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APPENDIX C

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS ON
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
CONTINUED OPERATION OF K-, L-, AND P-REACTORS

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) published the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) on Continued Operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors
(DOE/EIS-0147D) in May 1990. DOE announced the availability of the document
for public review and comment in the Federal Register on May 11, 1990 (55 FR
19773); this initiated the 45-day comment period. Three public hearings were
held to recelve oral and writtem comments on the Draft EIS: Savannah,
Georgia, on May 31, 19903 Columbia, South Carolina, on June 5, 1990; and
Alken, South Carolina, on June 8, 1990. The public comment period officially
ended on June 25, 1990. This Final EIS is available for review in DOE reading
rooms located in Washington, D.C., and Aiken, South Caroclina, and is being
distributed to individuals, public agencies, and Federal and state officlals
who commented on the Draft EIS and others on the DOE mailing list.

During the comment period, 235 persons presented comments at the three public
hearings: 66 in Savannah, 73 in Columbia, and 96 in Aiken. DOE also received
85 letters related to the Draft EIS through the mail. Of the 85 letters, 3
were from Federal agencies, 3 were from agencies and offices of the State of
South Carclina, and 1 was from an agency of the State of Georgia.

This appendix to the Final EIS includes transcripts of the oral presentations
made at public hearings, copies of the written statements submitted to DOE at
public hearings, and copies of all comment letters received by DOE through the
mail. It also presents the DOE responses. If s statement or comment prompted
a revision to the EIS, DOE has identified the revision by a vertical line
{(change bar) in the margin and the appliceble comment letter-number
designation, Tables C~1 to C~4 list government agencies, elected and other
officials, private organizations, and individuals, respectively, who submitted
comments on the Draft EIS; these tables direct the reader to the applicable
comments in Tables C-5 through C-8 and the DOE responses.

The comments and statements reflected a number of specific and general issues
about the EIS. The following sections summarize the major 4issues raised by
the public and agencies, and the DOE responses. The U.S. Environmental
EPA had environmental concerns, £for which DOE needs to consider the
implementation of corrective actions or mitigation measures, and that the
_Draft EIS did not provide sufficient information for EPA to assess fully the
environmental Iimpacts. DOE has addressed these concerns by providing
deacriptions of corrective or mitigative measures in this Finel EIS, and by
providing the additional information required (please see Letter L-78).



A number of commentors questioned the need for tritium and other nuclear
materiale, based primarily on the changes in world affairs and the arms
limitation treaties under negotiation. Commentors also criticized the public
unavailability of Appendix A to the EIS, the classified appendix that
discusses the production capabilities of the SRS reactors and other production
alternatives and the needs for defense nuclear material. Following are the
major categories of these comments:

e The lack of need for tritium based on current changes in the world
geopolitical situation

e The outdated Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum (NWSM) used as the
basis for establishing need in the Draft EIS

® The unavailability of Appendix A to the public - [one commentor has
filed a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request for Appendix A]

¢ The need for plutonium-238 and the adequacy of the analysis supporting
the production of plutonium-238 at SRS

RESPONSE

DOE acknowledges the developments that are reducing tensions among major world
powers. However, these developments are still progressing and the FPresident
has determined that the United States must maintain, for the foreseeable
future, a nuclear deterrent. This commitment to maintain an adequate
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The quantitative need for tritium (and other nuclear materials) is determined
annually. A committee representing Government agencies that produce and use
the materials develops estimates of their needs on an annual basis. The
committee makes recommendations to the National Security Council and the
President, who must approve them. The most recent NWSM was approved by
President Bush on July 12, 1990; Appendix A (which is classified) of the Final
EIS discusses the need for the production of nuclear materials and evaluates
the production capabilities of various options to meet the need based on this
NWSM. Appendix A also includes an analysis of a potential reduced-need
scenario. The EIS covers a range of options for the production of needed
materials.

The analysis in the classified Appendix A of the need for the production of
tritium to meet two demand cases, one derived from the most recent NWSM and
the other from the potential reduced-need scenario, and of the alternatives
tfor meeting those requirements, is provided for the information of the
decigsionmaker, and for other qualified people who meet security requirements.
The classified appendix also considers the need for the production of tritium
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to meet an alternative demand case, derived from an extrapolation based on
arms control negotiations and budget constraints presently being considered
for the next NWSM.

The requirements for plutonium-238 are determined primarily by the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration and the Department of Defense, which
consider the feasibility of employing alternative power sources for their
missions. DOE, as the supplying agency, determines inventory requirements
based on quantity and purity specifications and delivery schedules. Based on
these needs and specifications, DOE has determined that the only reasonable
production alternative is the use of the SRS reactors.

CLEANUP OF SITE CONTAMINATION

COMMENTS

A number of commentors expressed the view that the Savannah River Site (SRS)
should focus on the cleanup of existing contamination and wastes at the site,
rather than create new wastes by resuming production at SRS reactors.
Frequently associated with these comments were suggestions that funding for
nuclear materials production should be diverted for this purpose, and that
jobs lost due to termination of reactor operation could be transferred to the
restoration program.

RESPONSE

DOE is committed to a program of environmental restoration of its sites,
including SRS8. This program is already under way and is funded independently
of the decision on continued reactor operation. The DOE Environmental
Restoration and Waste Management Five-Year Plan (DOE/S-0070) describes this
program, and other EISs (Waste Management for Groundwater Protection,
DOE-EIS/0120; Defense Waste Processing Facility, DOE-EIS/0082) describe waste
management activities at the SRS. Reallocation of nuclear materials
production funds, if it were consistent with the need for continued operation
of SRS reactors, would not materially speed up site regtoration, which is
proceeding at a pace determined primarily by the governing regulatory
processes and the rate of technology development and deployment.

With regard to the opportunities for jobs for reactor operation and
maintenance personnel in restoration activities, the skills of such

specialized employees might not be readily transferable to site restoration
activities, which require their own unique skills.

RADI TY IN ITE R

COMMENTS

A number of comments expressed concern about radioactive contamination of the
offsite environment as a consequence of previous and continuing releases from
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SRS operations, and the impacts of such releases on the health of the
population surrounding and downstream of the SRS. Specific comments were
raiged about:

® The incidence of cancer in the SRS vicinity
® The history of prior discharges from the SRS and their consequences
® The cumulative risks from past and continuing operation

* The potential increase in radioactive contamination of the
Beauvfort~Jasper water supply

RESPONSE

Studies to date of the populations potentially affected by SRS emissions have
not identified any excess of cancers related to those emissions, including the

Am b d o 1 M Mme nom e =

P, i o s - [ T . R e tmr Lioa el T 1 Fal + T 2 ot deom AT b -1
mosSyT receni, ail inaependcennt sLudy Dy Lhle Nalloilal Lallcel 1ustitukc/ivactionad

Institute of Health (Jablon et al., 1990).

DOE has assembled the historic data on radioactive emisgions to air and water
from SRS since its inception. Assuming current environmental transport and
demographic parameters to apply to these prior discharges, estimates were made
of the cumulated doses to a hypothetical individual who resided permanently at
the most exposed SRS boundary location, as well as to the surrounding
population and downstream water users over this perioed. That information,
which shows (for example) a cumulated dose of less than 20 millirem over the
36-year period to a hypothetical Beaufort-Jasper water consumer (compared to
the EPA Drinking Water Standard of 4 millirem per year), has been added to
Section 3.7.1.2 of the EIS.

The Draft EIS identified the intent of DOE to apply to the South Carolina
Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) for a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for direct discharge of
disassembly-basin purge water contamination with tritium, consistent with the
DOE objective to stop using the soil as a disposal medium. In the absence of
any viable process for the removal of tritium from such waters, as a
consequence of this proposal (and the discontinuance of the use of seepage
basins in the F- and H-Areas), the radioactive decay afforded by onsite
groundwater transit time would no longer exist and an increase in the quantity
of tritium in liquid wastes reaching the Savannah River would occur. However,
the concentrations in the water consumed by Port Wentworth and Beaufort-Jasper
users would remain a small fraction of that permitted by EPA drinking water
standards.

In their respective comments, EPA indicated that DOE should eliminate the use
of the seepage basins, SCDHEC indicated that DOE could continue to use the
basins if certain conditions were met, and downriver water users objected to
any increase in exposure, no matter how small. As a result of these comments,
DOE will continue to discharge to the seepage basins while reexamining options
for the discharge of disassembly-basin purge water in collaboration with EPA,
SCDHEC, and affected water users, including options for reducing the
discharges, or possibly eliminating the need to discharge altogether. In
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response to these comments, DOE has revised Section 4.1.2 of the EIS to
present a comparison of the offsite doses associated with discharge to seepage
basina, direct discharge to onsite streams, and evaporation, which are the
three options for handling disassembly-basin purge water.

R TY K E

COMMENTS

A large number of comments were raised with regard to the safety of reactor
operation at SRS. Frequent areas of comment included:

®¢ The age of the reactors and their lack of conformance with NRC
requirements for commercial nuclear powerplants, including a
containment dome

¢ The need to complete all safety upgrades before resuming production
® The need for independent oversight of reactor safety concerns

¢ (ompletion of the probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) and its peer
review before the resumption of production

¢ The ability of the reactors to withstand severe earthquakes

¢ The likelihood of severe accidents and the risks to public health and
the environment

¢ The adequacy of emergency planning
RESPONSE

While it is true that the SRS reactors are about 35 years old, they have been
continually upgraded and modernized over the years. They are currently
undergoing extensive modifications and safety upgrades, the most significant
of which will be completed before the resumption of production. A
comprehensive examination of the primary cooling system and other systems
important to the safe functioning of these reactors has revealed no mechanism
that would limit their useful life. Although continued aging might reduce
their availability, K-, 1L-, and P-Reactors should be able to meet production
requirements for tritium and plutonium-238, and will ensure the capability to
produce nuclear materials as necessary, at least until replacement production
capability has been demonstrated. All systems have or will have undergome
thorough testing before production is regumed, and the readiness of the
reactors to resume production will be reviewed not only by Secretary of Energy
Watkins, but by the independent Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
(DNFSB). Section 2.1.3 describes the functions and authority of the DNFSB and
other cutgide oversight groups.

DOE will not resume production before completing all safety upgrades necessary
to achieve an acceptable level of safety. The priority assigned to each
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safety upgrade is related to its contribution to overall risk reduction and
its feasibility. Secretary of Energy Watkins has noted on several occasions
that the reactors will not regume coperation until he is satisfied about their
safety. The independent DNFSB, which was established by the Congress in PL
100-456, will provide independent oversight of the safety of the SRS reactors
and an autonomous judgment of their readiness to operate.

DOE is not required by law to follow NRC standards for commercial reactors.
However, DOE does follow NRC standards that are appropriate for SRS reactor
types, isolated locations, and uses. Nuclear power reactors operating at high
pressures [more than 140 kilograms per square centimeter (2,000 pounds per
square inch)] and temperatures [more than 260°C (500°F)] are surrounded by a
pressure containment building {(dome) to retain the high-pressure steam and
radicactivity that potentially could be released in the unlikely event of
severe accidents. The SRS reactors operate at a low temperature [about 102°C
(215°F)] and pressure [about 0.35 kilogram per square centimeter (5 pounds per
square inch)] and use a '"confinement' system to retain almost all of the more
dangerous radionuclides that might be released. With the high degree of
isolation afforded by the SRS location [about 11 kilometers (7 miles} from the
nearest site boundary], compared to that of a commercial power reactor [as
little as 0.8 kilometer (0.5 mile)], and the low coolant energy of these
reactors, the risks to the public from their operation are small., Adding a
pressure containment dome to these reactors would cost more than $900 million
per reactor and would yield only a small reduction in risk for extremely

improbable accidents.

Preliminary information from the PRA being prepared for the SRS reactors has
been used in evaluations of the safety upgrades and is used in the risk
agsessment presented in Section 4.1.3 of the EIS. The Level-l1 phase of that
PRA has undergone peer review, and the other phases are expected to receive
such review, including review by the DNFSB. NRC, which recently imposed a
requirement on each commercial nuclear powerplant for a partial PRA, which is
called an Independent Plant Evaluation (IPE), does not require these plants to
defer operation at power until the completion of their IPEs.

Concerns expressed about the ability of SRS reactors to withstand the effects
of a strong earthquake bhave resulted in further wupgrades of specific
structures and components to withstand an earthquake with an acceleration of
0.2g, twice the estimated peak ground acceleration felt in the SRS area during
the Charleston earthquake of 1886. These upgrades will be completed before
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resumption of production by SRS reactors. Sectiom 2.1.3.2.1 discusses the
effects of applying different seismic methodologies to determine public risk.

A number of comments referred to the likelihood of severe accidents at the SRS
reactors, and their health and environmental consequences for the region. The
accident at the Chernobyl reactor involved an explosive self-destruction of
the entire reactor core followed by combustion of the graphite (carbon)
moderator. The nuclear physics of the SRS reactors do not permit the
explosive self-destruct mechanism, and they are moderated and cooled by heavy
water, which does not burn. Because of these fundamental nuclear and
physical-chemical differences, an accident of the type that occurred at
Chernobyl cannot happen at SRS. However, DOE recognizes that there is a very
small potential for severe reactor accidents that could result in large



releases of radiocactivity to the enviromment. To protect the public in such
events, emergency plans, which are regularly practiced to ensure their
effectiveness if needed, have been established with 1local and state
authorities.

LING WA AND ACT,

COMMENTS

A number of commentors observed that the resumption of production at the
K-Reactor before the completion of the cooling tower currently under
construction would result in thermal discharges in violation of state
water-quality criteria and would result in the loss of wetlands habitat that
had recovered during the past several years., These and related comment areas
included:

® The suggestion that the resumption of production at K-Reactor be
deferred until the cooling tower is operating

® Suggestions that DOE provide wetlands mitigation for those areas
impacted by thermal discharges

® A request that DOE provide plans for elimination of fish kills due to
thermal discharges of L- and P-Reactors

® Several requests for additional consideration of impacts due to
entrainment and impingement of fish and other aquatic populations

RESPONSE

DOE may operate K-Reactor under a SCDHEC Consent Order until the end of
December 1992, when the cooling tower must be operational (Altermative Cooling
Water Systems, DOE/EIS-0121). Sections 4.5 and 5.2.5 of the EIS discuss the
igsuance of the Consent Order, subsequent DOE actiong to ensure compliance,
and pending litigation.

The EIS evaluates, as a subset of the preferred alternative, the option of
deferring resumption of production at K-Reactor until the cooling tower is
operating. DOE recognizes that resumption of production before the completion
of the cooling tower will result in the loss of 670 acres of wetlands for a
currently indeterminate period into the future (see Section 4.1.1.6.2.1).
Section 4.5.7.1 of the EIS discusses possible mitigation options and commits
DOE to implement wetlands mitigation based on evaluation of impacts associated
with the resumption of production. DOE policy is to preserve and protect
wetlands resources at SRS in accordance with the national goal of no net loss
of wetlands, DQOE will implement mitigation to achieve this goal, especially
in the event of unavoidable adverse impacts to SRS wetlands.



Under terms of a settlement agreement with SCDHEC on June 5, 1990, DOE has
submitted a Remedial Action Plan for the mitigation of fish kills due to
thermal discharges from L- and P-Reactors, as described in Section 4.1.1.4 of
the EIS. The proposed plan is currently under review by SCDHEC. Section
4.1.1.2 addresses impacts and Section 4.5 addresses mitigation options.

In the past, DOE has performed a number of assessments on impacts of
entrainment and impingement as a result of SRS reactor operations on fish and
other aquatic populations in the Savannah River. These Section 316(b)
Demonstrations, which were submitted to regulatory agencies, have not shown
significant impacts to aquatic resources. DOE has committed to conduct
additional studies during 1991 to assess entrainment impacts and the need for
mitigatiom.

COMMENTS

Several commentors questioned whether SRS employees were aware of the hazards
associated with their work and called for the release of SRS worker health and
doee records.

RESPONSE

DOE informs SRS empl a
an eXtensive training program DOE also mailntains exposure monitoring
programs for all SRS employees. The regults of an examination of SRS worker
mortality records were published in 1988, as noted in Appendix B. 1In March
1990, Energy Secretary Watkinas sannounced that DOE will turn over
responsibility for research on long-term health effects on workers at DOE
facilities to the Department of Health and Human Services, and directed that
worker health and exposure data be released. DOE released the firat series of
exposure data to independent investigators in July 1990. Current and past
workers can examine theilr exposure records at any time.
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NEPA FROCEDURE COMMENTS

COMMENTS

DOE received a few comments on the framework provided for the presentation of
actions and alternatives., These comments focused on two issues:

® The designation of the proposed &ction as 'continued operation' rather
than "restart' of the K-, L-, and P-Reactors

¢ The appropriateness of the identification of the "no-action" alternative
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RESPONSE

Reactor operation covers the span from cold shutdown through power ascension
to full power operation. An extended outage of the reactors for modifications
implies that they are "in operation," which is consistent with the manner in
which commercial nuclear powerplants are congsidered by the NRC. Nuclear
powerplants, even when in extended outages for major modifications, are
considered by NRC to be "in operation,"” and remain under the limitations
imposed by their operating licenses.

In situations where there is an ongoing program initiated under existing
legislation and regulations, "the 'no action' alternative may be thought of in
terms of continuing with the present course of action until that action is
changed" (46 CFR 18027, as amended; "Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning
CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations"). In this instance, the
"present course of action" 1s the continued operation of K-, L-, and
P~Reactors. As a practical matter, the analyses in the EIS would not change
regardless of the alternative designated as '"no action," because the analysis
of not operating the reactors is presented (as Alternatives 2 and 3) in
Sectione 2.2 and 2.3 as the termination of operation of one or more reactors
in the immediate future.
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Table C-1.

Government Agencies Commenting on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment No. Agency Representative Page No.
1-83 U.S. Department of Commerce, Andreas Mager, Jr., ¢-332
Habitat Conservation Division Assistant Regionmal Director
1L-84 U.S. Department of the Interior, Jonathan P. Deason, C-335
Office of Environment Director
1-78 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Frank M. Redmond Cc-300
Region IV
L-45 South Carolina Department of Health and Robert W. King, Jr., t-153
Enviroomental Control Assistant Deputy Commissioner,
Environmental Quality Control
L-46 South Carolina Water Resources Commission, Danny L. Johnson, c-157
Surface Water Division Director
1-80 South Carolina Wildlife and Marine Resources James A. Timmerman, Jr., C-326
Department Executive Director
5-6 Beaufort-Jasper Water and Sewer Authority Dean Moss, C-369
General Manager
L-49 Beaufort-Jasper Water & Sewer Authority William D. Mosg, Jr., c-178
General Manager
1-85 City of Savannah, Georgia, Harry Jue, C-340

Facilities Maintenance Department

Water Operations Director
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Table C-2.

Elected and Other Officials Commenting on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment No. Official Office Page No.
A-5 Hon. Fred Cavanaugh Mayor Pro Tem, City of Aiken, South Carolina C-~788
L-63 Hon. Fred Cavanaugh Mayor Pro Tem, City of Aiken, South Carolina c-225
A-4 Hon. Ralph Cullinan Aiken County Council; Lower Savannah Council of Governments C-~785
A-95 Hon. Butler C. Derrick United States House of Representatives C~-1030
A-32 Hon. A, K. Hasan City Council of Augusta, Georgia; Richmond County Board of (C-890

Commissioners
L-67 Dean D. Hunter, Jr. City Manager, City of Beaufort, South Carolina C-252
c-2 Hon. Harriet Keyserling Representative, South Carolina Legislature C-529
C-35 Hon. Ernie Passailaigue Senator, South Carolina Legislature Cc-712
A-3 Hon. Irenme Rudnick Representative, South Carolina Legislature C-784
§-2 Hon. Lindsay Thomas United States House of Representatives C-346
A-92 Hon. Strom Thurmond United States Senate C-1026
c-1 Hon. Candy Waites Representative, South Carolina Legislature C-516
A-1 Hon. Odell Weeks Mayor, Aiken, South Carolina c-782
1-79 Dennis B. Wilson Minority Counsel, Committee on Energy and Commerce, ¢-322

U.S. House of Representatives
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Table C-3.

Private Organizations Commenting on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment No. Organization Representative Page No.
L-55 A. B. Beverage Company, Inc. Robert S. Westmoreland, Sales c-192
Administrator
A-15 Aiken County Republican Party Elizabeth Christensen C-829
A-46 Aiken Technical College Dr. Paul Blowers C-924
A-70 Athens Peace Coalition Dr. Daniel Everett C-985
A-78 Athens Peace Coalitiom Melanie Smith Cc-997
5-51 Cetacean Relations Society James Loomis, Director C-490
1-61 Cetacean Relations Society Jim Loomis, Directer c-217
S~-4 Coastal Citizens for a Clean Environment Cheryl Brackin C-352
§-27 Coastal Citizens for a Clean Environment Cheryl Jay C~azZ
5-12 Coastal Citizens for a Clean Environment Dr. Deborah Kearney C-397
S-43 Coastal Citizens for a Clean Environment William Lewis C-479
5-40 Coastal Citizens for a Clean Environment Frederick Nadelman C-470
5-53 Coastal Citizens for a Clean Environment; Herbert Summers, Jr. C-495
Pastoral Care Network for Social
Responsibility
S-46 Coastal Group Sierra Club Judy Jennings C-483
A-26 Consumer Fuels Corporation Clifton McClure -850



£1-0

Table C-3. Private Organizations Commenting on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment No. Organization Representative Page No.
5-31 Energy Research Foundation Tim Connor C-432
A-8 Energy Research Foundation Brian Costner, Director c-813
L-48 Energy Research Foundation Brian Costner, Director C-165
c-30 Energy Research Foundation Robert Guild c-701
L-44 Energy Research Foundation Frances Close Hart Cc-103
£-3 Environmental Policy Institute James Beard, Director, C-536

Nuclear Weapons Project
L-47 Federation of American Scientists Steven Aftergood, Senior Research Cc-162
Analyst
A-6 Federation of American Scientists David Albright, Staff Scientist c-791
S-8 From Trident to Life Campaign; Glenn Robert Randall €c-375
Environmental Coalition
s-11 Georgia Conservancy Rebecca R. Shortland C-394
A-2 Greater Aiken Chamber of Commerce Timothy Simmons, Chairman of the Board C-783
5-29 Greenpeace Action Thomas Clements C-427
L-69 Greenpeace Action Tom Clements C-255
5-28 Greenpeace Action Warren Whipple C-424
C-66 Greenpeace Action Warren Whipple Cc-769
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Table C-3.

Private Organizations Commenting on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment No. Organization Representative Page No.
A-54 Greenpeace Action Warren Whipple C-946
A-57 Greenpeace William Bowman C-953
S=17 Greenpeace Amanda W. Everette C-406
5-14 Greenpeace Eliza 0. Everette C-401
C-4 Institute for Resource and Security Studies; Dr. Gordon Thompson, Executive C-541

Energy Research Foundation Director
5-5 International ?ellowéhip of Reconciliation; Pamela Blockey-0'Brien C—355
National Clergy and Laity Concerned; .
Atlanta Clergy and Laity Concermed
C-54 Irmo Direct Environment Action Anastasia Eddins C-748
A-22 Laborers Local Union No. 1137 Warren Hills, President C-844
C-5 ﬁeague of Women Voters of South Carolina Marge West, President C-571
Cc-22 Lutheran Human Relations Dr. Albert Jabs, Volunteer Director C-683
A-51 Lutheran Human Relations Dr. Albert Jabs, Volunteer Director C-933
5-9 Metanoia Community; From Trident to Life John Linnehan C-390
Campaign
A-45 Metro Augusta Chamber of Commerce Albert Hodge, President c-923
1L-75 MHB Technical Associates c-278

Steven C. Sholly, Senior Consultant
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Table C-3.

Private Organizations Commenting on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment No. Organization Representative Page No.

A-7 Natural Resources Defense Council Dr. Thomas B. Cochran, Senior Staff c-801
Scientist

1-37 Nuclear Control Institute Dr. Milton M. Hoenig c-77

5-18 Peace Nexus Rosanne Kiely C-407

A-17 Physicians for Social Responsibility Edward Arncld, Executive Director, C-833
Atlanta Chapter

A-~34 Physicians for Social Responsibility Dr. Adam Goldstein, President, C-894
Augusta Chapter

A-31 Physicians for Social Responsibility Dr. Paul Milner, Augusta Chapter C-888

C~-26 Providence Home Women's Shelter Kathy Riley, Director C-694

1-58 Public Citizen Litigation Group Suzanne 5. La Pierre, Attormey C-196

C-6 Results Marjorie Trifon C-575

A~55 R&H Maxon Greg Ryberg C-949

5-1 Savannah Area Chawber of Commerce Larry Stuber, Chairman, Natural C-344
Resources and Environmental Council

c~-21 South Carolina Coalition on Human Kevin Gray C-681

Developmentand Progressive Changej
South Carolina Rainbow Coalition
A~-18 St. Pris Campaign for Global Security Ellen Spears Cc-835
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Table C--3.

Private Organizations Commenting on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment No. Organization Representative Page No.

c-53 Students for the Ethical Treatment of Heather Lynn Swallows C-747
Animals

L-32 Synergistic Dynamics, Imc. John C. Snedeker Cc-69

C-48 World Summit for Children Catherine Coleman c-739

Cc-20 Young Environmentalists for a Living and Genevieve Compton C-679
Loving Earth

c-37 Youmg Environmentalists for a Living and Charlice Hurst C-718
Loving Earth

c-49 Young Envirommentalists for a Living and Megan Rosser Cc-740

Loving Earth




Table C~4. Individuals Commenting on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Comment Name Page
A-73 James Abbott Cc-989
8-56 Shelly Ainsworth ¢-500
L-33 Park Aitken c-72
L-5 Shahrough Akhavi C-33
8-7 Lee Alexander 0-373
L=-12 Becky Allen C-42
Cc-7 Mary Allstrom =579
L-82 Charles H. Badger C-331
5-48 Michael Balazs C-483
L=-34 Mrs. Peter Bartholdus C-74
A-29 John Beard c-885
c-12 Paul Beck Cc-592
8-52 Susan Bloomfield C-493
L-16 Virginia M. Bonwitt Cc-50
A-12 Sam Booher c-821
8-55 Charles Botton C-499
c-72 James Bourne Cc-779
A-64 Jeffrey Bowman c-971
A~80 William Bradley Cc-1002
L~42 Cathy Bradshaw ¢-101
C~43 Matthew Breeden Cc-729
§~62 Janiece C. Brodhead c-510
A-67 Joseph Brodie c-979
¢-52 Kathy Brown C-745
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Table C-4. Individuals Commenting on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(continued)

Comment Name Page
L-25 Jean Brown c-60
L-71 Beverly L. Bruck and David I. Bruck C-263
A-33 Kip Campbell C-892
L-26 Fred Christensen c-61
A-41 James Clark, Jr. C-915
L-23 Robin Coad C-58
L~50 Robert P. Colborn c-182
A-36 Amy Conley C-905
L-57 Helen 8. Cranman, Barbara Frappier, and Herman L. Cranman C-195
A-23 Anna Dangerfield C-845
A-24 Tim Dangerfield C-847
A-66 Paul Daugherty Cc-~-977
A-74 Christopher DeBarr C-990
§~-59 Susan Delaney C-507
A-21 Art Dexter C-842
L-53 James W. Dodd and Mary 5. Dodd C-189
L-54 Susan F. Dodd c-191
c-27 Nora Elkin C-696
L-9 Paul B. Eubank c-38
L-64 Rita Fellers c-229
A=-60 William Russ Ferrara C-959
§~15 Robert Logan Ferrelle Cc-402
A-81 Dr. David Filler C-1003

Cc-18



Table C-4. Individuals Commenting on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
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A-61 Dr. Stanley Rich C-962
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5-01-02
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STATEMENT OF LARRY STUBER
Chairman, Natural Resources and Environmental Council
Savannah Area Chamber of Commerce

MR. STUBER: My name is Larry Stuber. I am Chairman of the
Natural Resources and Environmental Council of the Savannah Area
Chamber of Commerce. And I'm not sure of their address. It's HWest
Oglethorpe Avenue, I don't remember the number.

Mr. Chairman, it's a pleasure to attend this public meeting
representing the business community and more particulariy the
Savannah Area Chamber of Commerce. The Chamber and its membership
have followed with interest the Department's deliberation regarding
restart of the K-Reactor at the Savannah River Site in December and
the L- and P-Reactors during 1997,

We are here today to express concerns about the restart of any
reactor prior to (1) the cieanup of damage from the numerous serious
reactor accidents which have occurred in the past and (2} the
completion of safety tests recommended by various oversight groups.

To repeat testimony we have given in the past, we stress that
there be an emphasis placed on safety, training and clear-cut plans
of action in the event of an emergency. You can imagine this
community's discomfort situated downwind from the Savannah River
Site and learning that restart of the reactors is planned prior to
the completion of certain safety tests and cleanup for which
recommendations have been made and, in some cases, assurances have
been given by DOE.

Our longstanding concerns regarding the Savannah River Site are
i1lustrated by the fact that for many years the Savannah Area
Chamber of Commerce carried a strong message to our U.S.
Representatives in support of independent oversight of the Savannah
River Site from an outside agency or group.

Since Presidential appointment of the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Board has been very recent, it is unclear the impact this
board will have, an independent oversight group.

The accident experience of the SRS reactors is
described in Section 4.1.3 of the EIS. There are no
past reactor accidents for which cleanup is
currently required.

Sections 2.1.2.8.2 and 2.1.2.7 of the EIS address
the concerns about reactor safety and the reactor
modifications to be completed as safety enhancements
both before and after resuming production. As
stated by Secretary Watkins on several occasions:
“restart of any of the SR reactors will not be
authorized until I am persenally satisfied that they
can be operated safely” (Memo, Secretary of Energy
Watkins to Secretary of Defense Cheney, April 1989).

The Defense NMuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB)
was established by Public Law 100-456 to provide
independent, high-level, safety oversight of DOE
facilities. DNFSB will provide its judgment on the
readiness of the reactors to resume operation.
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However, we urge at this time inclusion in this EIS that safety
and cleanup recommendations from such groups at DOE's Advisory
Committee on Nuclear Facilities Safety and the General Accounting
Office.

We are appreciative of this opportunity to express our concerns
and our request that all safety, preventive and emergency procedures
be fully in place and that all appropriate environmental cleanup and
safety testing be completed before any additional reactor capacity
or activity is approved for the Savannah River Site.

Thank you.

Revised Section 2.1.3.3 of the £IS describes the
functions and powers of the DNFSB and some of its
recent recommendations.
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5-2

§-02-01

5-02-02

5-02-03

STATEMENT OF U.S. REP. LINDSAY THOMAS
Prepared for the Record at the Department of Energy Hearing
May 31, 1990

I am Ms. Trish Depriest from the office of Congressman Lindsay
Thomas. Mr. Thomas regrets that he is unable to be at the hearing
today because of his previous schedule commitments in the First
Qistrict. However, he has directed that I present this statement in
his behalf.

As many in the audience already know, Congressman Thomas has a
long-standing interest, concern, and involvement with the activities
of the Savannah River Site. His specific concern is safety.

As a member of the Appropriations Committee, Mr. Thomas secured
a seat on the Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development in part
in order to have a voice in the activities of SRS.

From that position, he included appropriations report language
last year calling for the establishment of a firm schedule from DOE
for the permanent closure and ¢leanup of water seepage basins at SRS
which contain radicactive and non-radicactive waste.

He also urged that this EIS be conducted, and that ultrasenic
testing be conducted of the K-Reactor containment vessel. He also
called for improved emergency notification procedures for state and
tocal authorities in the evant of any spills or release of dangerous
contaminants.

Mr. Thomas s very appreciative that these actions have
subsequently been taken.

Please see the response to Comment 5-07-02 on safety.

DOE has committed to a program of environmental
restoration of its sites, including SRS, a program
which is under way and is funded independently of
reactor operation. Waste management activities at
SRS are described in detail in other EISs, Waste
Management Activites for Groundwater Protection and
Defense Waste Processing Facility (DOE/EIS-0120);
{DOE/EIS~0082) DOE's Environmental Management and
Waste Restoration Five-Year Plan (DOE/S-0870)
describe waste management activities at SRS in
detail. DOE's proposed programmatic EIS on Waste
Management and Eavironmental Restgoration will
provide complex-wide assessments of available
options. DOE will manage SRS wastes from continued
operation in accordance with the requirements of
EPA, SCDHEC, and OOE Orders, as described in Section
2.1. and Chapter 5 of this EIS.

Specially designed robotic equipment has been
developed for the SRS ultrasonic testing tank
inspection effort. The P-Reactor tank has been
inspected; inspection of K-Reactor is under way.
See Section 2.1.2.3 of the EIS for details.
Emergency notification procedures are discussed in
Sections 2.1.3, 3.9, and 4.1.3.1 of the EIS.
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I should also note that Mr. Thomas has said clearly in the past
that the environmental mess at the site is the collective
responsibility of DOE, its contractors, several Presidents, and the
Congress. for decades, all parties have collectively deferred or
ignored their responsibility te deal with the related issues of
health, safety and waste management. The bill on that deferral of
responsibility has now come due.

With the clarity of 20-20 hindsight, we can see that the SRS Please see the response to Comment 5-01-03 on DNFSB.
got into the mess it is in today because it was not subject to
cutside review. Mr. Thomas was instrumental in passage of a
provision in the 1989 Defense Department Authorization Bill that
mandates an outside review panel.

But because of excessive secrecy in the past, and the pressure
to produce weapons—related materials, we put off until tomorrow the
things that should have been done today.

Retired Admiral James D. Watkins, our Secretary of Energy, has Please sea the respense to Comment $-01-02 on safety.
changed that pattern, and Congressman Thomas is strongly supportive
of his work. However, Wr. Watkins is no stronger than those who
carry out his orders, and it must now be made clear to all at DOE
that safety comes first, and production comes second.

Towards that end, Mr. Thomas is very pleased to see that the
decision has been made by the Secretary not to restart the reactors

until an Environmental Impact Statement has been completed and
reviewed. ‘

Like all laymen, Mr. Thomas must rely on the scientific
expertise of others to evaluate the safety of the technical
proposals of the EIS. He has asked officials of the State of

Georgia to provide their own assessment, and urges that DOE alse

solicit and heed all input from the State of Georgia and qualified
citizens.

A special concern of Mr. Thomas in relation to current and DOE has installed more than 900 groundwater
future operations at SRS is environmental menitoring. In addition gnitoring wells at SRS; more are planned. As noted
to the monitoring of air emissions at SRS, he also insists that in a letter from Secretary Watkins to Congressman
ground and surface water monitoring be carried out in Georgia. Themas on May 3, 1990, DOE is working with the U.S.
Based on the advice of the Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Geolagical Survey to define a scope of work for a
Mr. Thomas does not have confidence that the current monitoring of study to determine if there is any groundwater flow
aquifer contamination is sufficient. Ender_the Savannah River from South Caroiina to

eorgia.
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DOE believes that well sites in South Carelina are sufficient
to moniter any movement of contamination through the aquifer
system. Mr. Thomas believes that our scientific understanding of
movement through the complex aquifer system is not sufficient to
justify the DOE position.

As you know, contaminants have already been released into
ground water that has subsequently been contained within the SRS
reservation. However, the stakes of any catastrophic contamination
are literally life or death in Georgia. Our aquifer system is the
Tife blood of southeast Georgia.

Consequently, if monitoring stations are not provided in
Georgia in conformance with Georgia ONR proposals, Mr. Thomas will
oppose funding for reactor restart or subsequent operations in any
appropriations bill.

Finally, we all recognize that the price tag and timetable for
cleaning up the residue of past waste disposal practices are
extremely high. In July, the Energy Department said it would cost
between $66 billion and $110 billion over 25 years. TYhe Geperal
Accounting Office suggested that DOE had seriously underestimated
the real cost. Some estimates run as high as $155 billion over
25 years. '

But the simple truth is that we cannot afford not to pay the
bill. And we certainly cannot afford to undertake any additional
production activities without providing for a comprehensive cTean up
of the old activities. The Department has drafted a five year plan
on clean up, and it is imperative that the plan be carried out.

Admiral Watkins and the Congress have said that they are
serious about not repeating the mistakes of the past. Mr. Thomas
believes it is time now for both parties to back up their words with
action.

Thank you for your atteation, and this concludes mwy statement
on behalf of Mr. Thomas.

DOE agrees and is proceeding with the Waste
Management and Environmental Restoration 5-Year Plan
and other waste management activities. Please see
the response to Comment S-02-02 on waste management
and environmental restoration.
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STATEMENT OF HELEN Y. HARRISON
Hampton, SC
502 Holly Street W.

To quote the headline in the State today, “DOE: Need for
weapons plant may out-weigh health risks.™ 1 am outraged. Are we
who live down wind of the Savannah River Site being declared
expendable?

1 further quote, "The Federal Energy Department has tentatively
concluded that restarting all three nuclear reactors at the Savannah
River Site is crucial to maintain national security, even though
that action would bring further risk to human health and an already
severely contaminated environment.” ....and ten paragraphs on down
the article, "The report acknowledges that following DOE's preferred
option — starting all three reactors — would ‘lead to additional
ground water contamination from radiocactive tritium and hazardous
wastes, temporary wetlands loss, fish kills and loss of habitat for
the wood stork, an endangered species. An additiomal risk is the
likelihood that cancer rates for humans could increase in the

surrounding area. If no reactor is restarted, the report concedes,
*cancer fatality risks — would diminish.' The report also admits
that 'the environmental consequences of terminated operation of one
or two of the SRS reactors would result in an approximately
proportionate reduction in the environmental consequences.' The
Savannah River Site is widely viewed as the wost contaminated
lacation in South Carolina, and critice frequently refor to the 300
square mile facility as a ‘national sacrifice zone."

In other words, it is just tough if a person is so unfortunate
as to live here. I live in Hampton, S.C. I believe that God gave
each person, animal, bird, etc an allotted number of days to live on
this planet. Who is the DOE to decide whose days will be cut short,
who are they to decide whose child might be born misfigured and
grotesque, who are they to decide who may never be born because
his/her parents were rendered sterile because of radiation from the
SRS. I wonder if God way not hoid someone responsible for this
outrage. I assume that the Department of Energy looks upon us as

Section 4.1.2 of the EIS addresses the potential
additional risk to human health resulting from the
continued operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors.
Section 4.1.6 addresses cumulative impacts and
health risks frem SRS and nearby facilities. The
health effects of past operations have been (and are
being} evaluated by independent agencies, as
described in Appendix B; no significant health
impacts on the general public have been identified.
Section 3.7 (Tables 3-13 and 3-14) and annuyal
environmental monitoring reports issued by DOE
describe the extent of contamination from prior SRS
operations.

The environmental impacts of continued operation of
K-, L—, and P-Reactors and the alternatives at SRS,
are fully addressed, analyzed, and bounded in
Section 4.1 of this EIS; this includes the
resumption of production after an extended outage.
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they did in the 1950s during the atomic tests in the Pacific. The
bugs, rodents, and poor animals taken to the islands or floating on
deserted ships were mere expendable experimental creatures just like
wg here today are. I can see no sensible reason for more tritium
and plutonium. We have just sat at the peace table with other
nations. We have seen the crumble of the Berlin Wall. We have seen
democracy rise up in Eastern Europe. We have even heard that the
Russians say the disaster at Chernobyl is greater than they ever
suspected. More people are i11, more people are dying, and they are
being moved farther and farther away. Why can't our government do
this for those of us here in order to prevent such a disaster right
here? Why??? It is ironic when I think of our country sitting down
at the peace table with other nations. Yes, the U.S. delegates are
facing the others, but their hands are hidden behind their backs as
they quickly produce more tritium and plutonium. I wonder how any
nation can really trust us as we blather on about how thrilled we
are with the prospects for peace as we hurriedly build more bombs to
maintain national security. I say, "Hogwash!" It is alse ironical
at the brilliance of the DOE and their claims of great need for more
and more tritium. If they are so smart, why put all their eggs in
one basket? We have, according to their words, only one place in
the United States which produces tritium. THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE!
I shudder as I think that one wild eyed nut or one dedicated
terrorist could simply load one bomb in a plane, fly over the SRS,
and dive in. They would destroy the entire supply of tritium in the
USA, destroy the facilities for making more tritium and destroy the
entire states of South Carolina and Geergia in one stroke!

I have read that there is great concern in the DOE for ALL the
jobs which would be Tost at the SRS. I wonder if these employees
are enlightened as te the danger to their health while they labor at
the Savannah River Site? Are those employes warned of the dangers
to their health and the health of their families if the K, P, and L
reactors are re-started? Are they given a chance to go elsewhere
for employment if they are skeptical about their futures? Should
they not be given this choice? Don't we Tive in America? Aren't
all men created equal and have the right to expect equal rights and
opportunity in our great nation? ODon’'t they, too, have the right teo
live out their allotted number of days in health and happiness, and
don't they, too have the right to healthy children. Should they not
be given this choice?

The Department of Energy produces tritium (and other
nuclear materials} as directed by the Nuclear
Weapons Stockpile Memorandum (NWSM), which
determines the need for defense materials, and which
is approved by the President. The most recent NWSM,
approved by President Bush on July 12, 1990, was
used in calculating the demand for new production of
tritium in Appendix A. In addition, Appendix A
considers a potential reduced-need scenario for
tritium.

Because detailed information on defense need
involves national security information, nuclear
material requirements and the production
capabilities required to meet these demands are
discussed in a classified appendix (Appendix A} of
the EIS. This classified appendix was not
distributed with the main document, but will be
considered by DOE decisionmakers; it is available to
those meeting security requirements. Unclassified
information from Appendix A is included in Section
1.2 of the EIS. DOE is working with the Federal
Aviation Administration on rulemaking for prohibited
airspace over SRS and several other DOE sites.

Federal regulations and DOE Orders require
maintenance of adequate employee radiation safety
indoctrination and education programs and exposure
monitoring programs for all SRS emplaoyees and the
surrounding environment. DOE requires that
employees receive their exposure histories
annually. (DOE, 198Ba, "Radiation Protection for
Qccupational Workers," DOE Order 5400.11; OSHA,

29 CFR 1910.96 et seq; Radiation, Occupatienal
Exposure).
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As Hugo was approaching last summer I worried lest it go that
way and cause a great disaster at SRS. Thank God, it missed the
SRS. As you look around Charleston even today, think how things
might have looked had Hugo struck the Savannah River Site. Disaster
can come in more ways than just the dropping of a bomb. Disaster
could be impending at this moment as we continue to pollute and
contaminate our planet. Why do our people act as if we have ancther
planet 