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Th;mk \'illl fnr 1.1kin,c: time tc1 ll1l'l'l 1\'ith me ,1nd Don Hancock in july ot thi,; Yl',lr. ()11r 

discussion oi EPA's regulatory role in New Mexico was helpful. However, ~incc July there h<l\'C 

been several developments in EPA's regulatory role which affect public im·Clivl'ment. 

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety offers the following comments on thc::;L' dc\·clopmcnb. 

First, despite the limited scope of citizen input into the resenrch, 1\'e ,H,' f;n·c,r,lbl_y 

impressed with tlw Pul>lic Consrlitntiort and Cammr.micaticn Needs Assessm,·nt l'rcpilrcd tllr 

EPA's Office oi Radi<ltil'n ;md lndo(lr Air by 1\E-SOURCE ASSOCIATES. In pnrticui;H, IH' 

wish to cJII your attention to an important finding listed in the Executive Stlll11l1My: 

"EPA's past performance and reputation are a potential liability for the agency in \!cw 

Mexico. NM residents are skeptical about the agency's willingness and ability to prcn·idc 

strong oversight of the US Department of Energy (DOE) activities at the \\'IPP. This 

skepticism is due to a widely held perception that US EPA has not, in the f''l::;t, 5hown stren).;lh 

in C':xcc11tin.r:: it.; <.;t.lltil,,r·.- rc'~f'llJl"ibilitivs in .1 r;1ng<' nf c·m·ircmnwnt;ll prngr.im-; ,;lt"t•ctin.~ \!i'l\ 

;\ICXICO and ltS ClllZCI1S." 

i\Ht ul th1:~ !11~"-r:. ,,11\ b,· ~'\.il·,·d :'cjU.Jrcly on the ~:houk!ers oi the ;,,r;;·,·:· .;,!n\lni-;tr.Jllllll·, 

cavalier attitude toward environmental enforcement at DOE's facilities in :\,'1\' .\lcxicCl. ,-...;ill\, 

with the demonstrated and broadly shared commitment (including DOE, Q,,l), F.P.-\ and citizt•n 

stakeholders) to citizen based site specific advisory boards, CCNS believes that progrl'ss is 

being made toward correcting the former, ill-advised policy. 

However, we ,ire dL't'ply CilllCL'I"!lL·d that severJI (lf EPA's recent JCtions m<~:: b,· e<Hlil!,>r 

productive to impw\·ing public cnnfidcncc in its environmental cniorCCllll'l'! .J..:ti\·nil'S. rur 

example, EPA Region \'l's pro~"O"''d Li1Jh.i Disposal Rcstrir.tion l<.cquircnwnt \ l_UR\ FFC.·\ tPr l.,:s 
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Alamos National Laboratory (LA:".JLl is,prossly defective in two way~: The proposed 

compliance plan primarily calls for studies and includes no concrete rem..:di,1l steps to bring the 

Lab into RCRA compliance. Thus, compliance, according to this proposed plan, could well be 

achieved on paper with no actual remediation of the violations, ,md; 2. The proposed 

compliance plan assumes compliance on the problematic opening of cnntrO\'C'rsial facilities, 

speciiically WIPP and LANL's controlled air incinerator. 

The proposed LDR FFCA is a bad precedent for LANL's future Clean Air Act FFCA. EPA 

Region VI makes no allowance for citizen input into ongoing negotiations on the Clean Air Act 

FFCA even though members of the public and a Laboratory whistleblowcr were the first to 

rili~e wnccrns abC1ut I ,\\.'L':- non-comrliancc with the Clc<Jn Air Act. if the' final FDR FFCA's 

i<J..:k vi :::.uiJ::;tan..:t: anJ ldliun..' to rncluJe a public prou.::o::; are tndicatrolb ulluture Clean Air Act 

f-TC,\ ~,r,1cesses ,m,i fL'sult, then EP,'\ will lose public confidence in it:- FL'dL'rdl Facilities 

[nfPrCl'll1ent pro;sr,lm in \.:cw \kxicP. 

Finally, EPA's recent reorganization which clearly de-emphasizes the importance of the 

Office of Federal Facilities Enforcement (OFFE) at EPA, is a disturbing de\·elopment. The mere 

fact that LANL has been exempt in the past from certain regulations means that special 

attention is now required to bring the Lab into line. l.inlcss EPA designates ,1 high-kvcl 

spokesperson to advocate bciore Congress, DOE ,1nd DoD the necessity (lt bringing all polluting 

federal agencies into compliance with the law, we predict that there \\·ill be backward 

movement in compliance and cleanup. EPA's recent demotion of the dircctPr of OFFE and 

dispersion of OFFE authority cast shadows of uncertainty O\'Cr the success oi citizen based site 

specific advisory boards. How can we know that EPA intends to take citizen involvement in 

EPA's regulatory role in New Mexico seriously when this reorganization makes it difficult for 

citizens to know to whom they can communicate their concerns? [sn't the dismantlement of 

OFFE a clear statement about how little EPA \'alues federal facilities cnfPrcement) 

Thank you agJin for c.lllr meeting. i look forward lu yuur n.:spoibC t(l clllr (llll< l'rll:> . 
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