ownership, USEC cperated, NRC reguiated, and publicly
financed sites?

What entitles, |f any, are financlally responsible for
adverse impacts to the workers, surrounding population, and
natural environment from catastrophic accldent, should such
an event occur, during GDP operatlions under USEC?
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Could NRC please ldentify the federal agency or agencies
with regulatory authority., Including the responsibliiities of
each agency, to Implement protection of the public and
worker health and safety, natlonal Interests. considerable
Investment of $1,400.000.00 of taxpayer collars In property
and technology. and the environment?

NRC FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI»

The finding of fact falls to address exlisting contamination
known to exist at the two GDP sites. The agency has
narrowed Its view to focus upon adverse environmental
impacts likely to occur by NRC approval of the compliance
plan prepared by DOE. Both the language and intent of
Natlonal Environmental Pollcy Act of 1969 (NEPA) would seem
to requlre that the agency address the cumulatlve
environmental Impacts and the direct and Indirect impacts
which can reasonably be predicted to occur as a result ot
the proposed action. Commercial operation of uranium
encichment plants tor the purpose of producing and marketing
nuclear utility fuel would seem to qualify as a signiticant
tegeral action and requlire preparation of an EIS.

NEC, the agency apparently deslignated to protect the pubiic
and worker health and safety, provide tor the common detense
and security, and protect the natural environment, has
stated In federal register notice of September 19. 1996 that
compl lance has not yet been attained by DOE/USEC. NKC
gecision to approve the compllance plan prepared by DOE
appears to focus upon whether GDP operations under DOE
regulatory oversight would result In more s:gniticant
environmental Impacts that GDF operations under NRC
oversight. 1 respectfully submit that NRC has incorrectly
focused upon which federal agency has regulatory oversight
rather than address the environmentel! Impacts of commerclal
GDPg uranium enrichment operations upon the human and
natural environment, even though current site operations are
admittedly not In compllance.

According to current Information regarding production at the
Portsmouth GDP, approximately one third of uranium enriched
to utllity fuel grade (LEU)> |s exported on the forelgn
market. Two thirds of Portsmouth GDP production |8 marketed
domestically for nuclear power plant fuel. The agency has
reason to predict that [ts proposed actlon, certlfication to
operate, will result In conversion of hlghly encrichead
uranlum (HEU) to LEU for sale on both the forelign and
domestic markets for the next twenty to twenty tlve years Lo
nuclear utilitlies, NRC findings would appear to have the
Indlirect effect of perpetuating nuclear energy as a source
of electriclity both In llcense renewal of ex|sting power
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plants and in siting new nuclear power plants as wei!l as
necessitating additional facilities for nuclear waste
dlsposal and-sor recyc!ling.

Costs and risks of decommissioning and decontamination (D&DJ
of the two GDPs now should be addressed by the NRC in
comparison to the costs and risks of allowing two torty year
old facliitlies to continue to operate and continue to add to
site contamination.

HEALTH., SAFETY, ENVIRONMENTAL CCNCERNS WHICH REQUIRE
INVESTIGATION BY NRC BEFORE CERTIFICATION 1S ISSUED TO USEC:

During the forty year operation of both GDPs under the DUE
national securlty and defense was given top priority. Both
facllities were cruclal to the production of nuclear
weapons. Natlional security lIssues have resulted in lack of
complete and detalled information being made avalliable to
the publlc, Including the workers and residents in close
proximity to these sites. Although much more intormation
has been made avallable recently by DOE, specific
information on operational and accldental release ot
material and contamlnatlion on and off site is still to be
made readily avallable to the publlic.

Data available from DOE and other sources Indicates
significant release of uranlum hexafloride beginning in
1955. Accidents whnere heated cyllinders failed to contailn
UF6 resulted in airborne and surface water releases ot
significant amounts of radicactive materials.

RADIOQOACTIVE RELEASE (Portsmouth;: March 7, 1978: type A)

A vehlicle carrylng a 14-ton cylinder contalning liguid
uranium hexafloride falled. The cylinder was dropped and
ruptured, releasing 21,125 pounds of uranium in about S
minutes. No employees were exposed In excess ot maximum
limits: damage totalled $368,350. A report on the
acclident indicated the vehicle was [n extremely pocCr
conditlon and that many cylinders had been previously
dropped. The report also stated that under |[esSs tavorable
conditions, this type of acclident would have resulted in
inJuries andsor fatalities. (REPORT BY THE CONTROLLEE
GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 5
SAFETY AND HEALTH PROGRAM FOR ENRICHMENT PLANT WORKERS IS
IS NOT ADEQUATELY IMPLEMENTED, EMD-80-78, July 11. 1980)

The March 7., 1978 accldent |8 also documented as an

est imated 680 kg release of liguid uranium which reached
the storm sewers and escaped via the West Ditch to the
Scloto River before the dlitch could be sealed off.
(HISTORICAL RADIONUCLIDE RELEASES FROM CURRENT DOE OAKRIDGE
OPERATIONS OFFICE FACILITIES., OR-8%90, MAY 1988)
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Estimates by the DOE Oak Rldge Operations of releases at the
Portsmouth GDP include: 1. 10.510.1 kg of uranium in
alrborne release from 1955 to 1987 2. 7,824 kg of LIQUID
(emphas|s added) uranium releases from 1955-1987 3. 30.Z9%
curies estimated llquld releases of uranium daughters from
1955 to 1987 4. 212.8 curles estimated |llquid technetium
releases trom [975-1987 5. 5,139.9 kg estimated quantity
of uranium contained in solid waste buried on site.

Est imates by DOE of releases at the Paducah GDP includge: |[.
59.451 kg of uranium Iln atmosphe~ic release from 1952-1987
2. 28,050 kg estimated liquid releases from 1052-1987 3.
3,320 kg estimated uranium contalned in solid waste buried
on site from 1953-1987 (HISTORICAL RADIONUCLIDE RELEASES
FROM CURRENT DOE OAK RIDGE OPERATICNS OFFICE FACILITIES.
OR-890, May 1(988) Please note that reieases In this report
are estimated In separate categorlies, not totalled.

NRC must surely consider these amounts, estimated py DOE. ot
radioactive materialis released Intc the environment as
signifticant. NRC should not conclude that no signiticant
environmental releases have been detected within the |ast
ten years, whether attributable to HEPA fillter taliiure or
not, without through investigation. Agency tinding that DUE
noncompl lance with the compliance plan DOE prepared s not
appropriate. NRC should not proceed with |ssuance ot
certification until full environmental analysis and
documentation of existing contamination at both GDP sites |8
compieted.

Historic weakness and deficiency In DOE collection ot data
and compliance |s we!l documented at the Portsmouth GDF.

Weaknesses of the Portsmouth Uranium Enrichment Compiex
environmental program center on the areas of
environmental monitoring, regulatory compliance, and
general documentation and record keeping. Specific
concerns Include: The lack of proper and geriodic air
quallty monitoring instrument callbration procedures
necessary to defend the accuracy of monltoring system
data. The lack of a unified source emissions inventory
(non-radiocactive) necessary to allow permitting and
operation of all appropriate facliltles. Inadequate
placement of groundwater monltoring wells and
undocumented selectlon of monltoring parameters resuiting
In the Inablllity to satlsfactorily detect and correct
contamination. . . . The lack of proper maintenance ot
the present thermoluminescent dosimeter (TLD) system
resulting In lack of confldence in some environmental

dose rate data. . . .The lack of proper dispcsal tacllity
run off controls necessary to prevent discharge ot
contaminants. . . . Noncompllance with DOE monlitoring ana

closure requirements for land dlsposal ot certaln
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radlioactive wastes. The lack of characterizations and
assessment of existling groundawater contamination
necessary to define the extent of contamination and allow
corrective action. (ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM AUDIT
PORTSMOUTH URANIUM ENRICHMENT COMPLEX, PIKETON. COHIO,.
DUE/PE-72005--T2, Final Report, August 26. 1985)

Implementation ot NEPA process at the Portsmouth GDP
historically has been somewhat lacking in compliance.

The review of NEPA activity at PORTS extended back to
the twe EISs prepared in 1977 to address (a) continued
operation of the exlsting plant (b> the expansion ot the
gaseous dlftusion enrichment capaclity (with the gas
centrifuge project (GCEP) as an alternative). Since
1977 the pbasic misslon and operatlions at PORTS have
changed very little, The major actions at the site

have involved (1) implementing and then (in 1985)
terminating the GCEP proJject, (2) upgrading systems

for environmental protection, safeguards, and security:
and, recently, initlating a RCRA remedlial action program
(RAP)>. <(ENVIRONMENT. SAFETY., AND HEALTH COMPLIANCE
ASSESSMENT OF THE PORTSMOUTH GASEQUS DIFFUSION PLANT,.
DOE-EH-C144, April 1990

Compllance findings from the above referencea (990 report
include: 1. projects have been approved and started pbetore
completion of NEPA review attributed to fragmented oversignt
of the NEPA process at PORTS 2. environmental control
procedure found to be inconsistent with federal regulatory
procedures Including no conslideration of cumuliative impacts
3. inappropriate use of memoranda to file (MTF) which
should pe used only for proposed actions that are clearly
insigniflcant and 4. instances wnen NEPA was not being
incorporated into declsion making at the earllest stages

for projects including possible development of a low-ievel
radioactive waste (LLW) Inclnerator and possible development
of a new LLW disposal facllity to replace the X-749
landfill. (IBID.?

In 1992 Ohlo EPA Division of Water Quality Planning ana
Assessment (DWQPA) conducted a fleld study of sediment,
aquatic plc'oglical communitlies and fish tissue In streams on
and In close proximity of the Portsmouth GDFP In Plke County.
Streams studied were Little Beaver, Big Run, West Ditch, and
the Big Beaver upstream and downstream from its contluence
with the Little Beaver. Extremely elevated levels ot
mercury above expected background was detected In sediment
immediately downstream from the S5-230-J7 dlscharge. Cadmium
and chromium (RCRA metals) at levels considered highly
elevated or ~levated levels In sediment sample sites on
Little Beaver and Big Beaver Creek.
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All radlologlcal parameters measured In sediment showed
slgnificant Increases, compared to packground values,
pelow the X-230-J7 discharge (RM 3.13) in Little Beaver
Creek and downstream trom the confluence ot Little Beaver
Creek in Blg Beaver Creek (RM 2.10)., 0Ot particular
concern are levels of technetium-99 and total uranium
(calculated based on uranium-234 and uranium-238 measured
activities) In Littie Beaver Creek at Wakefleld Mound
Road (R 0.04) and Blg Beaver Creek at RM 2.10, both of
these sites are off plant prooerty (Table 3.).
(BIOLOGICAL, FISH TISSUE, AN. SEDIMENT QUALITY IN LITTLE
BEAVER CREEK, BIG BEAVER CREEK, BIG RUN, AND WEST DITCH.
gIKETON (PORTSMOUTH GASEOUS DIFFUSION PLANT)>, OHIO. May
4, 1993

The Portsmouth GDP |s sited over one of the largest
underground rivers in the Miadwest, the Teys. Horizontal and
vertical fractures of bedrock represent potential pathways
for contamlination migration. Concerns regarding the
potentlal risks and lack of full assessment of potential
pathways have been raised by U.S. EPA in a 1990 report. NRC
should require full evaluatlon of potential pathways ot
contamination before issuance of certification for
operation.

DOE has establ ished a ground-water protection program tor
the Portsmouth site to coordinate and support environmental
restoration projects., "Thls program also manages any
interim actions regquired to stop the migration ot around
water otfsite." (THE 1996 BASELINE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
REPORT. DOE/EM-0290, JUNE 1996, VOLUME 111, Ohio:

Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant)

The contaminants include chlorinated solvents, such as
trichloroethylene, chlorinated soivents mixed with
radionucl ides in low concentrations., metals. and
polychlorinated blphenyls. Addltlonal sources ot
contamination are uranium deposits iIn process equipment
and radionucliides in bulldings, cooling towers, and
wastewater ponds. Trichloroethylene |8 the main
contaminant of concern in the ground-water systems at
the Portsmouth site. To date, nc ground water
contamination has migrated offsite. (CIBID.)

DOE data on groundwater migration of contamination plant ott
site would appear to confllct with Ohlo EPA sediment

samp) ing data. NRC must address the signlificance of
possible migratlion of contamination off plant site Dy
surface and ground water pathways. As of telephone
conversation on QOctober 3, 1996, famllles on Smith Road Just
four miles from the Portsmouth GDP were drinking from
clsterns and wells and, to date, have been unable to obtain
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drinking water from either Plke or Scloto County municipal
water sources., (Both Plke and Scioto Countlies have existing
water |lines approximately one mile from residents on Smith
Road.? The Little Beaver Creek |s located In close
proximity to the wells used by these families as a drinking
water source. Seeps from the Little Beaver and pessible
contamination |s of concern to these area reslidents who have

tried for the past seven years to obtaln drinkling water trom
Pike and Scioto County officials.

According to DOE 1996 estimates In the same report,
aporoximately 3,914,589 cublc meters (5,128,112 cublc yardas)
of hazardous groundwater will be left In an area of
contalnment and 51,500 cublc meters of groundwater will be
removed and treated along with 284 cubic meters ot other
hazardous |lqulds.

NRC, as the agency with authority to protect the public
health and safety. should not allow DOE ana t1ts |easee.
USEC, to proceed with the certlification process pased upon a
FONS] issuea for a compllance plan that |s aamitted|y out Of
compliance. NRC tinding of no significant impact does not
adaress the |egltimate and long-standing concerns raisea Dy
interested parties regardling environmental contamination and
releases trom the Portsmouth GDP site.

Deaths trom cancer are among the highest In the state In
Southwest Ohlo In nine contiguous counties along the Onhio
River according to CORVA, the Health Planning and Resource
Development Association of the Central Chio River Valley.
Scioto, Lawrence, Jackson, Adams, Brown, Clermont, and
Hami | ton County residents were included as experiencing high
death rates. The Scioto River flows directly Into the Ohio
River at Portsmouth, Ohlo In Scloto County. Six ot these
counties are located on the Oh!o River and use |t as a
source of drinking water, including Cincinnati in Hamilton
County. The study identifles high death rates, but does not
provide answers as to possible causes. (THE CINCINNATI
POST, "Hlgh Cancer Rate Plagues Reglon, " Tuesday, July &,
1996, SA)

Studies conducted by local residents near the Portsmouth
Gaseous Diffuslion Plant have indicated that death rates and
chronic illnesses require rloser study by independent health
professionals. Recent health studies conducted by ASTDR did
not adeguately address health concerns raised by area
resldents,

Worker health risks and exposures should also be addressed
by NRC before certiflication 18 issued to USEC. How will

USEC and NRC comply with OSHA regulations regarding worker
exposure to industrial chemicals, lead paint, and asbestos?
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These toxic and hazardous substances are present in
Iindustrial uranium process pullding. U.5. EPA has aamitted
that synergistic lmpacts from chemicals compining in the
environment and llving in organlsms can lncrease agverse
effects by 16.000 times. NRC cannot reasonably address
adverse health impacts to workers and the public one
exposure at a time. Cumulative adverse impacts from
exposures must be addressed. Asbestos contaminated with
yranium would reasonably seem to represent a more ser lous

exposure to workers.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

The Portsmouth GDP Is the largest single employer In 118
congressional dlstrict whlle the Paducah GDP 18 the secona
|largest single employer in Its congressional district. Both
plants represent jobs to workers In rural areas. DOE
r-ojects a 827 Billlon dollar shortfall In budget

alloca* ons for cleanup over the next twenty flve years.
(1996 _.MR, June 26, 1996 DOE/EM-0290. Volume [> GDP
workers appear faced with exposure to risk from working in
forty year old tacllltlies know to have onslte contaminatlion

or quite possibly becoming unemp |l oyed.

Historically, DOE nas placed natlonal defense and securlity
as the highest ranking priority in Its weapons production
complex. National interests in former weapons production
should not be confused by NRC with commercial utility
Industry interests in uranium enrichment for nuclear utility

fuel.

Since 1991. the plant (Portsmouth) has produced only low
enriched uranium tor use a fuel In commerclial nuclear
power plants. On July 1, 1993, the United States
Enrlchment Corporation, a government corporation tormea
under the Energy Pollcy Act of 1992, assumed operations
of the production portion of the plant. The Department
of Energy retained responsibillity for environmental
restoration and related waste management actlivities
which comprise the second primary mission of the plant.
(1996 BEMR. DOE/EM-0290, Vclume III. Ohio: Portsmouth
Gaseous Diffusion Plant)

GDP primary mission continues to be enrichment Of uranium.
It does not seem reasconable that the national gecurlty and
defense interests are transferable to USEC along with plant
operations and technology. DOE recommendation to USEC tor
compliance of the corporation vith Sectlion 76.93 to execute
a "graded approach" that |s conslctent with the importance
of safety. Lacking definlition for "gradea approach, ' DOE
recommended that NRC apply the following level of analysis:



1. The relative |mportance to satety, sateguards and
security.

The magnitude of any hazard Involved:

. The life cycle stage of the facllity.

The programmatic mission of a facility

The particular character'stic of a tacliitv: anag
. Any other relevant factor

(Department of Energy Comments on Proposed 10CRF76.
Regulation of Gaseous Diffusion Enrichment Plants,
Docket Date by NRC of April 13, 1994)

e L

DOE priority ranking of safety, magnitudes of hazard which

includes risk of catastrophic accldent andsor criticality.

and life cycle of the faclllty over programmatic mission ot
the faclllity seems most appropriate. The NRC is regquested

to address |ssues in order |isted by DOE In [ts actions on

these two GDPs.

According to a report titled AFFORDABLE CLEANUP? by the
National Academy of Sclences, these forty year old GDUFs
represent signiticant risks to the public health, worker
safety., and environment unless full decommissioning ana
gecontamination begins Immedlately. Knowledgeable sources
est imate that conversion of HEU from Russian ana DOUE
stockplles will take 20 to S0 years. NRC must aadress the
l1te cycle stage of these GDPs before certitication IS
18sued for operations. The agency should request and
recelve an agenaa of full D&D trom the applicant petore
proceeding to Issue certiflication.

NRC |s mandated to comply with all appropriate tecsral |aws
including NEPA which grants all citizens the right to |lve
in a clean and healthful environment. NRC Is also mandgated
to comply with appropriate executlve orders which carry the
force of law, Including executive order of February 1994
directing federal agenclies to implement environmental
Justice In agency process.

NRC, as the deesignated oversight agency in the certification
of USEC., |s the surrogate of the public Interests. DOE
transfer of publlicly owned property and technology does not
relleve NRC of this iesponsibliity. The responsiblliities ot
varlous agencles to the publlic I8 confusing and compiex In
this matter. Could NRC clarlify by ldentifying and
specifying agency authorlity in cleanup, llabllity,
accountablllity, and adverse health Impacts to workers., the
public, and the environment? How will affected parties
obtaln Information from USEC which |8 a private-government
corporatlion? USEC response to my personal request for
detalled Informatlicn concerning the volume and content ot
waete stream from uranlum enrichment productlons Zlaimed
corporate privilege to with hold based upon a competitor s
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abllity to determine cost of SWU from waste stream volume
and contents,

The director is respectfully requested to respond to the
concerns and [esues ralsed herein before |1ssuance of
findings In the above referenced matter.

Respectfully submltted.
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Diana Sa'%igyry el tee,

for SYCAMORE ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS GROUP
7019 Ashridge Arnheim Road

Sardinla. Chio 45168

(513) 446-3135 telephone and fax

cc: The Honorable John Glenn, Senator for Ohio
U.s. EPA

Uhio EPA

JUftice ot the Attorney General ot Ohlo

Military Production Network

Kwanitewk

Save the Wills Creek Water Resources Committee




