Nuclear Waste Plan May Impact County
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spent fuel rods, which are considered

high-level waste. e
The new legislation ‘‘applies more
stringent criteria’ to the siting process
and issues such as water supplies are
“*critical to rural areas as well,”” -Mr. .
Rennie said. ““For the past 10 months, -
the [CHWMS] has had no one oversee-
ing it. Now the legislature will oversee it

and that is a change for the better.””
The legislature, he added, ‘decided
that the bill had a better chance of pass-
ing without the rejuirement for tem-
porary storage at Milistone. He said that
power plant sites will be considered and
any specific plans and candidate sites
will be subject to legislative approval.
Sharon Together Against a Nuclear -

Dump, the grass-roots orgahization that -
worked to eliminate the Sharon site
from consideration, has not issued an o-_,
pinion on the bill’s impact. RoberﬁtFinn,"_ ;

Ms. LaVoie said that ““a lot of peéplé '

STAND’s chairman, is skeptical about
its merit since he has pushed for siting a

.temporary facility at power plant prop-

erty. :
““We are still trying to understand the

bill,”” he said. Though a new site selec-
tion plan may emphasize rural areas .

more, a significant amount of county
land would not qualify because of its
physical characteristics. e,
““So many of the sites they looked at
didn't meet the [Nuclear Regulatory
Commission] criteria,”’ he said. *“You

could be out in the middle of nowhere .

“and the site isn’t suitable technically. It

doesn’t make any difference if you’re in

aruralarea.’ i s

STAND has maintained that the frac- _
tured bedrock throughout northwestern
~Connecticut would fail to support a .

radioactive waste dump because the land
makes it difficult to track how water

would flow from the site and to deLei"A-":

mine the potential for radioactive mate-
rial to seep into cracks in the marble.
In addition, the 233-acre Sharon site
sits atop a productive aquifer, which
means it would also fail to meet N.R.C.
standards, according to STAND.,

Mrs. Eads said that she supported the
bill because it is “‘a step in the right
direction’ that attempts to convince the
Federal Government that there is no
suitable waste site within the densely
populated state, - (8 -

Federal law says that existing low-
level radioactive waste disposal sites in
South Carolina, Nevada and Washing-
ton can refuse to accept out-of-state’
waste as of Jan. 1,71993, Then, as of
Jan. 1,-1996, waste generators that can

no longer find a disposal facility meay -

require their states to assume liability
for the waste, “* - i ;

" The law is being reviewed by the U.S. -

Supreme Court, based on a challenge by
‘New York and Connecticut, claiming

ignate its own radioactive waste site is

-~ unconstitutional -and violates “states’. -

believe that the Supreme Court will
overturn the law,” which will force a
nationwide reexamination of the dispos-
al process. She has maintained that the
im‘pn}m]ear crusade is not simply a

Not in My Backyard” reaction, but an
attempt to get the nuclear power in-

d}zstry to become responsible for waste
dl_sposal. ; : z

The N.R.C. only permits " on-site
Storage of low-level waste for a five
years and prohibits long-term disposal
because“it would ‘‘detract from the main -
responsibility of the operators,”” accord-
mg to the CHWMS, Connecticut’s gen-
| erators primarily ship waste to the

_‘Barnwell, S.C., disposal facility, ==~

still considering whether to” keep its
dump gpen to out-of-state generators
after the 1993 deadline, =+ * % r. 7. 4
_Ms. LaVoie added that Connecticut
site selection changes distract the focus ™
fronl1 the state’s main problem—its ex-
cessive dependence on nuclear “energy s
The state ranks first in the country in the -
Icaéarieniige c_)f_ its . electricity—d5 _per-_-
nt-—that is” deri i
T Edemed :‘If{?m nuclear -
1=+ Noreen Cullen, the fo

The legislature in So'uth'Cai'oIina is 7]

rmer director of

_Connecn:cut Fund for thé Environnﬁent
who resigned from the CHWMS ad-

" visory committee last May, said that the

site selection changes are ones that she
-advocated more than a year ago, before
the final candidate sites were an-
nouUnCed, - = s e s
““The fact that we're able to get this
loose_train off the track really is a bie
step in itself,”” she said. ‘“We have ;
chanc.e to go back and really strengthen
the criteria and do things correctly.” * -
Both Ms. LaVoie and ‘Ms. Cullen
agree In predicting that no suitable site
in Connecticut will be found, and that
the Federal law will eventually have to
be changed. .- LAY et s i
= The Supreme Court is expected to
1ssue a decision by this July. -+ . .. -
The legislative changes were ordered

.in January by Goy. Lowell P. Weicker,

Ir.; following advisory reports Trom the
commissioners of the state agriculture
and environmental protection. depart-

" ments which raised several questions cn

the_spipabﬂity of the top candidate sites.~

“that a law which asks each state to des- ;

rights i R e S s R



