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Taar Swcretary iamm:

We arz vriting you as nmexhers of CANIT (Coalition Against Nuclaar
Wasts "2 Tonawanda), a group formed in 1988 t©o deal with the
nucleas: waste left in our toun from the Manhatvtan Praject.

As & A:s5ignated FUSRAP site, a team of DOL officials has been
studyiso the best method of dispesing of this waste for a nuasber of

. vears. #When the process bagan we wvere told that a number af
- dispoxs’ options would be fully and objectively considered, and
3 that nc single option was “praferred.”

/ ‘ ‘When thi)us study was cdapleted, the DOE preferred recommandation was

to per=:nently store thig wvaste in a cell To be constructad in the
Toun c? Tonawanda. Unfortunately, a number of events took place
during <ie study period which has lead us to conclude that this was
never re2lly an objective study at all, but rather a process i 'th a
predet . 2ined result.

o i

Through~ it the FUSRAP study, it becazma more and more difficuit to
get th: DOE to examine all of the altsrmatives available to deal
with thiz vaste. For example, we were consistently told that tha
only fwdzral =mita that could take this type of material was in
S Hanfor:, Yashington but it was under court order not to accapt any
4 additiscil material. It was our own consultant that made us awvarae
' ~ocare, in Cliva, Utah, as 2 site thar wvas capable to
perssnas -1 ZTOTANG the 223,000 cublic yards of contaminated smoil.

o We wer. 3ld that community and stata acceptance of a DOE
TeCowsR .lon would be needed if any of the material wasm to be
left in tae Town of Tonavanda. Numarous public hearings nads it
quite cloar that the comaunity 4aid not vant & permanent storagae
cell for low lavel nuclear waste constructed in the Town of

T e Tonawzdz. After reviewing the options availsble to DoOEX, the New

i York 3ts:ia Departiaent of Environmental Conservation also concurred

§ that p r2Anent storage naxt to the Niagara River - one of this

P neaticr- largest sources of fresh vater ~ vas unacceptable ana that

offt-gi7: 3torage thould bDa pursued.
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An analysis of DOE’s calculations for on-aite vs. off-site storage
haz revezled nuucrous flavs. Consistently we f£ind costs of on~site
starage are understatod and co8t ©f off-site storage are
oversrtated.

Despite all of our comments, analysis and concerns, local DOR
officials, lead| by project munager, ] . continue to act as
though pcnamnt storage in Tonawanda is the only option. Recently
ures wsre nailod out to rasidents of our Town explaining and
justitying the ‘on-slto storage option and =methods.
centinues to speax at local serwvics cludbs and orqmizationa stating
that "no substantive cosments have been received" to changa the
recoamendation for on-site storaga. Substantive comnants have becn
received that nkc sound scientific and econorxic arguments against
pexrmnanent storaqc in Tonawanda. The New York State D nt of
Environmantal CQnsaxvat:.on (DEC) has reviewed findings
and has concluded. in a detailed point by point analysis, that
pernanent st.oraqe in the Town of Tonawanda is unaccepytable to New

Yerk State. rhq prC ha=s called on DCE to remove Manhattan Project
Jaste.

l

Residents oz thc Town of Tonawanda, City of Tonawanda, Village of
Kenuora, and ‘l‘ovn of crana Island have cxpressed serir us concexns
ovar tke idaa of a lov level nuclear waste site in ~uar town. In
Two public hcarinql held on this topic, everv _..gle speaker has
expressed tatal| opposition Tto permanent _corage in Tonawanda.
Civen DOE’s ovn raquirement that sState -..d community acceptance to
a propo.ad litel be pres=.% . {t iz aurd to 'see how ™r. Xirk’s
initi=l finding 'cou;d be act=p->- oy ths DOE,

It has become very ent that [ E should be repl.ced as
A r

project ranager 2oz’ :h DOR praject. observing 5
actions, it is ,our opinicm that he has ceased baeing an object:.va
analyst of !aot and rather has becoma a salesman for DOE’‘s
prefarred choico.
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In conclusion, it appears *s us that a decizion has 2already been
Taached bv DOE on this iss: in direct violation of the ruless that
govern the decision making ;:rocass. If the DOE sincerely degizes
to reach an oblective decisica, 1t is a direct conrlicr: of intarest
for their representative =: ba premeting, in public forums and
through nalled literature, e specific option prior ta the ROD.
If the current situation Tezains unchangeq, we will ba forcad to
begin ocur oun caspaiqn to promots other coptions and to nighligne
the flaws in the DOE’s desi:ion making process. In our opinion,
the ultimate question is: «ill DOR‘s adhere to its cwn mandated
Teview process and ixparti:iity recommend a decision based on the
facts? :

We await you reply and thank you for your consideration:
Sincexely,

Town of Tonaws—_4
C7 sCnsSichn

cc:  Congressman LaFaloe
Congressman Paxon

Senator Moynihan
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