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E. Sumry: Product Ion Opt I ons and Proposed Act I on

BL-22 We take Issue with the OEIS clalm that no combination of pro- See the resPOnses to canments BL-15, and BL-19 thrcugh BL-21.
ductlon options can ful Iy compensate for the loss of materl al
that wou I d b produced N the L-reactor I f restart 1s d.3I ayed
(DE IS, P. 2-I).

As noted above, OOE has given short shrift to its dl scusslon of
the wmbl nation of production ~tlons bf fal I I ng to examl ne
quant I tat I ve 1y the ef feet of a 36-nunth restart de I ay. The
co,nb! nation of the fo I low! ng alternatives -n make up the
1.5-1.75 MT Pu-equivalent loss prior ti a skrtage developing
In the Pu sfuckpl Ie:

(a) Excess Pu already obtained bv exceeding previously planned
production ~als.

(b) Operat I ng N-reactor b produce 5$ Pu-240 product.

(c) Accelerate ng Purex by 3 mnths.

(d) Accelerate ng Mark-l 5 core by 1 year.

Th 1s combl na+ Ion of a Iternat I ves wou I d perml t much needed
Improvements In L-reactor env I ronnmntal contro I technology
whl I@ stl I I mwtl ng defense nucl~r mterlal news.

Th 1s cone I udes my stat6nIent. NR~ will b suhltflng to 00E
mre extensive canments on the L-reactor DE I S pr I or to the
close of the comment period In two weeks. Thank YOU.
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C.nmu3nt Comments Responses

WEND IX A

Requirements of 10 CFR ! 100.11

10 CFR f100.1 I states, In relevant part:

(a) As an ald In evaluatl~ a proposed ~lte, an 8PPllcant
sbu I d assure a f I ss Ion product release f ran the mre, the
expectd domnstrab Ie leak rate fran the rnnta I nment and the
meteorological conditions pertinent f’o his site ~ derl~ an
excluslon ar-, a low population zone and POpU Iatlon center
d I stance. For the purpose of this anal ysls, wh Ich shal I set
forth the bsls for the numerical values used, the appl I cant
shou 1d determl ne the f o I I WI nq.

(1) An excluslon area of suti size that an individual located
at any Pi nt on Its hndary for two burs Imtilately fo I lM-
1ng onset of the postu Iated f Isslon product release would not
receive a futal r.ad Iatlon *se tu the whole body In excess of

lThe f ,~~Ion ~r~”ct release assumed for these UlCU latlOns

shou Id b ksed upon a mJor accident, hypotheslzsd for pur-
poses of s Ite ana I ys Is or postu I ated fraa cons i derat I ons of
Psslble accidental events, that uou I d result In potential
hazards not exceeded bI those fron any acc I dent considered
cred I ble. Such WCl dents have general Iy been assured to result
In substantial meltdown of the cure with subsequent release of
appr-lable quantl ties of f Isslon prcducts.
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25 r~ or a total rtiiation dose In excess of 300 r~ to
the thyro!d fran iodine exposure.

(2) A low population zone of such size that an individual
located at any Pint on its outer boundary who Is exposed to
the radioactive clad resu Itl ng fran the pstu Iated f Isslon
product release (durl ng the entire period of Its passaga) would
not recel ve a total rad 1at Ion dose b the whole kdy I n excess
of 25 rm or a total radlatlon dose In excess of 300 r- to the
thyrol d frun Iodine exposure.

2The *O Ie bdy dOse of 25 rem referred fu above corresponds

numerical Iy to the once In a II fetima accidental or emergency
dose for radl at Ion workers wh 1ch, accordl ng to ~P r6coinmenda-
tlons nmy tm dl sregarded In the determination of their rdla-
t i on exposure status (see ~ Handbook 69 dated J“”e 5, 1959).
tiwever, ne I ther Its U* nor that of the 300 r- va I ue far
thyro Id exposure as set forth In these s I te cr I ter 1a gu I d6s are
1ntended to Imp I y that these numbers const I tute ~ceptab Ie
I Imits for ~rgency doses to the publ Ic under accident @ndl-

tlons. Rather, this 25 rem whole body value and the 300 rm
thyro Id va I ue have bwn set forth 1n these gu I des aS reference
values, filch mn te used In the evaluation of reactor sites
WI th respect to potent I a I reactor acc I dents of exceedl ng Iy Ion
probbl 11~ of occurrence, and l.m risk of publ Ic exposure b
rad I at Ion.



Table M-2. COE resmnses to canments on Draft EIS (contiwed)

tint Comments Responses
number

APPENDIX B

TWLE 15-4

Ca I cu Iatd Rad I at Ion Dose Iu a Person at the S* SI te Boundary
Fol Iowlng Four Specl t Ic Accl dents

Operating and
Metaoro 1~ Ica I

Accident Conditions*

Reference va I ues
for rwtor
siting In
10 cm 100.3

D20 Spl I I Typical
Very Unllkely

D I scharge TYPI ca I
Mishap Very Unlikely
(one fuel
assembly melts)

Mlslaadlng Typical
Crltlcallty Very Unllkely
(3$ core damage)

H~~~et I ca I TyPlcal
Very Unllkely

( 1I core damage)

Ca ICU I ated Dose, rem
Thyroid Thyroid

(2°h;) v (2 hr) (120 hr)——

25 300

0.007
0.14

0.003s 0.0078
0.035 0.12

0.39 0.48
6.6 11.1

0.13 0.16
2.2 3.7

300

0.018
0.29

1.4
31.5

0.46
10.5

~yp Ica I wndl t Ions are 2500 W reactor power, average (50X)
meteorology, and 19-nunth Service WE mrbon f I Iters (carbn
fl Iter age Is dlsassed In %tilon 15.3.2.2). Very unllkely
cond I t Ions are mxl mum ant Icl pa ted r=tor power of 3000 MW,
very unfavorable meteorology as specl f led In ~C Regu Iatory
Guide 1.145 (95$ site, 99.5$ worst sector), and 19-nth wed
carton fl Iters. Values shown are max!rnum for any of the P, L,
K, and C Reactors. The core Inventory of tritlum Is Included
In the whole tody calculations.
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APPEND IX C

Evo Iut I on of the Conf 1nemnt Tech no logy
at SRPProduct I on Reactors

~9~roductlon reactors at SRP were constructed i n the -r I y
. The L-reactor, the third of five, began ~erating In

July 1954. SRP original Iy control led airborne radloatilve re-
leases bf dispersion vla tall st~ks (DE IS, Vol. 11, p. J-l).
SRP a 1s0 rel I ed on the fact that the site extended over 300
square ml Ies, thus permitting greater dispersion of rad lo8c-
tlvlty prior to reachl ng the site boundary. The L-reactor Is
some 9 km frcim the SrfP site bundary (DE IS, p. 2-10). In 1958,
the AECfs Advl sory bitt- on Reactor Safwuards (ACRS),
after performing an extensive revlen of the SRP safety phi Ios-
ophy, concluded:

The but I dl ngs In wh Ich the SR reactors are
housed do not possass any s I gn I f I cant con-
tal nimnt features, such as tlw~ n.m be{ ng
prov I dd for power reactors located 1n tmre
popu Iated ar-s. In the event of a ser I ws
accl dent that wou I d &each the reactor tank
and shield, the hildlng shell In Itself
could nd b ~petid to provide a third
11n- of defense of any consequence on r-
stralnlngthe w IatlIe f Isslon products.

I t was recan,nended that the Du Pent tipany
exp lore a Iternat Im paths tward obtal nl ng a
higher degree of conf Inement that Is non In
effect.

OEIS, Vol. 11, P. J-7.

Also In 1958, the capacity of the SRP prlmry coolant pums was
aPPrOxl~tel Y doubled (fran 78,000 gpm to 150,000 gpm) which
permitted a doubl I ng of mch reactor!s power fran about 1000
megawatts thermal (MWt) to approximately 2000 M14t (DE IS, Vol.
I 1, pp. J-3 and J-6). Since the f Isslon produd Inventory of
noble @ses and Iodl ne Is proportional to reactor power, this



Table M-2. DOE responses to commnts M Draft EIS (continued)
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change ef feet Ivel y doubled the mgn Itude of the cons~uences of
a serious fuel meltdown accident. S I nce 1958, the pmer I eve I
of the product Ion reactors has ken further Increased, and the
L-reactor Is current Iy expected to operate at 2350 MWt* (DE I S,
Vol. 1, p. 2-14).

in 1960-61, In response to the ACRS crlticlsm, SRP wan a
maJor conf I nefnent systm 1mprovxnt project. Thls system
would rmmve alrbrne contamlnatlon, particularly lodln6-131,
through mlsture separators, partlcu late f I Iters, and hal own
absorbrs (Carbn) I n the process area ventl Iation exhaust
stream (OEIS, Vol. 11, P. J-7). This filtration system, while
Iaierlng the thyroid duse fran halogen releases, was, however,
Incapable of rewvl ng noble gases, the prlinary wntrlbutors to
the fiole body dose.

I n the 1950s, there were no criteria spacl fyi ng the degree of
site Isolatlon or reactor contal nment considered desirable for
ml tlgatlng the mnsequences of severe rwctor -cldents. In
1962, after extens!ve publ !C ccinrnent, the AEC promulgated the
10 CFR Part 100 site sultabl Ilty regulations for Ilcensed wwer
reactors. Throughout the r-l rider of the 1960s, OuPont and
the AEC examln~ a number of alternative contal nmnt/
conf 1nernent proposa Is. A I though som of these propose Is, 1f
adopted, wou Id Ml ng the SRP product Ion reactors Into -PI 1-
ance with 10 CFR Part 100, thv were rejected bscau% of their
expense.

Improvewnts were mde In the .wnf I nenmnt syst~ In the 19705,
I nc Iudl ng the I nstal Iatlon of a @nf Inmnt Heat Remova I Systen
to avoid overheating the f I Iter system In the Went of a fu I I
core rml tdown. Thls system was needed because overheat 1ng the
f I Iters wou I d reduce their retention capacity and cause desorp-
tlon of the collectsd Iodine (DE IS. Vol. 11, p. J-13), thus
defeat I ng the purpose of the f I I ters. Th Is and other Improve-
mnts, however, of fer5S no reduction in the whole bdy dose due
to accidental noble gas releases.

●The h I ghest wwer Ieve I ach I eved at SPP was 2915 MWt.
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AODI T 10ML COt4MENTS MDE AT PUBLIC HSARI * M NOVEMBER 3, 1983

BL-23 Now, let m add one or two other th 1rigs. I just came, day These canr~nts are outs I de the scope of the E IS.
fafore yesterday, frcim a conference In Washington, O.C. on the
g Ioba I effects of nuc I ear war wh I ch was where som of the top
SCI entlsts fran this muntry and also fran the Soviet Union mt
to release their flndlngs, prlnclpal Iy on the thermal effects
fo I Ic.wl ng the wclear excha~e.

And they WI nted cut that the debris and soot that mu Id be
picked up by an exchan~ between the Mvlet Union and the
United States wou Id lead to blockage of the sun I lght for a
month or mre, severs I mnths before It c Ieared up, u y-r be-
fore It c Ieared up ccnnpI ete I y, and the temperature at the sur-
face of the earth, average, over the Northern Hemi sphere, wou I d
drop about 40 to 50 degrees Centigrade, and the loss of II ght
wou 1d I ead to the loss of photosynthes Is.

And, In effect, bayond the bl I Ilon or so people ycu kll led
outright In a nuc Iear exchange, It wou Id be credl ble that an
~ual number or larger numbsr of the refrmln!ng survivors could
not survl ve the aftereffects.

We I I, another th I ng they p I nted cut was that because the
principal blockage of the sun I Ight cow fram the soot that Is
produced by f 1res, that as I I tt Ie as 100 megaton exchange, say,
from a thousand weapons of a tenth of a megaton each. wou I d
have slml Iar effects, I mean, mst of the effects w Id &
produced bf th Is SM I I of an exchange.

I Just did a back-of-the envelope calcu Iatlon, wea~”s
stockpl I ed has a~t, oh, I n the ne I ghhrhood of 7,000 megatons
in weapons, In Itself.

This Is in some twenty-s lx or so thcusand weapons, and these
are produced frum abwt 80 to 90 tons of plutonlum and SIX or
seven hundred tons of highly enriched uranium.

The L-Reactor, over a ten-year per Iod, wou I d produce
-here on the order of f 1ve tins, more or less.
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Just sca I I ng those numbsrs, you mn argue that the L*eactor
wou I d ef fecf I ve Iy produce over a ten-year per Iod about 400
megatons, g I ve or take a few hundred Watons of warhead yl el d,
which is mre than the mlnlnum needed to essential ly produce
th !s newest ~tastrophe that has teen I dent i f I ed.

I raised that tecause I think that DOE has an obll gatlon to
discuss al I foreseeable facts In the Envlronmenta I Impact
Statement, and the effects of ml suse of these warheads or use
of tha eventua I I y is certal n Iy one foresaeab Ie Impact that
they must dl SCUSS.
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ResNnses

STAT~ENT Of FRNCES ~OSE *RT

ENEffiY RESEARCi FOUNDAT10N

I am Frances Hart and I represent the Energy Research Founda-
tion. We have not yet had time to analyze the draft environ-
mnta I Impact statemnt as thorough Iy as we Intend, and wI I I
Suhlt nvre extensive written Conunents kfore November 15th. I
would just I ike to Mke sorra very general observations nw.

The point of an EIS - as wetre all aware ~ now - Is ti provide
for an assesswnt of the env I ronmenta I Impacts of a part I cu I ar
project as part of the p Iann I ng to avoid envl ronnmnta I damge
where posslb le.

BM- I Whether by design or mistake, NE has gl ven the impression that
startup of L-Reactor WI I I fol IW a Imt Immediately upon com-

y pletion of this EIS. That schedule would preclude [mplemen-
tat 1on of any of the protect I w a I tern at 1ves mnt toned I n the

m draft and bf other sources. There are a number of techn 1ca I
0

experts ana Iyzl ng the draft and POSSI ble environwntal protec-
tion masures, and we expect DOE to seriously consider ccinments
and suggest Ions for act Ion. It Is their legal obllytlon to do
so and we cons!der It to te a substantive obligation to the
states of South Caro I lna and Georgia as wel 1. Those of us who
have part Ici pated in this process f Ind it di sturbl ng that DOE
seems not to h entertal nl ng the possl bl I Ity that p tans cou Id
change I n response b c.anments. Although renovation of the
L-Reactor Is ccnnpIeted, It Is certain Iy not too late to make
changes and reassess sched” Ies, a“d we WO”I d rat nd DOE that It
Is Incumknt upon them to consider the cofnwnts with an open
ml nd.

The protert Ive maasures descrl ~ In the draft are general Iy
dlsmlssed because It Is clalti that their Impl-ntatlon be-
fore startup wou Id not al Iti product ion schedu Ies ti tm met.

The EIS does not ‘d! smlssn production alternatives or potential
ml t I gat i w measures. In formtlon with respsct to mtlng
established neds and the technical feaslbl I Ity of Implmnentlng
mitigative rmasuras are factors along with envlronmntal conse-
quences that are essential to mkl ng a ‘rea=nedn decl slon. In
accordance with the Councl I on Envlronmnta I Qua I Ity*s regu la-
tlons implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA, the
Oepartment!s preferred a Iternat Ives are ld9ntl f led I n this
final EIS.

The Departmnt WI I I &se Its Record of Deci slon on this f Inal
El S, lnc Iudl ng the publ ic canments. The Record of Oeclslon
WI I I address alternatives considered In reach 1~ the decl sion,
the environmental Iy preferable a Iternetlves, preferences for
alternatives tased on the technical , econanlc, and statutory
mlsslons of the agency, and whether al I practicable means to
avoid envl ronmental effects fran the Selectd alternative have
&n adopted.
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R~~ns6.s

BM-2 But recent statements frm Dr. George Rathjens of the Massa- See the responses to Canwnts AB-2 and AB-5 regard 1ng
chusetts Institute of Technology and Dr. Thomas B. Cochran of 1nformtion In the E I S on need and production a Iternatlves, and
the Natural Resources Defense Councl I have cast doubt on this the responses to canments AB-8, B4-15, BL-19, BL-20, and BL-21
assumption. According to Dr. Cochran, delay In startup of the regardl ng suggested production a Iternat Ives and ned.
L-Reactor for 36 months t.a lmD Iement necessarv envlronwntal

Dr. RathJens stated
justifying the ned
Is not Ilkely to be
In the near future,

control and safety system would have no effeb on national
security. ~. Whrants _nts on the draft E!S provide a
detalld Justlflcatlon of this claim. And
that the draft ‘lls total Iy unconvincing In
for Increased product Ion, 81 and that ‘there
any ned fOr r8aCt Ivatlon of the L~eactor
and POSSI bly ever. gt

Given that the evidence to wh Ich we have access strongly sug-
gests that d.31ay of L*eactor startup to al IN Imp Ienm”tatlo”
of protective a Iternat Ives wou Id not have detrlmntal effects
on national security, we would suggest that the +0) Iw1 ng
changes be made I n DOE IS p tans for operat Ion of that reactor.

y I repeat that we are not yet f lnl shed with wr anal ysls of the
draft EIS and that these recmmndatlons are general ones wh Ich

G are by no mans a cormprehens I ve ref Iect ion of ar concerns.
However, we bel[eva thm to be sound and J“stlflable.

BM-3 First, DOE should Implement sow kind of cmllng water dis-
charge alternat Ive to the present Iy planned dl r-t dl scharge
Into Stee I Creek. Sorra of the a Iternat I ves descr i bed I n the
draft wou I d cause as much damage as wou Id d! rect dl scharge and
we wou Id oppose any p Ian which wou Id In ef feet mke Steel Creek
1nto a therfn31 mltlgatlo” zone. We WO”I d also oppose a“y
a Iternat I ve wh Ich does not resu It In comp I lance with state
NPDES regu Iatlons In Steel Creek. The bg”ef I ts frm imp lemen-
tat 1on of such a protective wasure kfore startup WO”I d
Include the avoidance of severe thermal damage and of ceslum
rembl I Izatlon.

Section 4.4.2 of the EIS, wh[ch discusses cool lng-water mitiga-
tion alternatives, has ben rwl sod hsed on publ Ic conwnts
recelvd on the draft El S. Speciflcal Iy, Section 4.4.2 has
ken revised to provide a detailed discussion of additional
combinations of varlcus cw I I ng-uater systems. In Sect Ion
4.4.2, each of the COOII rig-water mlt igatlon Systms ls
ova Iuated for attalnl ng the thermal dl schar~ I Imlts of the
State of South Caroll na. Sectlo” 4.4.2 and a revised Appandlx
1, F Iwdp 1.1 “/Wet land Asses s,mnt, dl sass the wet land Impacts
of each of the systens cons I dered.

The Departwnt of Energy has hen revl WI ng and evaluati~
a Iternat ( ve coo 11“g-water syst - for L-Reactor. Based on
these rev! MS and eva I uatlons, and consultations with
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BM-4 Second ly, we bel I eve that DOE should cornp Iete the phas~”t of
a 11 seepage bs Ins at SRP b8f ore startup of the L-Reactor.

8*5 Acwrdl ng to the draft E IS, normal operat Ions of L-Reactor w I I 1
fnvo Ive the rat Ine discharge of I lqul ds contaminated ‘aIth

y rad Ioact I V( ty from the d ( sassemb Iy &s ( n at the reactor to an
on-sfte seepage bsln. This ks(n Is now empty tut rmlns

in contaml nated f ram releases made dur 1ng prev IOUS operat Ion of
N the L+eactor. Accordl ng to DOE, the rout (ne discharges ‘lw I I I

cause contaml “at Ion of the “ppermt 1ayer of the water-tab ie
aqul fer (Barnwel 1 Format [on) .,, (OE I S, 4-26) 00E Is assum( ng
that thfs cc.ntamlnatfon WI I I move lateral Iy Into Steel Creek
rather than wrtlcal Iy tnto the lower aqul fers. But 00E pro-
ject tons abc.”t gro”ndwater mvement have proven to k I “ac-
curate in the ~st, as was the case In the M-area wiIere the
Tusca Imsa aqu f f er was contaml nated @ so I vents f ran seepage
basfns despite DOE is clafms that the ~ul fer was protected.

Quest Ions abwt Increased groundwater use resu It ( ng from
L-Reactor operat Ions and the effect on head d 1f ferent 1a Is under
the L-Reactor (which I wll I discuss (n mre detail In a mmnt)
make the reactivation of th ~s presently dried-up and st 11 I
i rrad(ated se-age fasln an opt (on ti b avo(d.gd.

representat ( ves of the State of South Caro I ( na regarding a
mutual Iy a!>re~ upon cmp I lance approach, a preferred coo II ng-
water m(tlgatlon alternative (s Identl fled In this EIS. This
preferred {n I I rig-water alternat Ive Is to construct a 1000-Wre
lake tefor!> L-Reactor res”ms operat (on, to redes fg” the reac-
tor outfal 1, and to oparate L-Reactor (n a way that assures a
balanced blolcglcal canmnlty 1“ the lake. The Record of OeCI -
s (on prepaI-d bf the Oeparttnent on th Is E IS w I I I state the
cool( rig-water m(t (get (on Measures that WI 1 I b taken wh (ch wt I I
al Iw L-Re:~ctor opsrat Ion b b in comp I lance with the condi-
tions of ail NP~S permit to be Issued L?f the State of Scuth
Gro 1f na.

See the responses to Canmnts AJ-1 and BG-4 reyrdl ng seepage
b9slns and ground-water contam(natfon at SW and 00E grm”d-
water prot+>ti Ion canml tfnents.

Sect Ion 4.4.3 dlscussrn a Iternat Ives to the use of the L-Area
seepage b!; (n that are under cons (derat(on. st”d(e~ of the
hydrostrat I graph (c units show that condlt Ions at L-Area are
d(fferent Fran those at M-Area (Sect fens 3.4.2.1 a“d 5.1.1.4)0
I f the L-AI,ea seeps@ bs(n (s used, the anal ysf,s Indicate that
the f I ltert~ de(onlzed disassembly-basin wastwater W( I 1 seep
Into the stlal IW ground water and flow lateral Iy to seep l(ne
springs alnng Steel Creek.

The u~ard head dl fferentlal between the Tuscaloosa and Conga-
ree Formt tons at L-Area Is present I y about 3.1 meters. Pro-
ject ions lt,dlcate that th (5 an upward head dl fferent(al W( I I
cent I “ue tc, be present for 10 or tmre years after L-Reactor
operation resumes; thfs Includes the effects of (ncreased puinp-
lng at SRP {n support of L-Reactor. This head differential and
the clay lziyerS kneath L-Area tend to protect the Tuscaloosa
~u(fer (st,e Sect Ion 4.1.2.2 of th(s f(nal El S).

The SRP has d 1scharged contaml nat ed wastenater to seepage
basins In the centrol mrf of the plant s(te s!nce the
mld-1950s. To date, there has bn no contaml nat Ion of the
Tuscal_a Aq”/ fer 1“ th(s area. Also, see the r~~nse b
canmnt AJ-. I regard I ng seepage bs ( ns and ground-water
contaml nat(on at Sm.
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BM-6 There Is known to h ser IOUS contaml nat ton of ground water fran
seepage bslns presently In use at a numb3r of support tacl I 1-
t I w whose work I oad w1 I I 1ncrease WI th L*eactor startup. The
M-area I just mentioned and the chemical separations areas face
a 33$ Increase In activity. lt Is presently planned to phase
out use of seepage kslns over a p-arlod of tlm, estimated In
the case of the M-area bs I ns to ta by March 1985. To Increase
the Ioti on these bas I ns bsfore protect I ng our groundwater fram
further contaml nat Ion Is unacceptab Ie env I ronmenta I pract Ice -
as Is the use of seepa~ basl ns for waste disposal In genera 1.

Increased use of groundwater fo I I ow I ng L-Reactor startup adds
to wr concern In that possible Impacts on head dl fferentlals
at various places under the Savannah River Plant raise ques-
tions about tieper qul fer contmnl nation In the future.
According to the draft E IS:

n I ncremnta I ground-water pump I ng f rm the Tusca Ioosa
For~t!on, requ! red to supwrt the r=umpt ion of
L-R@actor operat I on, w I I I occur I n f I ve areas on
SRP... The I ncrementa I wI thdrawa I of water fran the
Tuscaloosa Forfnat Ion at K-Area and the Centra 1 Shops
WI I I not af feet the prot=tlon of the E I Ienton and
Tusca Ioosa aqu I fers afforded ~ the upward head d If-
f erent I al ktueen the Tusca I oosa a“d Conger~ Form-
+Ions. In F- and H-Areas, this head dl f terentlal no
longer exists at the producing wel Is, and the
downward head dl f ferent I a I at these we I Is w I I I be
Increased when the I ncr-nta I PUMPI ng for L-Reactor
starts. However, the hydrostrat I graph i c propert I es
of the overlying wells will continua b offer
protection to the El Ienton and Tuscaloosa aquifers at
the pumpl ng we I Is. At the sewage tes 1ns the head
dlfterentlal betw6en the Tuscaloosa and Congaree
Formtlons WI I I te reduced by drawdown to abut 3.6
wters I n F-Area and to near zero I n H-Area. n

DOE is Canmltted to perform mitigative act Ions at SW to reduce
POI Iutants released to the ground water and to establ Ish with
the State of South Caro I I na a mutua I Iy agreed-on canp I I ante
schedu le. Studies are b31 ng conduct~ on the phaseout of seep-
age @s Ins at SRP. Also, see the responses to canments AJ-1
and BG4 regard I ng seepa~ hs I ns and ground-water contaml na-
t Ion at SW and DOE ground-water protect Ion cmml tints. Sec-
tions 3.1.1.2 and 5. 1.1.4 have hn expanded to Include a nvre
thorcugh dl scusslon of lncr~ntal ground-water Impacts and the
protection of publ Ic hea Ith and safety.

‘Th Is Is not the case I n M-Area where the
hydrostrat 1graph lC character] st Ics of the subsurface
mteria Is are dlf ferent fran those In F- and
H-Areas. In addltlon, the tiwnward head dl f ferentlal
betwean
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the Congaree and Tusca l~sa Forwt ions WI I I tm
Increased bf about 2.6 meters at the M-Area seepage
bas I ns as the resu I t of Increased pumpI ng to supporl
the L-Reactor.,, (DE IS, 5-9, 5-12)

BM-7 According to Dr. A. R. Jarrett of the Departmnt of Agrlcu 1- See the r3sponse to canfmnt AW-I which addresses Dr. Jarrettls
tural Engl neerlng at Pennsy Ivanla State Un Iverslty: remarks.

‘Page 3-25 and Appendix F [of the draft E IS 1 reveal
an extens I w revl - of the total heads exlstl ng at
various locations wlthln the SW. These resu Its are
sumwrlzed several p laces, partlcu Iar Iy Figures 3-8
and 3-9, wh Ich sbw mst of the SRP to b III a zone
of upward hydrau I IC gradient frm the Tuscaloosa f.ar-
wt Ion to the Congaree formt ton. The equal ~ten-
tlal mp, Figure 3-9, revea Is the rnagnltude of these
head di fferences rang!ng from an uward head dl ffer-
ence of greater than 30 feet in the swam region near
the Savannah RI ver where the Congaree Is drawn down
to supwrt the firm In this river. As one moves
northward, the upward dl fferent I al ~cre.gses u“ti I it
reaches an equal head condltlon near Par Pond and
then a reversal Imp Iyl ng that there Is presently f Ion
froim the Congaree Into the Tuscaloosa In the area of
Par Pond. Figure 3-9 does not quant I fy the mgnitude
of this downward gradient but does suggest that Par
Pond a“d the s.rrmnding area !s a recharge zone for
the Tuscaloosa. This entire analysis IS done US I ng
wel I data fran the area, but nothl ng Is said about
the condition of pumpl ng or the pumping history of
wel Is used I n the anal ysls when the head data were
taken. It mst b assumed that these data are under
conditions of no WI thdrawal. The only Dump drawdonn
data I could f I nd In the report was on page 3-36
where draw down w 1ues of 6 to 12 meters are suggested
as typical for the exist i ng withdrawal rates of the
Tusca I cosa. I f one super I reposes these drawd~ns to
the stagnant wel I I eve Is from the Tuscaloosa, the
area of dwnward qadlent enlarges as shown in
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F Igures 1 and 2 . . . . Even using the b meter data
en Iarges the recharge area to Inc Iude the L-Reactor
area and dur I ng d I scharges crest I ng a 12 meter draw-
down essential Iy the who Ie SRP kcom a recharge
area. n

I am not a hydrolqlst, but I do knon that such cons Ideratlons
are vital to an understand ng o+ groundwater f IM and therefore
possible aqul fer contami nation. It is obvious that questions
abut hydrology rernaln unanswered.

BM-8 In conclusion, the priority assunmd In the following illustra-
tive statwnt from the draft EIS Is mst disturbing: ‘Ilf an
engineerl ng alternative coo I lng-water system Is Imp Iefnented
after the restart of L-Reactor, success Ions I recovery of the
Steel Creek system wou Id begin as soon as the a Iternat Ive !s
implemented. Any alternative that postu Iates a delay of the
restart necessari Iy resu Its I n a loss of production that cannot
b recoverd. 81

Let us mke It clear that we South Carol! nlans consider the
protection of our env!ronnmnt to b3 a vital Iy Important prl Or-
lty; Indeed, It Is part of wr national securlw. We are vary
aware that dam~ to the environment cannot b undone easl Iy,
frequently not at al 1.

We are bl ng asked to accept the Wstructlon of a large area
of wetlands, the rembl I Izatlon of curie afmunts of ceslum,
further contaml nation of the groundwater and possibly of cur
sources of drlnkl ng water - al I severe and essential Iy irre-
versible Impacts. In express I “g concern ab.au+ the Impacts we
have fr6quent Iy bsen told that the I ncre~ntal dangers they
represent are sml I and that we slwu I dn ‘t worry. WE al so
wants “s to accept without question the assumption that a two
percent Increase In the plutonlum Inventory Is worth the
damages we rrust pay.

In Section 4.4.2, the EIS con~res the lmplemntatlon of
cool I rig-water alternatives bfore and after restart. Thls can-
parl son encompasses a num~r of factors. A loss of prod”ctlon
Is a factor that WI I I be considered 1n pr6parl ng the Record of
Declslon. The Record of Decision WI I I state the decl slon a“d
any mitigation rmasures DOE WI I I undertake. Also see the rs-
sponses to Canmnts BM-I and BM-3 regardl ng the Record of
Oecislo” on this EIS a“d cco!lng-water mitigation alternatives.

We submit that the burden of proof Is thel rs; that It Is to WE
to prove thel r case much nure convl ncl ng Iy than has taen dune
w far.
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WT I ~L AUDUBON SW I En
Southeast Reg Ions I Off ice

P.O. 6ox 1268, ~arles~n, S.C. 29402 (803) 723-6171

Novemkr 3, 1983

~ name Is Terrence Lar i mr. I am the southeastern reg I ona I
representat I w for the Nat Ions I Audubon SoCl ety. Prev I ous to
my mployfnent with Audubn I worked WI th the Unlvers IN of
Georg I a 1s Schw I of Forest Resources, U.S. Forest Servl ce and
the U.S. Fish and WI Idllfe Service.

The Nat Ional Audubon Society Is a private. nonprofit mmbrshlp
organization. We are dedicated to the conservation of WI Id I Ife
and other natura I remurces and for the =und protect ion of our
natura I envl ronrnsnt. Audubn has roughly 500,000 mmbers and
nearly 500 Iota I ~apters. We operate 75 wI Id I I fe sanctuaries
and we publish AUOUMN magazl ne and AMERICAN BIROS.

Our concern v I th the Draft Envl roninenta I Impact Stat6ment
(DE IS) on the Savannah River Plant L+eactor centers prlmarl Iy

BN-1 on its possible effects on wlldllfe habitat. Speclfical Iy, we S- the response
are concerned w1th Its ef feet on wood stirk forag I ng habl tat 1n foragl ng sites.
Beaver Dam and Stee I Creak Swaws. The OE I S acknow I edges that
wetlands I n the Savannah R 1ver P Ian* (SRP) are Important forag-
ing sites for the near~ Blrdsvl I Ie Rookery of the endangered
wood stork. tbwever, the ef fact of the I@s of these forag 1ng
areas, due to L-Reactor p lent operat Ion (h I gh, hot, po I I uted
water), on the colony Is not dl scussed. We bel I eve that these
areas are critical to the contl nued success of the Blrdsvl I Ie
Rookery and that th Is prob lam has not keen adequately
addressed.

to canment ~-l regardl ng the wd stork and
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It Is a knmin fact that weed storks have h 1gh food requ I r_ntS
durl ng the nestl ng season, 201 kl Iogratm per nestl ng pair. I t
Is a I so known that wood storks w1 I I abandon nests when food
becomes a I Imltl ng factor.

BN-2 The DEIS acknowldg6d the swavs of Beaver Dam Creek and Steel
Creek are Important forag I ng areas for the wood sfurk. Is It
not I Ikely that et imlnatlon of these foragl ng areas WI I I reduce
the food resource to a pol nt nhere Colonles might be abandoned
durl ng what would have previous IV been only moderately adverse
natural rnnd It Ions? That Is, WI I I not the colony fal I nuch
fmre often durl ng per Iods of mderate stress after the 16s of
an important feedl ng area than It WU I d have tafore that 10ss7

BN-3 Along these sanm I I nes, not only are foraging areas along
Beaver Dam and Stee I Creek In Jeopardy but current mnagement
practices on the SRP may Lx3 reducl ng other nearby foraging
areas. Last year near I y 200 beavers were trapped i n a thre6-
mnth period on the SRP at a cost of $15,000. Essential IV al I
beavers were k I I I ed on the area. b I n fornmt Ion on the numhr
of t9aver traps, the number of trap sites, or trap site rela-
tlon to actual baver dama@ to ral Iroad bed or roadway bds Is
mnt Ioned.

BN4 1 ra I se these quest tons because of the concern over the
relationship tetween teaver ponds and foragl ng areas for wood
storks. It Is a wel I known fact that bsaver ponds provide
valuable WI Id life habitat for mny spec16s. It Is likely that
they provide excel lent foragl ng habitat for wood storks. This
is a auostion that has not ken addr8ssed and shou Id b9.

BN-5 The question of mitigating loss of crl tlcal foraging areas Is
not adequately d! SCUSS4 in the OEIS. it should be. Hw Will
this habitat te rep laced?

SW the response to canwnt ~-l reqrdlng Inclhnces of
foraging at SW I-tIons and I ncluslon of fmre detal led data
In Appendix C, Sect Ion C.3.2 of this EIS, and the response to
cmwnt ~-2 rqard I ng abandonment of co Ion I =.

Due I n part to a lack of natural predators, the beaver popula-
t Ion on the SRP has Increasd mrked Iy In recOnt years. Be-
cause kaver act Ivlty has had adverse Impacts on ( 1 ) 750 acres
of timber, (2) envlrontmntal mnl tori ng of streams, and (3)
datnsged r~ds and ral I roads, consultatlo”s were held with the
U.S. Fish and Wlldllfe Service and the South Carollna Wlldllfe
and Marine Resources Departnmnt. An evaluation of several
a Iternatlva actions r=mmendd that a selective trappl ng pro-
gram be Implemntd at 34 areas. Dur Ing a 3-rfonth ~rlod, 196
baver were trapped and remved at a cost of $16,231.50. Thls
management approach has not et iml nated the ent Ire beaver
POPUIat Ion on the SRP.

Wood storks fram the Blrdsvl I Ie colony cannwn Iy used black gum
[~ SY lvat(ca) and cypress swamps for for~l ng. Black gum
swamps Canprlse( 33 percent of the foragi “g sites. Beaver
probbly used frany of these sites mmt Im I n the past. The
most product Ive stork foragl ng site In terms of f Ish resources
(blanass per square M9terl was a recent kaver-dammd black g“m
swamp. wood storks probbly brief It fran foragl ng habitat
created by b3aver dam construct Ion.

Mitigation of foraging areas In the Steel CreA swamp might &
accomp I I shed through the Imp I emntat Ion of the a Iternat I ve
cooling systas discussed in Sectlo” 4.4.2.
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BN-6 Surraundl ng foragl ng areas are pr IMari Iy o“ private lands wh lch See the r<]spo”se to can~nt AO-10 regardl ng habitats for the
are under lncreasl “g pressure to dra!n and c Iear for agrlcu 1- uood stork.
tural use. Indeed, the annua I f Ioodl ng and concurrent resupply
of forage f Ishes to the waters associated with the Savannah
River Swamp Sysfm mka the Beaver Oam Creek and Steal Creek
areas especl al Iy va Iuable to foragl ng wood storks. More valu-
able than nearby wet land areas * Ich are not annua I Iy f Iooded
by the r i VeF.

The supposition that waod storks WI I I slmp [y mve 1ntv ‘other.
areas I f Beaver Oam Creek and Stee I Creek are lost to them Is
at best wishful thinking. Cumulative loss of wetlands to agrl -
cu Itural use and L-Reactor cperation WI I I I Ikely prove fatal to
this Important sqmnt of endangerd species pc.pu Iatlon. This
question should te mre careful Iy examined In the final
Envl ronme”ta I Impact Statemnt.

BN-7 Indeed the ent I re quest Ion of the ef feet of L~eactor start-up
~

See the r~ponse to canmsnt AO-3 reprdl ng Inc Iuslon of nvre
of the B I rdsvf I Ie Rookery na6ds further examl nat Ion. The detailed data In Appndlx C, Section c.3.2 of this EIS.

. maJorl~ of the OE IS I nformat Ion on -d storks Is bas6d on
u
m

data gathered during less than half of last year; s breed 1ng
season. This Is obviously not a large enough data tmse to form
any sound mncluslons.

BN-8 In CO”C I“slon the OEIS for L-Reactor operation on the Savannah See the rcspo”se to canwnt ~-2 regard I ~ the use of forag I ng
River Plant Is woeful Iy Inadequate In Its handling of possible
impacts on the wocd stork popu Iatlon of the BI rdsvl [ le

s I tes at S,RP versus s 1tes not I ocated on the SRP.

Rookery. The Importance of foragl ng habl tat in Beaver Oam
Creek and Steel Creek and the ef feet of the I r loss on the
rookery needs further examination. Possl ble mlt Igatlo” sclems
shou Id ta ~plored and enhancmnt of alternat Ive feedi ng areas
considered.
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R. 1. (BOB) NEWW
388 Wahoo Or I ve

Frlpp Island, S.C. 29920

PREPARED STATEWSNT
PUBLIC HEARI tG

MFF ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT, L-REACTOR OPERAT 10N ,
SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT

November 3, 1983

I am Robert 1. Nwnmn, residing on Frlpp Island, here In Beau- Ccftumnts noted.
fort Cnunty and a consumer of water from the Beau fort-Jasper
water systm. I m a Ch6wIlca I Englnear, registered in South
Caro I i na and New Jersey. I worked for A I I I ed Chemical Corp.
for 37 years--the last 15 In various nuc Iear-related proJects
(including 7 years with Al Iled-Gneral Nuclear Services). I
was elected a Fel IW of the American Institute of Chemical En-
gl neers and a Oip lunate of the American As-cl at ion of Environ-
m“ta I Englnwrs. I servd one year on the Clem30n Unlverslty
Board of Vlsltors.

Before endeavoring ta counter =M of the Kost often wlced o~
Ject Ions to the restart of the L-Reactor, I wou I d 11ke to put
forth S.9vera I bas Ic mns I derat Ions. 1, personal Iy, feel these
are factors which should k taken Into account In the makl ng of
any dec! slon af feet Ing, anvng other things, our envl ronment. I
th 1nk they are Important to the future of the nat Ion. I hope
they are cons 1der6d 1mprfant to the DOE I n th Is rotter. I
w1sh they were i n the reason I ng process of those OPPOSI ng the
restart.

First, our resources of tuth mney and P90PI0 (both technical Iy
trained and leaders) han a flnlte Ilmlt. Any wastage of
el ther wst divert resources auay from other, maybe mare impor-
tant, activities. We hear often that other countries are g8t-
tl ng ahead of us In technology. We al I knua our Pvernmnt Is
runnl ng with anorrmus def Iclts. I think we would all like to
see wr people in Congress spend fmre tlm instructively act-
1ng to stq the arms race; tut there are on I y 24 hours I n a day
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and unn=essarytlm spenton one rotterIs tlfm not aval Iable
for other matters.

Second, we can never achieve the !Ibestn solution to any prob-
1em. Regard less of what remedy 1s Aveloped, -M ambltlous
research person Is going to com up with an idea that might be
better. mat we mst strive for Is sa Iut ions * Ich are ade-
quate to serve the necessaw purpose--not the mst e I egant.
Our decls Ion process mst cons lder the al tern at I ves and thel r
costs In dol Iars, tlm (which often equates to dol Iars) and
other rmurces.

Third, try as we my, we can never ach I eve Prfectlon or an
actlvlfy In which there ls~rlsk. Yet, we see time and tlnm
again the spendl ng of enormous r-urces b avoid minl~ule
risks because of mnotlon or unfounded cries of concern.

Fourth and final Iy, one nust compare one risk (both magnitude
and I Ike I I hood) wI th others we may btter understand and ac-
cept. 1, persona I I y, cannot acc6pt the argutnent that nuc I ear
risks are di fferent te.cause they are not our p6rsonal choice,
whi (e f lying In an airplane (for Instance] 1s an activity in
which we do not Wrtlclpate un less we choose to da so. men I
walk down the sldewa Ik, If a drunken drlnr swerves off the
street and hits me, that Is not by my &oIce, ht 1 am sure
statistics show mre people han bsen ki I led bf such an acci-
dent than by the hand I I ng or manufacture of nuc tear mterl als.

Non I wou Id like to ament on several of the objections tu
the restart of L-Reactor as vo I ced I n the record I have seen.
These are not necessari I y I n order of Importance tut rather 1n
the order I noted them as I read the absurd Iy lengthy tran-
scrl pts and letters on th 1s miter.

LOSS OF WETLANOS HABI TAT ANO DAffiER TO ENOANGEREO SPECIES

This may t!e the frost picayune obJectlon ral~d against the re-
start. Of the SRP area, on Iy some 12$ of the wetlands WI I I b
affected. bokl ng at It another way, only some 2.5$ of the
s Ite w1 I I k affected bf the hot water f ran the operat Ion of
the L+eactor. Maybe tmse obJect I ng da not knw that wI Id-
1I fe can wa Ik or f Iy tu unaffected areas. Mayb they do not
want ti real lze that the SW area IS protably the f I nest
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WI I d I I fe refuge I n South Caro I I na--ke~ I ng even the ‘e@nutsn
fram disturbing the WI Idllfe. ~ they knw about the Savannah
River Ecology Laboratory wh Ich Is dol ng such a fantastic Job
because of the efforts funded ~ the DOE and the I ack of peep I e
on the site? There Is an artl f Icial lake on the sits-+ar
Pond. Th Is I ake race Ives hot water frm reactor o-rat Ions.
When I Ilved In Barnwel 1, I heard n’eny times of local fishermen
sneaking Into Par Pond (sometimes caught) to catch the large
fish In the wnd--therml PI Iution? To carry wt many addi-
tional studies, to bul Id -Ilng towers to avert a non-problem
is a love I y examp Ie of waste of resources.

I MSO I ATE OR CUNULAT I VE RADIATION EFFECTS

I have no quarrel that an excess dose of radiation WI I I harm
me--ar anyone. But I compare this with being hit with a
wheeled nhlc le. Itd h dead if It were a 10 ton truck going
50 ml Ies an hour. I would not be hurt so much If It were a
tricycle ridden by a four-year-old. Slml Iarly, a radlatio”
dose of 500,000 mllllrem might kill fra. One mllllr~ wo”tt! I
touched above on ccinpar I sons. Let’s look at wme here. The
est 1mated impact on nearw res i dents fr.an al rbrne re leases
WI I I k less than 0.5 ml I I I rem per year. The d=e to consufners
of Beau fort-Jasper water might reach less than 0.05 ml I Ilrem
per year. These are abve teckgrcund rad I at Ion Ieve I s--the
natural radlatlon we are al I exposed to In this area. NW
Ietls look at the comparl~ns. Shou I d the Rocky Nounta I n area
( I Ike Oenver) be posted ‘TO ENTER THIS AREA IS OANGSROUS TO
YOUR HEALTH.7 Its radiation level IS 100 ml I I lrem higher than
the gaod P60P Ie of South Caro I I na w I I I k exposed to because of
L-Reactor restart--and Denver does not have a h I gh cancer In-
c I dence. Our worthy Legls Iators spend a lot of t iIM I n the
State House I n Co Iumb! a. Columbla Itself has a higher &ek-
ground red I at Ion I evel than Barnwel I or Beau forf because of
higher altltude (cosmic radlatlon) and the canwsltlon of the
ground (~re radioactive). But also, a radlatlon survey of the
State House has shown that, because of the rad loact I ve Tan Ite
us6d In Its construction, radlatlon levels are quite high—as
much as 500 ml I I 1rem above kckground wtslde the Governorts
Off Ice. There are many areas of South Caro 11na where radi at 10”
levels are higher than those fu wh lch the good people of Be8u-
fort ml ght be exposed f ram the restart of L-Reactor &cause of
a Ititude or rock (radloactlve) outcrcppl ng. I cannot
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understand why mm POP Ie of Beau fort Hi I I travel to Al ken or
take so much other t Im to protest an actl vlfy which might sut-
Ject them b an exposure to a carcl nogen (rad Ioact Ive tTaterlal )
at a level of, say, lx of the federal I Imit when thq are
sl lent on the fact that their water canpany ragu Iarly dal I vers
water to them with trlhalwmthane (another carclnopn) content
exceedl ng the federal I Imlts--over 100,S! Such mlsdi rected
concern can on Iy Icad--or try to lead--w a rea I waste of r~
sources If this mlnlscule exposure Is r~ul red tv b rduced.

CONSEQUENCE OF ACC I DENTS

One fundamental mnslderatlon In the assessment of the wn-
sequence of an accident In nuclear actlvltles Is the ‘stored
energy. wh Ich can dl sburse radloact Ive inaterlal. Unllke a
nuc I ear power p Iant, L-Reactor w I I I operate at Ion pressures
and ta~ratures. Accord I ng I y, there Is not the h I gh tetnpera-
ture nor the h I gh pressure potent I a I to spread f 1ss Ion products
into the env I rons as one ml ght b I i ave. fbwever, there Is a
rea I cons i derat I on that mst peep [e I Ike to over look. There
are natura I processes, not a f unct Ion of eng I neer I ng or cOn-
struct I on that cannot be 1gnored, though thsy have occurred re-
peatd Iy I n nuc Iear ml shaps. There have teen reactor accl dents
In the U. S., i n Canada, I n Eng land. In every case, the actua I
release was a factor of 1,000 to 100,000 tlms less than tiat
had &n predicted to resu It (US I ng models s Iml Iar to those on

which the mlnlmal releases frcin L*eactor were calcu Iated).
Th ls Is rea I Iy not surpr Is 1ng when one apprecl ates the natura I
phenomena such as agg ICinerat ton, condensat Ion, Imp I ngement,
etc. WhI ch take p lace regard I ess of des I gn. Another factor
which comes Into play--and certainly dld at TM I--Is that two of
the radlonucl Ides of tmst concern, ceslum and Iodine, are both
volatl le. However, they also have a great af f Inlty for mch
other and prcinptly combine chmlcal Iy to fonm ceslum Iodide,
which Is not wlat(le and settles ciJt on surfaces or is caught
In the fl Iter system.

CONTANI NAT 10N OF THE TUSCAL~SA AQUIFER

I was respons I b I e for the hydrology stud I es for the Barnwel I
nuclear plant, downstream frm the SRP above the Tuscaloosa.
Our studies clear Iy showed that the Tuscaloosa was under a

L
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hydrau I Ic head higher than the overlying aqul fers, so that any
flow hstw6an them would b fram the Tuscaloosa up, not frm the
uPPer aqul ferS down Into the Tuscaloosa. The L-Reactor E“vi.
ronmenta I Assessment supports th Is on page 3-16. Gran*~ there
are ho Ies In the aqulc Iude above the Tuscaloosa, but that
aqul fer Is w Immense that any loss of its water through these
holes, or abandoned wel Is, Is Inslgnlficant.

NEED FCR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

When NEPA was enacted over a decade ago, I cheered It Lk3cause I
perceived that It would require that dec[slon Mkers would have
to take Into consideration some of the bslcs I earl Ier I I std
I Ike we I gh I ng of a I tern at f ves and conservat Ion of resources I n
a real Istlc m.ner. ~ current prceptlon Is that NEPA has
bean prostituted and IS bel ng used w those opposing any action
they do not favor Iv delay and delay the act Ion--l n mny cases
kl I I Ing it just bf the passage of tlm, not for any rOal,
proven or *mnstrated reason. Hare, WI th L*eactor restart at
stake, the publ Ic record of operations at the Savannah RI ver
Plant--especlal Iy the reactors-% learly refut= the crl.3S of
opposition. Publ Ishl ng of the Envlronmenta I Assesswnt gave
further support. Yet poorly founded obJect Ions have resu !ted
In the expenditure of large sum of rfoney (sore of It SUPP I led
~ me In taxes), the waste of mny hours of tlnm of highly
quallfld people who could have ken working productively, and
the diversion of the efforts of N.ambers of @ngress, State
leaders and federal and state regu Iatory agenrf peep 10. I an
see no w I dence that any obJector has sbwn and proved there
WI I I be any slgnl f I cant Impact fran the operation of L-Reactor
when Judged against rational criteria. In this regard, It Is
notable that, with no exception I have found, the people of
nearh cmmun Itles gl ve fu I I support to the restart-opposition
coml ng from those with less fami I Iarity with SRp operafl On.
Nearby res I dents work at the SW, have rel at I ves or fr i ends
workl ng there or have retl red, In Pd hea Ith, from working
there. I f any obJector WI shes to ccunter this by sayl ng they
are doing this, knculng there Is danger, let them say so, face
to face, fu these people, tel I i ng them they are del I Mratel y
Jaopardl zing the future of their friends or their ch I I dren.
Many of the Health Physics professionals work! ng at the plant
are parents, they knua the effects of radlatlon. Does anyone
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real Iy think they are dl sregardl ng the future of their cun
chl Idren?

COMLUS 10N

This has not, obvlwsly, ken a technlcol presentation. The
record Is rep lete with techn Ical facts. But mny people either
do not understand or thw prefer to Ignore facts In preference
to mtion.

Let m close by mentioning an article I wrote tilch was Pub-
1I shed last Oecmnber I n THE STATE and 1n THE SEAUFORT GAZETTE.
It compard ninny of the obJectors tv nuc Iear act Ivltles tu
Chicken Lltt Ie--the mlsgulded creature which, after bet ng hit
on the head, went arwnd sayl ng, ‘The sky Is fat I I ng. n Whl Ie
unfounded, Its cries alarmed M3ny others. The article led off,
‘Why an!t South Carol I na @t may from the ‘Chicken Little
Syndromt (the sky Is fal I Ing)? Mny reporters and edltorlal
writers vossly dl stort the picture of nuclear act Ivltl= from
the f actua I s Ituat Ion. The sam gms for a numtar of our lead-
ing Plltlclans. n

Thank you for letting me part ICl pate In this waste of tlfne.

R. 1. w.sw~n, P.E.

L
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STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE WRRI ET ~YSERL I N2 =FORE
THE DEPARTMENT OF ENE~Y HEAR I ffi NOVEMKR 3, 1983

I appreciate the Wwrtun lty to appear &fore you today. I do
not have a sclentf f (c background, so as I read the Draft En-
v ( ronmnta I Impact Statement, I was axam( n I ng the process bf
whfch you wI II mke your dec!slons rmre than the sClentlfl C
data. I am glad that others here WI 1 I speak with know ledge and
authority on the techn (cal and sclentl f Ic aspects of the El S.

8P-1 At your May 27, 1983 hear(ng, I stated that (t was mV oplnlon
that wc Iear hazards are nuc Iear hazards, whether they k r-
Iat%d to canmerclal or defense facl I It(es; and therefore,
nuclear safeti crlterla and standards shou Id be the sam for
al 1. For that reason I supported an E IS for the L-Reactor.

For the sam reason I urg8 you again, as YCU I Isten to the r-
sponses and test Irmny suhl tted to you th Is week, to fmke dec ( -
s(ons wh fch w ( 1I require of the L-Reactor the sam standards
for the protect (on of hea I th and safety as are requ I red of ccin-
nk3rcial fac(l!tleso

W-2 As I read through the Draft E IS I had an uneasy feel I ng that,
as alternatives were evaluated and we(ghed, the overr(dl ng
cons I derat Ions were t f m and expense, and that a Iternat t ves
wh Ich cou I d not meet the January 1, 1984 start-up were not
seriously cons Idered. I sincerely hope this (s not so, for the
health a“d safety of the paop [e of south Caro I ( na and Ge.org I a,
non and for future generations, must be cons (dered wual IY.

Chapter 7 of the E IS presents the Federal and state envfronmn -
tal prot.sctlon regu Iations that are appl I cable to the restarf
of L-Reactor. The restart of L-Reactor WI I I canply with al I of
th~e regulations. For examp le. the proposed restarf of
L-Reactor w(I I b in ccinpllance with an WES prmlt Issued by
the State of %uth Caro 1( na, a“d the restart of L-Ractor W( I I
te (n COMPI (ante w(th DOE radfat (on protect (on stan~rds that
are comparable to those of the Nuc Iear Regu Iatory Canmlsslon
(10 CFR 20) for a production fac(llty (I. e., 500 mfllfrem to
the who Ie Lody 1“ any one calendar year).

WI th respect to eng I neered safety features such as a conta ( n-
ment donm, the need for spec(f (c englneerd safety features Is
based upon JImltlng potential rad(olw(cal consequences. The
potential radiological conseqwnc~ are relatd to the des (gn
and operation of the specl f (c type of re=tor taf ng cons ldered;
for example, the Fort St. Vraln reactor, which 1s a @s-cooled
cafmmrc( a I reactor 1n Co Iortio, has no conta ( nnmnt donm and was
1 Icensed for o~ratlon by the MC.

The purpose of the E IS ts to eva Iuate the envfro”m”tal conse-
quences of the proposal restart of L-Reactor. In accordance
with the Councl 1 on Env(ronmnta I Qua] ltyts regu Iat Ions fmple-
frent I ng the procedura i prov 1s Ions of NEPA, the Department’s
preferred alternat Ive ( lnc Iudlng m(t (yt Ion a Iternat I ves) are
ident(f(ed In this final EIS.
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The Record of Dec(slon on this EIS w( II state the alternatives
to be (mplermnted. The R%Cord of Decision w(II addr~s the
alternatives considered (n reach(ng the decfslon, environ~n-
tally preferable alternatives, and preferences for alternatl=s
based on technfcal, econanlc, and statuto~ mfsslons of the
a~ncy, and whether al I practicable mans to avofd envfronmn -
tal effects frm the selected alternat~ve have ken adopted.

I would llke to say, In closlng, that I was pleased to read of
the tr~danlng of the health studies of cancer and fnfant
death, a sub.lect of great concern here. We w(II h waft(”g
anxfousiy to learn the results.

\,

\



Table N-2. DJE r~ponses to ~ments on Draft EIS (contlmed )

GnrJmnt Cunmnts Responses
numbar

STAT~ENT OF THE LEAGUE OF -N VOTERS W NCRTHERN BEAUFOR1
~NTY AT A ME HEARlffi N TWE ~FT EIS OF THE

I am Dr. Z- Tsagos.
the representat I w of

I appear kfore you for the third time as
the LWVNBC where I hold the Energy Chair.

Since todayts meeting Is abut the Draft E I S on the restart of
the L-Reactor at the SW, we have d9cl ded that we wou I d concen-
trate on the Draft El S response to the f Ive r%canmndatlons
wh I ch we present6d at the Stop 1ng meet I ng I n August. *VI ng
read a I I the presentations wde w Indlvldua 15 and ~ organ lza-
t Ion representat I ves at the four *OP I ng met I ngs as pub I I shed
by DOE, we feel sure that other aspects of the L-Reactor
start-up WI I I k coverd, either here or at the other hearings.

At the SCOPI ng meet I ng our fourth recanwndat Ion concerned
Itself with safety plannl ng and the steps to k taken durl ng a
serious accident at the SRP, onslte and of fslte. We stressed
the Imwrtance of Iettl ng people knon h- an mnergen~ would b
hand led.

Both in the bdy of the EIS (4.2.1 .3.) and in Appndlx (H) a
caref u I I y de I I neatd program of safety masures ls presented.
We quote fran Append ix (H.2. 1. ) the fo I Ioul ng two statements:
,,The mE-SR Is developing a set of 1 I Emerganw Management
Plans for nmnagl ng enmrgencles on and off the SUP (DOE, 1983
a-k )11 and ~E-SR has recent Iy entered Into agreement wI th lead
agencies of Sduth Carol 1na (DOE, 1983m) and Georg la (DOE,
1983n) to prepare such p Ians.,a

The point we wish to stress here is that a Ithough In the thirty
years of operation there w- mparentl y some I Ialson with key
persons I n Georgl a, South Caro 11na and the South Caro 1I na
Counti= within 80 kl l~ters of the SRP in case of an mr-
gency, the concept of careful Iy developed step ~ step action
aPParent 1Y is a recent Pr~ram fr~ the dates cl ted abve. We
f Ind this clwr cut response encouraging. There was no I ndlca-
tlon of any of this In the EA.
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SQ-1 We are dlsappi nted that nothing is plann8d t9f0re Start-up See the response to Cunmnts AJ-I and BG+ regard I ng sewage
about the prob I em of ground water usage and contaml nat Ion. We bslns and WE*S c.afnmltmnts for ground-water protection, and
had presented as cur one recommendation that the seepage taslns the response to canmnt BA-5 regardl ng dl sposal of h Igh- and
b rep laced bf other mns of conta 1nmnt of rad Ioact 1w and low-level rad[oactl w waste.
nonrad Ioact I ve cheml ca I wastes.

Instead, we have the fol Imlng (Draft EIS 5.1.1.2.): “The
cheml ca I separations of product and waste f ram the Irradiated
L-Reactor fuel and target assembl I es WI I I result In additional
ef f Iuent discharges to the seepae basl ns at the chemlca I
separations areas. Msed on past experience, aht 1.5 kl lo-
grams per year of mercury . . . and larger quantities of other
chemicals . . . are expected to k discharged to seepage basins
In the F- and H-separat I ons areas due to the operation of the
L-Reactor . . . In addltlon, approximately 7 kl Iograms per year
of the ch Iorlnated degreasl ng solvent (1,1,1 trlchloroethanel
and qmntltles of other chemicals . . . WI I I ta discharged to the
seepage basin In the fuel and target fabrication area . . .n

In an Intervlw on July 1, 1983 with Roger E. Davis, Assistant
Deputy Cunml ss loner of Env i ronmenta I Qua I I ty tintro I at the
South Caro I I na DHEC w a memkr of the staff (see Research
W.p;:llshed by Energy Research Fou”datlon, July-A”g.st

5, 6, 12) Mr. Davis spoke of the Clean Water Act
of 1977 and about the permitting systa wh Ich passed Into the
Jurl sdlctlon of the states. Before APri I 1, 1983 the SRP per-
ml ts had bon issued by EPA. When SCfWIEC was asked for @nnl t
renewal, It was found that SRP was In VIO Iat Ion of water qual-
ity standards. Asked abcut hls main concern, Mr. Davis namd
ground water contaml nat Ion through seepage bas I ns, I awns, and
other disposal sites. SRP is asking for a variance so that it
can operate the L-Reactor wh I Ie at the same t I me deve 10P a
study on alternative fmans for nuclear and non-nut Iear waste
storage. Unt i I the study Is COMPIeted, the ground water
Pol Iutlon WI I I worsen.
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EQ-2 We are also dlsappol nted that no -gn lzance has ken given to
our th 1rd recomndat Ion to the need for an outs I de, / “dewn-
dent ~oup tv oversee SRP operat Ions along w I th pvernumnt
agencf= su~ as DHEC and others.

There are unlverslt(% and ml Ieges In both South Caro Ilna and
Georgia fran where knowledgeable, guod cltlzens ~n umm to
perform this public service. There are other c(t I zens t groups
wh Ich can k cal led upn. There Is one other factor wh Ich must
be taken (n cons ( derat Ion--the lack of funds to do an ef feet f ve
Job of mn (tiring such as Instal Iatlons at SRP.

I n the aforement Ioned f ntervl w WI th the DHEC Oaputy Wm(s-
sloner, Mr. Davis respond@ tu a question on f und( ng the work
of DHEC at the SRP by =ylng that (t has teen hampered bf lack
of funds because the South Caro I I na Leg(s Iature fee IS that part
of the nuney shou I d - frcin the federal Wvernmnt and added,
,,SO far We have “ot recelvd any I ndicat Ion that the federal
government 1s ~ I ng to prov I de these r=ources. *1 ( r%ference as
above p. 12. )

A ded(cated group with sc(entlf Ic know-how could be of assist-
ance to wgment the I I ml ted forces that DHEC non cumnands.

~E-owned, contractor~perated fac I 1I t Ies, such as the Savannah
River Plant are excluded from WC I fcenslng requlrennnts under
Sect Ion IfO(a) of the Atomic Energy Act as mnded. ~ ts
therefore respons I b Ie for protect I ng the safefi and hea Ith of

the publlc and the envlronmnt from the effects of activltl~
at NE nuc Iear facl I It(es. To assure the hea Ith and safety of
the publ Ic and to protect the envlron,nent, DOE provides an ef-
fective, Independent health and safety overvlw function
through the Ass f stant Secretary for Po I I cy, Safe~ and
Environment, who has no progran responsl bl I(tles w(th respect
to the nuc Iear prcgrams of DOE. The health, safety, and envi-
ronmental protect (on r.9qu frements and progrm of the Ass Istant
Secretary are Imp Iemnted thr~gh a =rl es of Orders and rqu-
Iatlons by DOE program parsonnel. The ODE program p6rsonnel
are then respons I b le for assur I ng contractor canp 11ante. W(th-
1n NE, the health, safety and env(ronmntal protection respn-
slb(lltles are a I(ne fmnagmnt respons(bll(ty assuring clear
Iln= of authority In implementing requlrermnts, and also
assuring that health, =fety and environmental protection Is an
Integral part of each program max(mlzlng the ~nsltlvl~ of al 1
program personnel to r-u ( rements.

In addlt(on tu the health, safety and environmental protection
program of ~, oversight Is alm provided through the mnl-
torlng of SRP actlvltl~ and Joint partlclpatlon (n studfes ~
several state and Federal agenc(es as dl sassed tn Chapter 6 of
this EIS. These programs a“d st”dl~ Include the Gec.rgla
Department of Natura I Reso”rcos (radloanatysls of f (sh near SW
and crabs and oysters near the seacoast and rmnth 1y ana I ys Is of
13 waterqua I Ity parameters), South Caro Ifna and Georgia (alr-
rmn IfDrlng network, fncludl ng eight sampl Ing stations near
SRP), U.S. Geological Survey (continuous mnltorlng of rlmr
f I w and temperature above and be I w the SW), Nat (onal Centers
for Olsease tintrol (ep(dmlologlcal studies), and the Acadmy
of Natural Sciences of Ph IIadelph la ( long-term aq”atlc and
waterwuall~ studies III the Savannah River near SRP). The
current r~orts ticufnent f y the rti 1at Ion fron I tor I ng prqrams
of the states are Env Ironmenta I Rad I at Ion Survel I I ante Report.
Sufmner I 980-Sumr I 982, Georg I a Departnmnt of Natural Ra-
so”rces, and Nuc I ear Fac 1 I lty tin 1tor I n South Caro I I na
Oepartmnt of Health and E nv 1ronwnta I ontro 1.
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Other Independent overs lght act Ivlti= i nitlated by NE Include
Iong-tem aquat!c and waterqua I lty studl es 1n the Savannah
River near SW by the Academy of Natural Scl ences of Phl lade l-
phla, epidemlologlcal studies bf the Los Alan National Labor-
atory and by the Oak Ridge As=clatd Un Ivers Itles, Independent
envlronrmn+al studl%s of the SRP site w the Un I verslty of
Georgl ats Savannah River Ecology Laboralvry, and the conduct of
consul tatlc~ns with the U.S. Fish and WI Idllfe Service and
National Mi]rlne Flsherles Service on endangerti specl es.

DOE has also Inlt Iated a 2-year pr~ram to datennl ne the
envlronmn?al effects of cw I I ng-uater Intake and dl scharp of
the SF6’ pr(>duct Ion reactors. The States of South Caro I I na and
Georgia, the U.S. Envlronmntal Protect Ion Agency, the U.S.
Fish and Wi Idllfe Service, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
are part lC!pafl ng In this program.

~
4
a

BQ-3 We stl1I would I Ike to see the L-Reactor on a stand-bf tmsls,
as we Indicated in cur fifth recommendation, untl I the vltrl -
flcatlon of high level radioactive waste te made possible. It
Is a pity that the Lul I dl ng of the Defense Waste Processl ng
Facl I Ity had not Wen started ear I ler to perform this very
“ceded operation. The Draft EIS states that It WI I I k put on
stream In 1989. (Draft EIS 5. 1.2.8.)

See a Isa the response to canmnt CX-3 re~rdl ng OOEts response
to the GAO r~ort ent 1t I d ‘Better Overs I ght Needed for Safety
and Health Actlvltles at ~E!s Nuclear Facl Iltles.,,

* stated In SectIon 5.1.2.8, the volum of high-level radio-
active waste to b g3nerated bI chemical process! ng of
L-Reactor lmaterlal was considered I n the EIS for the Oefense
Waste Proc,]sslng Facl Ilty (DWPF); this facl I Ity Is pr-ently
under consrruct Ion at SRP. Thls waste WI I I be stored temporar-
ily In TYW,-I I I double-wal led tanks, which have experienced no
leakage, until the OWPF bglns to Immbi Ilze SRP high-level
waste.

Also see tile response to canrnent BA-5 regardl ~ h Igh-level
waste d I spf>sa 1.

BQ-4 Flna I [y, we conm to our f I rst recommendat Ion made at the SW the re,; ponse to cwrmnt AA-1 reprdl ng * I I ng-ater
Stop I ng Hear I ng; B reccinwndat Ion of part (CU Iar Importance h mltlgatlon alternatives and issuance of an NPOSS ~nnIt for
us who drink the Savannah R! ver water. This has to du with L-Reactor.
thermal ef f Iuent wh Ich WI I I further @grade the Savannah River
as smn as the L-Reactor go8s i n product ton.
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We here quote our recommendation, in part, as we presented it
I n August. 11... we strong Iy recammnd that a m9thod of coo I I ng
the reactor ef f Iuent k Introduced either by recyc 11ng, by
ccollng Pls or by any other acceptable method which wII I cool
the m!ss!ons tv the standard of 90”F acceptable to South
Caro I I na OHEC. ‘v

Since 1977 with the passag3 of the Clean Water Act there has
been further enabl I ng legislation. One of these laws IS con-
nected with permit Issuance to cmpanles that are not WI Iuting
and qual I f.f under the C lean Water Act. Thls Is the National
Pol Iuta”t Discharge E I Iml nation Systen (NPDES). Sl”ce SRP does
not qua I I fy under NPOES, It has asked DHEC b al la the L-
Reactor start-up and to run for f Ive years durl ng wh Ich t i~ an
a Iterative mtbd of cm! I ng the ef f Iuent wou Id k worked
out. It Is our understand ng that OHEC with sons mdi f Icatlons
WI I I grant the permit, or at least that was Mr. Davlsl position
I n Ju Iy before the Issuance of the Draft EIS.

z
T

BQ-5 We wish to end this presentation with a quotation fran a draft
.

See the responses to c.anments BL-15, BL-19, and BL-21 regardl ng
position paper wh Ich was prepard by the staff of the Natural product ion a I ternat Ives.
Resources Oef ense Count I I and was to be sent to ME I n Its
f Inal form I n Ju Iy. On page 5 under ‘Froductlon Alternativesn
occurs the fo I I owl ng stat-nt:

The Draft E IS shou Id consider as a reasonable alter-
native a de I ay I n the operat Ion of the L-Reactor for
an extend6d period to al Icu the lmplerrmntatlo” of
,,m]tlgative alter ”atlves. co,nbl ned with, If neces-

sary, the a Iternatlves of ( I ) boostl ng throughput at
the SRP reactors and the N+eact.ar and (2) Acce I erat-
lng the recove~ of nuclear Mterla Is from the r6-
tlrmnent of obsolete warheads. I n regard b the
f Irst, OOE ncia plans to lnstal I the Mark 15 core In
one of the SPP reactors, which WI I I Increase Its plu -
tonlum produtilon Q approxi~tely 255. The Draft
EIS should address the ~sslbi 11~ of the “se of such
cores I n one or fmre add it Ions I reactors.

Although the Draft E IS shows no Inc I Inatlon on the part of ~E
to de lay i n start I ng the L+eactor, ~rhaps a recons I derat Ion
may be possl ble at what Is propos~ akve.
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EQ-6 We do not f I nd what we have Iearnd fran the Draft El S re.9ssur - See the rf%ponse tv canfmnts AA-I and AA-3 regard I ng I ss!mnce
I ng. We are aware that with the start-up of the L-Reactor of an WOES permit and CxJEts cmmltmnt to canp Iy with al I
there WI I I b four pol Iutlng Surces In the SRP rather than aPPl I cable Federal and state envl ronmental protect Ion requl re-
threa and thev WI I I be under less rigid control than say the rents, and the response to canmnt BQ-2 re~rdl ng 1ndependent
c-rclal Georgia Power VOgtle plant nearby. mnltorl~l and studl-.

Thank you, Mr. ChalrMn.

●
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SJR-I

BR-3

BR-4

C.amm3nts

STAT*NT OF SISTER ELLEN ROBERTWN

I ‘m Sfster E I Ien Rokrtson. I ‘m an Adrian Oomlnlcan s(ster,
and I speak as an Indlvldual. I would IIke to briefly address
a CWP Ie of concerns on the envlrontrental aspect, and Ims lcal Iy
I bellwe that the whole thing (s k(”g rushed, and w~th the
knowledw we haw of things that have happened In other parts
of the world concerning nuclear--the mterlals that P Into
makl ng nuc I ear arms.

The rushing into something that can potent (al Iy have an Impact
on peep lets I Ives, I bel (eve, has to have serious cons fdera-
t Ion, and I would hope that the tlfne wou Id h g! von to study
part Icu Iar Iy those areas that were brought up In the study and
have &en brought up w other peqI Ie as king very questionable
concern 1ng the effects on the groundwater and the Savannah
R 1ver water and the env I ronment that affects the peep le ( n the
Savannah R~ ver Plant area, not just In the tinnmdf ate area, but
downw I nd.

There has been a recent study on the ef feet th Is has on the
unborn, and I would just Ifke % mke that recannmndat(on.

~ other concern has to d.a .Ith the need, wh lch Is ad;r~fiv~n
the documnt, the ned for reopen 1ng the L-Reactor.
Itts a fmral question, and the bishops, the Nat(onal Uunc( 1 of
Catho I I c BI shops 1n the peace pastora 1, ‘*God’s peace and our

Respons~

The Dewrtmnt fol lowed the Cc.uncl I on Envlronmnta I Qua Ilty
regulatlms [40 CFR 1506.10 (c)I for the C.anmnt period on the
Draft El S. The Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 19E14, a I I wed the Secretary of Energy to reduce the can-
mant per Iod to 30 days. The Secretary chose not to ernrcl se
this option and al lowed the ful I 45-day rev(em ~rlod as re-
quested bf several coinmnt letters subinltted during the scoping
prlod.

DOE has mde every ef fort to Invo In the publ(c (n the NEPA
process for L-Reactor throu@ sewral pub I /c hearings and pub-
1 (c cannk3nt periods, I“cludl ng the Op@rtunlty to canrmnt on
the adaquaq of the EIS and the tmr(ts of the a Iternat fves dfs-
cussed In the EIS before It (ssues the final EIS. CIJE W( I I
Canslder al I substant!w cornmnts before (t 1ss”8s (is Record
of Dec(slon on this EIS.

As stated I” Chapter 6 of the EIS, DOE has ml nta(ned an lnten-
slve survef I lance progrm both onslte and of fslte, lnc Iudl ng
byond the tmuth of the Savannah R fver. tuJE m ( nta I ns samp 11ng
stations for alr quallty, sedl,mnt, sol 1, ground water, vegeta-
tion and food, dr(nkl ng water, aqmt(c blots, and radlonucllde
and heavy-rota 1 mncentrat Ions dcunr I ver from SRP to the ~th
of the Savannah R(ver and (n several clt16s and cwntles In
both South Carol Ina and Gmrgla to assure compliance with Mh
state and Federal statutes and regulations (n envlrowntal
protect (on.

See the response to connmnt AV-8 regc.rdl ng health ef feds
studies of the ppulatlon arcund SRP.

The national pa I (cy on nuclear weapons, the~r deploymnt, and
the need for l“creas~ weapons Is beyond the SCOPE of thfs E IS.
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response,,, I wou Id I I ke to trlef Iy read fr~ the Peace Pastoral

regardl ng the use of nuc I ear weapons for wh Ich the L-Reactor !s
king restartd In order tv provide plutonlum for nvre weapons
that are gol ng to ba rode.

This Is a direct quotatlc.n.

!twe do not perceive any sltuat Ion In wh !ch the

del I berate initiation of nuc Iear warfare on however
restricted a scale can ta mral Iy Justlfled.
Nonnuc Iear attacks ~ another state nust b res I st6d
bf other than nucl-r mans. Therefore, a serlcus
nwral obl Igat Ion exl sts to abol I sh nuc Iear da fense
strategl es as soon as POSS I b le. ‘t

Thank you.
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STATEMENT OF S1STER MIRIAM BAUERLIN

I ‘m Sister Mlrlam Bauerl l”, a Franc [scan, from Mry land.

I Just want to speak to two POI nts. They are I n the ar~ of
hea Ith and safety.

Bs-1 I rmad In the nwspaper that m+eri als +rm nuclear weapons See the response to commnt BL-19 regarding ut! I Izatlon of
that are either unused and WI I I always te unused bcause they mterl al frcan reti red weapons to met “m defense nuc tear
are outmoded can te used for future weapons. I just would like mterl al reaul rements.
to see that commented on, I f that

The person who spoke, a“d I don ‘t
person who Is Involved 1“ nuc Iear

Is a possibility.

remmbr h Is name, was a
weaponry.

BS-2 Second Iy, I n regards b the env I ronw.ta ! safety, what atten-
tion has ~en given to the security and safety of the states of

y South Carol I na and Georgl a In I Ight of the recent Beirut trag-

.
edy this country has suffered fran a terrorist attack? I t

4 would seem to me that although It my ke somewhat far reach Ing
. to think abut that, It could be a posslblll~ of an air,

Kami Kaze-type sulclda I attack or other fmdes that the terror-
1sts can dream up, and therefore, real ly put G80rgla and South
Carol I na and a few other states total Iy cut of commission.

See the respnse to cannmnt W-9 regard I ng ~rgency response
p Iannl ng.

Thatts It.
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Coasta I Df f Ice
4405 Pau Isen Street

Savannah, Georgl a 31405
(912) 355-4840

STATEMENT OF HANS NEUHAUSER
AT THE ~PARMNT OF ENERGY! S PU8L I C HEARI ffi
ON THE DRAW ENV I RON*NTAL IMPACT STATEKNT

ON THE ~OPOSEO RESTART Cf THE L-REACT@
AT WE 1S SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT

Savannah, GA
November 4, 1983

Mr. Chal rnmn, I am Hans Neuhauser, Coasta I Olrector of The
Georg 1a Conservancy. I apprecl ate the Wportunlty to present
additional testlmny on the proposed restart of the L-Reactor.
These coinine”ts are bal ng mde on bhalf of The Georgia Conserv-
ancy. Th~ are a Isa I “tend@ to SUPP lament cmments made
ear I I er at previous hear! ngs on this issue and in other
canmunlcatlons.

Central to the f I nal declslon on the restart of the L-Reactor
Is the question of need. We would like to mke It clear that
we are not de~tl ng the Issue of whether there Is or Is not a
need for al I the products of the L-Reactor at this time. mr
are we debating the United Statest foreign PIICY, particularly
I n regard to the role that nuc Iear weapons play In determl nl ng
the credlbl Iity of this country!s relationship with the Soviet
Unron. We c.gn only assunm that the needs Bre Iegitimte a“d
that appralsa Is Independent of the Oepartmnt of Energy and the
Adml nlstratlon WI I I veri fy the cone Iuslons presented In the
classified Appendix A.
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BT- 1 Assuming that the needs truly exist, then we have to ask
whether the fmmedlate restart of the L-Reactor 1s the only
mans bf wh Ich those netis un k met. Are there other ways
In which the needs can k met and have less fmpact on the
health, safety and welfare of the cltlzens of Georgia and South
Carol Ins, and wh(ch WI 1 I have less adverse Impact on the
env I ronmnt?

BT-2 After al 1, we shou Id not have to accept the Cc.ntamf nation of
our surface and ground water with ceslum, -k It, trltfum, and
other radfoact(ve and toxic mterfals (f there Is a reasonable
a Iternat I ve.

BT-3 We shou I d not have to accept the destruct Ion of 1000 acres of
wetlands and Important, If not crlt(cal, ha b(tat for at least
three endangered specfes If there IS a rea-nable alternative.

See the responses to comments AB-2 and BL-15 regard I ng
need and Droduti ion a Iternat 1ves.

WE Is canmltted to mnductlrg Its operations In a way that
ensures the nealth ano .at8tv or +hm nrotect.lon

-Qf th e env t r0nmn7. @us, cons ~derat Ions af feet ( ng the decl -
S1On TO resrarr L+ eactor opsrat Ion WI I I lnc Iude practicable
mlt(gatlon rmasures to m(nlmlze adverse effects and stl I I meet
nat fona I defense needs.

As not6d (n Sect Ion 4.1.1.5, water quality smnples from the
Savannah R(ver Indicate Ilttle Var(atlon 1n fmasured ( ndlcator
parameters and chml ca I const I toents tatn-n nvn I fur I ng sta-
t Ions upstream, 8dJacent to, and downstream from SWP. The El S
assesses nonradlologlcal I Iquld releases directly to onslte
streams and those released to ons I te strems VI a a ground -aater
path from seepage bslns (Sections 4.1.1.5 and 5.1.1.2). Sec-
t (on 5.1.2.7 of the E I S discusses the doses to the publ (c frcin
L-Reactor-related radtologlcal I Iquld releases. Any radlo-
ces (urn a“d rad locoba It that (s remob( I (zeal In Steel Creek and
transported to the Savannah RfWr WI I I b9 wlthln EPA drlnk(ng
water standards (Sect [on 4. 1.2.4). Also see the r~ponse to
cannent AA- I regardl ng coo 11ng-uater m(t I ~t (on a Iternat Ives,
the response to comment AA-2 regarding radloceslum and radfo-
COM It concentrate Ions, and the r6sponse h canm”t AJ-1
regardl ng seepage basfns.

Impacts to wetlands and endangered specl~ are addre$sed [n
Sect Ions 4.1.1.4, 4.4.2, 5.2.4, and Appendix I of the EIS.
Wone of the habl tats that WI I I h Impacted by the restart of
L-Reactor have ken designated as ‘,cr(tlcal,, bf the U.S. Fish
and W(ldllfe Service. Also see the r~ponse ta can~nt AA-1
reyrdl ng coo I I rig-water mlt l@t (on a Iternat ives and the
response to canwnt AY-2 rqard ( ng presentat Ion of current
I nformt Ion on the status of endangered spc~es In th(s El S.
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ET-4 We shou Id not have to accept the release of rad I oact I ve
substances Into the alr we breathe (f there IS a reasonable
alternative.

BT-5 We SMU Id not have to accent (ncreased rl sks b cur health. o“r
saf.~ and our
alternative.

environment’ If “there 1s a reasonable

~ BT-6 Is there such a reasonable alter”at (ve? The Draft E IS, wh (ch
Is suppos%d to thorough Iy d I scuss a lternat Jves, does “ot pro-.

4 vlde enough I nfor~tlon on the vlabl I lty of alternative ap-
m preaches. SeVera I a lternat I ves have been presented by others

that appear IU k able to met, or qproxlmate. product Ion
needs wh I Ie slmu Itanwusly reducfng the environmental Impacts
and risks. One prm(slng alternative IS that presentsd w Or.
Thcinas Cachran, a sen Ior staff scle”tist with the Natural
Resources Defense Councl 1. Or. Cuchranls alter”atlve, pre-
sent8d earl ler In this sequence of hearl rigs, has four n!ajor
can~ne”ts:

( I ) accelerate the tlmtable for the use of the Mark-15
fuel Iattlce at SRP by one year,

(2) lnitlate production of n less than 6 percent pl”ton lum
240s, at the Hanford, Wash I ngton N-Reactor,

(3) accelerate the starting date for the Purex reprocess-
ing plant at Hanford, Washington by two fmnths and

(4) Include In production calcu lat Ions the excess pluto”-
Ium that has taen produced over and above ~als.

The rad Ioact f ve materials prod”cad a“d “t I I ized at SRP are co”-
talnd and hand led In an e“vfronmntal Iy safe m“ner. Any
rad loact ( VC, releases to the env I ronment that do occur as a re-
sult of normal operations are wlntained wel I belua al Iowable
1Imlts. The SRP operat(ng ph 1Iosophy Is to reduce such re-
leases to levels ‘,as Ion as reasonably ach I evable. In ~cord -
ance with DOE guldel I nes contained 1n OOE 5480. 1A, E“vlro”-
mnta I Proi-ect (on, Safety, and Hea I th Protect Ion Proqram for
~

The E IS co,)talns thorcugh dl scusslons of risks to the publ Ic
hea Ith a“d safety a“d to the envlronrm”t as a resu It of the
restart of L-Reactor. As contalnd I n the EIS, any exposure of
the pub} Ic to radiat Ion r-u Itl ng from L-Reactor restart would
be ml nlw! canparad to the exposure fran natural or other
mnmade radlat (on sources. The risks due to p-s Ible reactir
accfdents c,re also smal 1.

See the r~~nses to cc.nm”ts BL-15, BL-20, and BL-21 regarding
production alternat I ves. Section 2.1.2.2 of the E IS provides
add it (anal information on the envi r.anwntai effects of
N+eactor c,perat 1“g at a 5-percent p I uton I “rn-240 content.
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Wou Id th IS or sow other canbl nat (on of product Ion programs
met the needs? The Draft EIS IS lnsufflclent In that (t does
not dl scuss these alternatives thoroughly enough to al low a
prudent Judgemant. (For examp Ie, the Draft E I S notes that the
environmental Impact of the Hanford N-Reactor qeratlo” wou id
have no lncr~ntal effect (p. 2-5). IS this true or Is this
statmnt made (n the =m sp(r(t as the !Ino s(gn (f Icant
impact’! due to the FeStart of the L-Reactor, wh I ch was rejected
by al I three hanches of our pvernment? The ktal Is necessary
to decide are Iacklng. )

BT-7 The Draft EIS Is alsa (nsufflc(ent because It Is Contradictory.
Examp Ies : The Draft cla(ms (page S-51 that the withdrawal of
water for SRP W( 11 not affect the avaf Iabl I (+Y of water for
of fslte users. But data prese”td later (e.g. , page 3-28)
c I ear Iy Indicate the growth of a cone of depression (n the aq-
. (fers under SRP. Savannah has a cone of depress lo” and cltl-
zens are we I 1 aware that the cone of depress (on affects the
avallab( llty of water.

Every pumpfng well, ons(te or of fslte, has a local cone of
depression. At SRP, these iaca} cones for wel IS pumping from
the Tuscaloosa Aqul fer might read depths of about 12 M6.ters.
Mwever, the cnnes at SRP dlmfnlsh (n depress (o” very rapidly
with distance fram the pumping wel Is (Section F.4.3); they are
reduced to very smal I levels t.3f0re reach lng the nearest
offs I te consuwrs of Tusca Ioosa ground water.

As notec (n th (s E IS, the groundwater f IUX f I owl ng through the
Tuscaloosa Formation at a“d near the Savannah River Plant (Sec-
t tons F.3. 1 and F.4.2 ) has taen conservat lvely calcu Iated to be
51 cub(c M9ters par ml nute (Sect (o” F.4.2)0 The futal pUIIIPage
rate for this area In 1989, Includlng the withdrawal for
L-eactor operat [on, the FMF and DwPF wou Id b about 37.9 cubic
wters par ml nute (Section 5.2.3). The expecfed ground-water
usage In the area WI 1 I not exceed available Inf low In the
forsaeable future. Thus, the SRP usage (S un I Ikely to

appr~fably affed water levels In of fs(te Tuscaloosa WeI IS.

The decllnes In water levels In Tuscalmsa rmnltorlng wel Is are
relatd prlnIarl IY to Increasd pumpl ng at SRP, although sow of
these dec I I nes are apparently associated with reduc6d WI nter
preclpltat Ion. Becmse pumpl ng rates at SRP are expected to be
relatively stable over the next SIX years [23.8 cubfc inters
par second In 1982, canprd to 25.4 and 26.4 cubic inters per
second projectd for 1985 and 1989, respect ivel y (Sact Ion
5. 1.1.4 and 5.2.3)1 the decl(”es (n water levels (n the Tusca-
loosa Aq”l fer at SRP are expectd to h arrest6d. As pumping
rates chanp at SRP, new equl llbrium plezomtrfc surfaces WI I I
develop very rap (d Iy; near wul 1( brlum levels are expect6d to
occur in atnnit 100 days. Thus, pumpl ng at SRP does not appar
to have t9en deplet lng the .gqul fer.
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BT-8 Llkewlse, the Draft El S c lalfns (p. 4-4) that safefi co”* (der~
t Ions override product Ion rnnstderatlo”s. Yet, on page S-9,
safety system alternatives are rejected kcausj their appl (ca-
t Ion WI I I not al Ion prductlon schedu Ies to b rmt.

BT-9 The Draft EIS Is Insufflclent tacause It does not co”taln
adequate data. Examp Ies: the impact of a frmjor accident on
water qua 1I ty downstream Is not adq uate I y descr 1bed.

ET- 10 Wr are the operat ( ng deta I Is of the Reactor Safety Adv I sory
Cmml ttee. Who are they? Are they Independent or are they
toad(es of 00E? What author (t(es do th~ have?

BT-I 1 The Draft EIS fs Inadequate bcause it mak~ assertions and
reaches conclusions without &equate justlflcatlon. Examples:
the adequacy of protection of the publlc frcnn transportation
accidents (p. 4-68) Is assetied tut wlthaut sufficient detail
to Justify the conclusion.

Ground-water withdrawal due to L-Reactor restart, lncl”d(”g
lncrem3nt31 pumpfng ~ support facllftfe* a“d other SRp fac(lt-
t(es, (s expected to -crease the water levels In mnlclpal
uel Is at Jackson and Ta latha below 1982 levels by 0.4 a“d 0.1
Mter respectively. These proJectd decllnes are about ons-
half the dater level fluctuations In Tuscaloosa wel Is that mre
observed (n 1973 due to Increases In winter preclpatlon.
Long-term cycllc changes In Tuscaloosa Aquifer water levels of
2 meters have t.3en ot%erved In wells near SW (Section
F.2.3 .21.

The safe~ systa mlt(gatfon alternatives Identlfled In the EIS
are for tne mltlgatlon of potential consequences froin hypoth6-
tlcal rea:tor accidents, which have a very IW est(mted ~ob-
blllty of occurrence and associated r(sk. Based o“ benefft,
cost, and techn(cal feaslblllty, th!s f(nal EIS has (Antlfled
the reference case conf lne,nent systm as the preferred safety
systm alternatlvs.

The (mpact of potential accidents Is dfscuss~ In Section
4.2. of tne EIS.

The Reactf>r Safe~ Advisory Canmlttee Is ccmprlsd of two
mmnbars of the corporate nmnagement of E. 1. du Pout de Nenwurs
end Company frm the Wl!mlngton, Delaware, offices, two mem~rs
of the fm)?ag%ment of the Savannah R[ver Laboratory who are not
directly !-esponslble for SRP reactor operatlo”s, and three
Independe,?t consultants who are knowledgeable in the field of
nuclear rllactor Safety. The cmm(ttee mets several tfm a
year ti advise du Pent nanagmnt on PoIIcI= and pract(ces
related t<> the safety of SRP reactor Owratlons.

Section 4,,3.1 of the EIS discusses the transportation of
~terlal to and frm the L-Area, and to and frm the SW site
as a result of L-Reactor oparatlon. Safety of the publlc Is
ensured tllrwgh attention to (1) contaln~nt of radioactive
~terlal, (2) control of radlat(on loads, (3) preve”t(on of
crltlcall.~, and (4) protection aga(nst theft or sabotage.
Crfterla (ary according to the nterlal tal”g shlpp~ and are
covered In the appropriate Oepartm”t of Tr,ynsportatlon, WC
and OQE resgulatlons. Also see the response to canfm”t AY-10
regarding +ransportatlon of radioactive nmterlals.
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BT-12

BT-13

BT-14

BT- 15

~

m
+ BT-16

Details ot the mst and tlnm r.squirmnts for Lulldlng cooll”g
twers are not presented.

The Draft EIS Is Inadequate bcause It does not consider all
the prudent and Ioglcal alternatives. Examples: the alterna-
tive sources of production has already been mntloned.

Alternative oversight Mscha”lsms and author ltlas are not
identified or discussed.

These and other Inadequacies of the Draft EIS clearly Indicate
to us that DOE has not done Its job. Perhaps things would b
different If DOE belleved In th legltlmcy of the EIS process
Instead of having to b dragged Into It klcklng and screaming
~ CO”greSS, the Adml”lstratlon and the C0urt5.

What would we like to see 1“ the Final EIS? In addltlon to the
correction of the above-mentioned def lclencl es, we would rec.an-
rmnd the following cmmltfmnts k adopted by DOE.

(1) Accelerate production fran other alternative sources,
assuming that the envlronm8ntal risks are “egllglble.

(2) Defer the restart of the L-Reactor until such time as
the followl”g can b Implemented:

(1) Construct Ion of a Ccollng water alternative such
as cuollng towers that would ellmlnate scalding water discharge
Into Steel Creak and the numsrws environmental impacts that
such a discharge creates.

(11) Increase the level of contalnw”t at the
L-Reactor, especially to provide containment for radioactive
gases that an currently -cape unaffected tq exlstlng
contro Is.

The EIS 1“ Section 4.4.2 provides data with respect @ costs
and Implementation schedules for all .wo Ilng-water mltl~tl.a”
alternatives considered. The cost and schedule data presented
are the bst estlmtes currently available.

Alternative sources of weapons grade plutonium are ass=sed In
Section 2. I of this EIS. As discussed in this section, no
product i.a” options or combinations of options can provide the
nwded Afense nuclear mterlals In the near-term tlm frame.
See also the res~nse to cmnnnt BL-15 regarding the L-Reacfvr
r%start and partial production options.

See the r6sponse to ccinment BQ-2 rqardlng existing oversight
mechanisms.

DOE has prepard this EIS In compliance with the rqulremnts
of the Energy and Water Developw”t Approprlatlons Act, 19S4,
and the National Environmental PoIlcy Act of 1969, as amnded.

See the response to canmnt BM-1 re~rdlng the Oepartmnt of
Energyts Record of Decision on this EIS. All of the ~lt-
ments suggestd will ta considered bf the declsionmaker In
arrlvlng at the Record of Declslon. Sufflclent Information on
env!ronmntal Impacts of the alternatives and options IS pro-
vided In this EIS to enable the dectslonfnakers to nmke a
reasoned decls Ion. A I so see the responses to commnts AB-2 and
BL-15 regardl ng need and product Ion opt ions, the response to
ccnnn9nt AA-1 regardl ng coo II ng water mitigation a Iternat Ives,
the response b canfmnt BF-7 regard I ng conta I nrnent, and the
resmnse to cmfmnt 00-2 rewrdl ng exlstlng overs Ight
mchanl snn.
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( I I I ) accelerate the closure of al I the seepage
basl ns and provl de a Iternatl ve treatrrmnt for the L-Reactor
waste, so as to avol d further contaml nation of the ground
water and

( Iv) establ Ish an Independent oversight grwp con-
SI st I ng of Federal, State and clt Izen representat Ives who
wou I d work to Insure that kth the L-Reactor and SRP as a
who Ie uou Id operate In the safest and mst anvl ronmntal Iy
bn I gn method possible.

BT-17 In concl.sl on, let m state som of our dlsappol ntmnts. We See the response. to cc.nm”ts AF-1 a“d BF-7 .e~rdl ng
are dl sapPol nted In the Inadequacy of the Draft E IS. The pres- di f ferences between SRP ond -IIIEI-CI al “UC Iear reactors
ent one Is not adequate to mke WI se judgments. We are dls-
aPPOl nt~ I n the cent Inuatlon of the double standard for the
L-Reactor. Safety and envlronwntal control standards for the
connnercl al nuc Iear pwer Industry are not r6qul red for the
governwnt *s L-Reactor. This Is especial Iy Ironic when one
real Izes that plans for a nm product Ion reactor Include w 1-
1ng towers and a co”tai nwnt dew, ht the ancient L-Reactor Is
deemed not Iv need them.

BT- 18 We are disappol nted in the continued des I re of DOE to restart See the response to commnt ET- I 3 regard i ng product Ion
the L-Reactor r I ght away when other a I tern at I ves appear to k a Iternat I vc,s.
aval Iable.

And f I na I Iy, we are dlsappol nt6d that DOE has not part Icl pated
In the EIS process In @d faith. Many cltlzens with mny
different v16wpolnts have participated In ~od faith. Is It
tm much to ask that our government, as represented by DOE, do
the same? We do not seek to delay fOr the sake of &lay. We
seek delay on IY unt I I such t Im as needed safety and environ-
mental qual Ity co”trc.ls can b3 Implefnented.

Thank you.
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SAVANNAH MEA
CHAM*R OF CWMERCE

,,~e ~ean rj”~ , “~~~to

30 I West Broad Street
Savannah, Georgia 31499

(912) 253-3067

STATEMENT FOR WE mPAR~ENT Cf ENERGY
PUBLIC HEARIW OW

DRAFI ENV I ROWMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
ON REACT I VAT 10N OF L-REACTOR

OF SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT

BY KEN MATTHEWS
for SAVANNAH AREA ~AMBER OF CO~ERE

November 4, 1983

I am Ken Matthews, a mmkr of the Natural Resources and Energy
Managemnt Commlttee of the Savannah Area Chamber of CannIerce.
On khalf of cur organization, I want to thank you for th Is op-
portunity to react to the Oraft Envlronmnta I impact Statem3nt
prepared by the Departwnt of Energy for the proposed restart
of the L-Reactor at the Savannah RI ver P Iant near Al ken, South
Carol I na.

As we have to Id you on previous occasions, we have grave con-
cerns over the D8partmnt of Energy *s plans for the reac-
tivation a“d expa”s Ion of facl I it Ies of the Savannah River

BU-1 P Iant. As lay peep Ie, however, we feel that tie may b3 unable In accordance with the requirements of the Councl I on Environ -
to adequately evaluate the detal led SCI entlf Ic and techn Ical mental Qua I Ity OOE has attapt6d to mke th Is EIS as readable
I nformtlon contained in the draft Envlronmnta I Impact Stat6- as POSSI ble for the lay readr, given the techn Ical canplexity
writ. of the subject. In addltlon, the SumMry has hen revised

speclflcal Iy to b readable w the lay publlc.
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BU-2 Clearly, an Independent, credible analysis Is needed to al lay
our concerns. As you wI I I reca I I, these concerns centered
arcund the amu la+ [ ve effects of the present and proposed
fact I Itles of the Savannah River P Iant as wel I as those of
cant I guous cQerat Ions such as Georg I a Power Company 1s P Ia”t
Vogtle and the Al lied General Nuclear Processing Facl Iity In
Barnwel 1, South Carol I na.

BU-3 We are a I so concerned about the effect I ve contro I of Fad I a-
actlve substances In the exlstlng facl I Ity as they might af fed
the qua 11ty of groundwater, r I verwater, and the a I r.

y

.
co
* BU-4 We have therefore asked that the Georal a Envlronmnntal Prc.tec-

tlon Dlvlslon and the federal Nuclear-Regu Iatory tiisslon k
rquested to revl w the draft Envl ronmenta I Impact Statemnt,
We feel that these organ i zat lonS have the techn I Ca I -pert I se
and PQI It Ical Independence to make an Informed evaluation of
the EIS that could bw acceptd by lay Wople as wel I ss polltl-
cal leadership. Untl I these agencies have had the opportunity
to conduct the 1ndependent ana I ys Is of the E I S that we have
proposed to al lay our concerns, we would ask that the reatiiva-
t Ion of the L-Reactor be de I ayed.

Once agal n, we appreciate this Opportunlw to express cur vlens
and assure you that we recognize and ful Iy support the in-
terests of the Un 1ted States WI th regards tu nat Io”a I defense.
Hmever, we ask that the nuc Iear development I n and around the
Savannah R!ver Plant not k expanded further without a very
thoughtful, Independent analysls of the Issues that ha~ b“
ral sed and their potential effects on the Canmnltles and
peep Ie of the Savannah River Basin.

Sect Ion 5.2 of the E IS descrl bs the cumu Iatlve effects of
present and proposed SRP f ac I I I t I es and tho~ of other nuc lea r
operations In the VICI nlty of SRP.

Releases of rad i oact I ve mterl a Is from L-Reactor and its sup-
port facilities are descrl~ In Sections 4.1 and 5.1 of this
EIS. Releases from the entire Savannah River P Iant are con-
trol lad to the extent practicable. Materials that are released
have a very srnal I r.adlolqlcal Impact on the of fslte popula-
tion. The amunts of releases and their radiological Impacts
on the POPUIatlon wlthln an 80-kl l~ter radius and on down-
stream Consumrs of Savannah Rlwr water are pub Ilshed 1n an
annual series of rqorts aval Iable ta the public, entitled:
Envlronmntal Monitoring In the Vicinity of the Savannah River

Iant. The rmst recent of hese reports, for 98
=nt DPSPW83-30-I.

2, is

The Georgl a Departrmnt of Natura I Resources, the South Caro I I na
Departmnt of Health and Envlronnmntal Control, the NW Iear
Regu Iatory Commlsslon, and other Georgia, South Caro II na, and
Federal agencl~ received copies of the EIS. As req”l red by
the Energy and Water Devel optmnt Appropr I at Ions Act, 19M, the
El S was developed In consultat Ion with the States of Georgia
and South Caro 11na. WE prov I dad work I ng drafts of the E IS to
the states, met wI th the I r represent at I ves, and Incorporated
their c~nts 1nto the El S.
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STATEMENT ~

SISTER CHARLEkE WALSH, R.S.M.
207 E. Ll ktiy St.

Savannah, GA

ORA~ ENV I ROMNTAL IMPACT STATEMENT,
L~EACT~ mRAT ION, SAVANNAW RIVER PLmT

November 4. 1983

I would I Ike to mke ho ccinfrents under the heading: ttaa Ith and
Sat ety.

I n the ORAFT ENV i ROWNTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, L-REACT~ CPERA-
TION, SAVANNNi RIVER PLANT-VOI. 1, Septem~r, 1983, there Is a
twelve (12) page section devotd speclflcal Iy to STUDIES NO
MONITORl~ ~HAMS connected with the Savannah RI ver Plant.

t!are are I Isted hundreds of monltorl ng sites and program for
tracl ng the radlonuc I Ide cnntent of air, water from f Ive
streams that f IW to the Savannah River, ground water, sol 1,
grass %mplos, other wgetatlon, ml lk, food, drl nkl ng water for
Port We”tuorth and two South Caro 11na countl es, atmosphere,
rainwater. . .

Besides these hundreds of checks for radlonucl Ide content,
there are f edera I and state rmn I tor I ng prografm for harmf” I
nonradlolcglcal mterlals In the air, surface water, quatic
organ I sins, and ground water.

There Is me”tlon of ongol ng studies relatlng to coo I Ing-water
Intake and discharge, wet land @f fects, effects on f I sherles,
endangered species, and f I w archeological sites.

Al I this and mre to reassure us that we haw Mother Nature
wel I under control. I am not reassured! Why th Is ~eat
expenditure of rmney, tlw, a“d sclentl f Ic expertise, I ask,
unless the dangers b “s are q“al Iy great?
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BV-I One paragraph from th Is sect Ion of the Fnvl rc.nrrm”tal Impact
Statemnt stays In my heart and contrl butes to n?f opposlt Ion to
the restart of the L-Reactor a“d to the SW. The last para-
graph on 6-8 refers to two studies kl ng conducted on SW
workers--a nurbldlty and nvrtal Ity study of radiation workers
and a hea Ith effects study of p Iutonlum workers. I quote:
,,Both . . . are In the early data COI lectlon a“d WI Idatlon
phase. Because these are comprehensive studies, resu Its WI I I
not k aval Iable for several years .,,

When the studies are ccmp lete, the damage WI I I have ken tine!
Citizens of Georgia and South Carollna ne~ only recal I the
reassurances gl Ven the cl t Izens of Nevada, Utah, and ArIzona,
and the errors exposed bf a subsquent Congress lona I Overs Ight
Committee. I ca I I for such an overs [ght ccnnmlttee to te
asslgn~ th Is project.

My second PI nt relates to Health and Safety al so. It has to
do with the dal Iy h.aa Ith and safetv of the ~or. The p Iuto” lum
produced bv the restart of the L-Reactor WI I I k used to carry
out the Penta~nls p Ia”s for producl ng weapons with f I rst
strike capabl Ilty. Bll lions of dullars wII I mntlnue to te
spent as the arms race contl nues ! The VI rt”e of patrlotl Sm
causes fnfI to chat Ienge the restart of the L-Reactor with the
words of the Pops and Catho I Ic BI shops of the world at the
Second Vatican Cc.uncl I: ,,The arm race IS one of the greatest
curses on the hu~n race and the harm It I “f I Icts u~” the poor
Is mre than can ba endured .,,

At the lev!~ls of radiation exposure received by Savannah River
Plant radl,~t ion uorkers, no detectab Ie hea Ith effects are
expected; thls tel I ef Is ksed on studi es bf the Natlo”al
Academy of Sciences Cmmlttee on the Blologlca I Effects of
Ionizl ng Rad I at lo” (The Effects on Pop” Iatlons of Exposures to
Low Levels of Ic.nlzlnq Radlatlon, National Acad~ of Sciences,
Wash Ingto”, DC, 19 80). bwever, to ensure that “o u“expect~
hea Ith ef f,>cts are over lookti, studl 6s are under wav of the
mrbldlty ;and rmrtal Ity of SW workers and of health effects of
pluton Ium k+orkers. Appendix B of the EIS addr=ses the effects
of low- lev(~l exposure to radiation.

NE has ashed the Centers for Olsease Control, At Ianta,
brgla, to convene a panel b revlea the SRP epldemiologlcal
studies. “(his panel , which Includes ~ldemlologlsts from the
hea Ith dep?]rtfrents of Georgia and South Caro I Ins, held its
first fmetlng to revlm ongoing studl~ on Octoter 25 and 26,
1983. ODE plans to co”tlnue the ongoing studies and to
Implement i~ny additional studies recmw”ded ~ the panel.



COmnt
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sTATEMENT OF C-IARLES MI LMINE, INDIVIDUAL

tid nvrnl ng. I am here this nwrnl ng to addr~s this hearl ng
because I feel It Is the responsible thing for m to *. I am
afraid that I do It with the feeling that the DOE wI II little
note nor long remembr what I and some others III I I try to
contr I hte to the dec Is Ion-mk I ng process.

1 address you again with a feel i “g of lnad~.acy. I Make no
claim to b31ng a nuclear physicist. That is “ot ta say that I
do not seek b9tter understand ngs and truth 1n this area.

Education and communlcat Ion are tw of my Interests. As one
vital Iy Interested In the decl sl.ans you wke, I am (perhaps as
I nterest~ I n the dec Is [on process as I am I n the decls ions
themse I ves.

We Ilve In a tlfnw of great technological change. QIJlte often
decisions regardl ng the use of this technology are mada by mn
and women I I ke yoursel ves who have hen entrustd with the
authority, whether bf plltlcal design or polltlcal default.

The assumption of this author!fy carrl es with It the assumpt Ion
of lmpl led pwer. It Is the arrogant display of this pwer
that prfmIc.tes v Interest I n the envl ronrmnta I co”seq “ences of
the restart of the L-Reactor. I am still of the L!elief that
our governmnt ls 1nst i tuted amng mn der I VI ng Its power from
the consent of the ~verned. I am concerned that as a resu It
of our act Ions and I nact ions we may beconm a gover”rnent of
technocrats, by technocrats and for the pec.p le.

I f I nd that I wst repeat w request for a genul ne ef fort on
your part to reach the tech”o Ioglca I Iy dlsenfra”ch I seal. The
c!tlze”s who are “ot here tecause they have I Ittle ~prehe”-
slon of the start up of the L-Feact.ar are the crltlcal mass 1
wIsh you wou Id concern yoursel ves with.

I am not suggesting that you continue to passively respnd to
requests for I nforfnat Ion. I mlntaln that most citizens are
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either tvo lntlmldated bf that process or just don-t know how
BW-I to formu late a quest! on. I would Ilke to see an active educa-

tional effoti using existing facl Iltles, such as science c8n-
ters, schools and publ [c television. The objective of your
educat Ional efforts mu Id ba to achieve a crltlcal frass of
people that Is capable of asking Intel I I gent quest tons and pro-
VI d I ng construct lve suggest Ions.

I feel that this educational effort has to k a Wsltlve one.
Slttl ng back and answerl ng requests for I nformatlon IS cer-
tai nly the Wth of least resistance. ~wever, (t Is bund to
lead to frustration wlthi” the critical mass and the result
cw Id b counterproduct Ive from your POI nt of view. I wonder
I f the return on your I nvestnmnt wou I d not tm greater on an
active education program than on the passive investment In
education you are now makl ng.

Bw-2 To avoid the critlclsm you fear fram people who think you are
‘prcmwt I ng nuc I ear energy and prumt I ng nuc Iear fi!atters, n what-
ever they are, I repeat ~ suggest Ion for the format Ion of a
Cltizents canmlttee given the respons Ibi I Ity of Werseelng the
educat Ions 1 effort.

Bw-3 I al= believe that this or another cltlzen ccimnlttee should k
Involvd In rev16.al ng your envlronfmntel fmnltorl ng program. I
sw ton much I n-house or c Iose I y-contro I I ed fnonI tori ng pro-
posed. I also see the names of a select few outside organiza-
tions doing repetitive uonltorlng. I understand that som of
the dnta from the rmnltorl”g find their way Into scle”tlfic
journa 1s where sainp 11ng techn Iques and resu Its are strut 1-
nized. I am fmre concerned about those data that ti not mke
It to the journa IS for, perhaps, national security reawns. I
am also concerned that the mnitorl ng of the cltlzens (health,
etc. ) Is not done on a regular sclentlflc bsls.

Yw have said that you did not think It was a wise “~ of the
taxpayerss nK.ney fu have one ~vernmnt ~ency rev! w the work
of another. One person ccmmmnted here &ck I n May that she d I d
not ml nd her mney hi ng used for that purpose, and I concur.

To the extent practicable, due to cost and securl ty, WE has
atteMpted to dlstrl bute Informtlon to the publ Ic abut the
actl Vitles of the Savannah River P Iant. Durl ng the last 6
yeafi, ~E has publ I shed four E 1Ss and two EAs with numercus
references that are publ Icly aval I able, as wel I as mny studies
bv the Savannah River Ecoloav Laboratory and the Savannah Rfvsr

See the response
imchanisfns.

.,

to canfmnt BQ-2 re~rdi ng exlstl ng onrs Ight

The Stat8s of South Caro I Ina and krgla and the EPA conduct
Imnltorlng In the vlclnlty of the SW . The results of their
nunltorlng are consistent with SRP tits. Section 5.2 descrl ks
cumu Iatlve effects from SRP facl I ltl~ and other plants with 1“
the Immediate vlclnlfy of SW.

Al I docunmr,ts refarenc~ In this EIS are avai Iable for publlc
revl - In the DOE publ [c readl ng r-s In Al ken, South Cero-
1Ins, and Washl ngton, D.C. Also see the r~ponse to c.anmnt
Bw-I and tile response ti _nt AB-2 regardl ng disc Iosure of
classified !nformtlon.

~ nil I C<IIIIPIY with al I applicable Federal and state r6gula-
t Ions on env I ronmenta I pr0t9ct Ion. CCIE Is canml tted to con-
s I der, eva I uate, and imp I ement measures to Improw safety and
hea I th protect Ion at SPP; th Is i “c I“des long-term
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I a I ways thought that a systw of checks and h I antes was a
gaod Idea I n our gover.ntmnt.

I wonder if the cl tlzenls committee cou Id not assist In rev18w-
1ng the data f rm the mn I tor I ng program. I ‘m talklng about
rev 1en I ng f I et d samp I I ng t6chn Iques and I nterpretat ion of

B14-4 data. I not 1ce, for I nsta”ce, that ycu say that the Envl ron-
tnental Assessment Ilstd a figure of 46 curies of ceslufn that
would be washed out of Steel Creak In the f I rst 14 years of
operat Ion. f4uw, Improved est I mates i nd I cate there wou I d be on
the order of 14 cur I es. I wou Id I Ike to kncu why the est Ifnote
was changed. I would also like to kncn how and why the
estlmte was changed. I wou I d feel better that there w I I I not
be slml Iar tianges In estlnmtes in the future. I wou Id just
feel better If an Independent revlewlng authorlw was Inmlved.

Bw-5 In sum, I r-in concerned about the crlt Ical mass of POP Ie
who are not here tiday. I have two constructive suggest Ions Iv
remdy the s I tuat ion. One: Emberk on an active and h lanc~
educational effort alnmd at Involvl ng imre Intel I I gent people
I n the decl sions YCU are entrust~ to make. Two: I repeat v
suggestion of a cl t Izents committee with Werslght responslbi 1-
Itles for SOIM of your operations with the object l..’e of Iendlng
crdlbl 11~ to your declslons.

Respectful Iy Submitted,

Charles E. Ml Imlne

2421 Easy St.
Savannah, GA 31406-4229

(912) 355-5522

~idemlolwlcal studies that currently are king evaluated ~
the Canters for 01 sease @ntro 1, At Ianta.

Also see the response to canmnt BQ-2 rogardl ng exlstlng
overs Ight fmchanlstrs.

See Section 0.4.3 of the EIS.

See the response to cmtmnt Bw-1 re~rdl ng publ Ic Iy aval Iable
I nformt Ion and the r~ponse to CcnIment *-2 r6gard I ng
I nde~ndent fronitorl ng bf the Stat- of South Caro Ilna and
G60rgla.
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STATEMENT BY

JME S D. ~WARO
P.O. bx 13687

Savannah, Georgia 31416

4 bvember 1983

Concerning The
L-Reactor Envl ronmnta I Impact

I am dee~ Iv trcub led as are mnv others In

Statement

coastal Gmrala with
the operations at the Savannah River P Iant (SRP). Alth~ugh I
am speak I ng I n response to I mmed1ate concerns about the restart
of the ,IL,, reactor, th Is a I so re I ates to the overa I I SRP
operat Ion.

BX- I I do not tel I eve the present nDdus operandi of SRP Is as safe See the rss~nses to connrants AA-1 and AB-13 regard 1ng
an operation as It easl Iy could be. Specifically, I belteve In for fnat[cn provided in the EIS on mling-uater mltl~tlon
the L-reactor and a I I other reactors shou I d b retrof 1tted wI th a I ternat I ves, the response to cmment BA-5 regard I ng h I gh- Ieve I
conta I nmnt doms and cm 11ng towers and an ad8a uate permnent radioa~lve waste, and the res~nse to canfmnt BF-7 regardl ng
waste storage fac I I I ty. dl f f erences btneen SUP and ccunmrcl a I nuc Iear reactors.

You of the Departm!ant of Energy (DOE) c Ialm the towers and
dofms are not needd because of the size and type of reactors
at SRP. Mwever, we kth knw that if any agency other than
the federal governmnt put a reactor In operation they would be
forced to take these safety precaut Ions. Sure I y I f It is
necessary to have a mu It I-bl I I Ion dol Iar defense hdg-at, part
of whIch WI I I create nure nuc Iear weapons mterlal and associ-
ated high-level nuc Iear wastes, It Is reasonable to expect that
the product ion of that mterl al b tine In the safest way
Possible.

BX-2 A second POI nt that concerns nm is the propensity of your See the rc,sponse to cantmnt BQ-2 re~rdl ng I ndepenbnt
agency (DOE) and Its predecessor organl zatlon (AEC and EROA) mn I tor 1n:l.
for not te I I 1ng the truth to the Anmr 1can peep le. I n the case
of the SRP operation you claim the operation Is safe and clean
but there Is very little in your past history to Justify
hlievlng you can bE trusted tu tel I the truth or to bslleve
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that you WI i I not mls!ead us It It IS Imre nnvenlent. For
th Is reason I b.al I eve there should k an independent oversight
comml ttee estab I I shed +0 oversee and mn[tor the present and
future oparatlons of the SRP.
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Stat~nt of the League of Women Voters of Georg I a
at the Public Regional Revlw of

ORAfl ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAcT STATEMENT
L*EACT~ HRATION, SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT

Al KEN, S.C.

Held at the DeSoto HI Iton Hotel
Savannah, Ga.

9:00 a.m.

GENTLEMEN:

I ntroductlon of tnvself

~vem~r 4, 1983
and 6:00 p.m.

I am Geral dl me Lehfay, chairman of the Natural Resources Com-
mitt- of the League of Wc.mn Voters of Savannah -Chatham County
and fornmrly chalrmn of the Energy hmmltteo of the League of
Women Voters of Gaorgl a. Mrs. Lee Wash, president of the
Georgia League, has asked w to represent her In speakl ng for
the state League at this hearl “g. Care for the e“vlro”mnt !s
a major concern of the League, and the League of ‘#own Voters
of the U.S. I n Its PO I IV toward energy development and Imp le-
wntat ion takes the POSI t Ion that ‘Uenv I ronmenta I protect ion 1s
a primary cons Iderat Ion. n,

My previous appearances at Savannah River Plant hearings

Thls Is v fourth time to represent the Gmrgl a League of Womn
Voters at a publ Ic hearing on the proposed reactivation of the
L-Reactor at the Savannah RI ver Plant. kfy ear I Ier comrne”ts
were concerned wI th the need for an Env I ronmenta I I mpact State-
mnt (E IS) and recchnwndut Ions on the process of 1ts develop-
ment and daslrable @als for the EIS. Today I am pleased that
the Oraft E IS has non been Issued. I have sow comments on Its
f Indlngs.
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~mnts on the f Indlngs of the DE IS

1. Need for the ape rat ion of the L-Reactor

BY-1 The report provides very I Ittle Information related to the nead
for the operat Ion of L-Reactor at th Is t I ma. Statemk3nts re
gardl ng the need to produce rmre plutonium are bsed on clas-
slflec Information contained In Appendix A, which Is not avail-
able to the general public, so no definite substantiation of
need Is provldd bf the DE I S.

2. Product Ion alternatl Ves

BY-2 The study of product Ion a I ternat I ves Ma$ nO+ ad~ uate. The
draft did not even consider such an alternative as spedl ng up
the recovery of Ob= I ete warheads, a proposa I advanced h Sen.
Nunn and Rep. Thomas and approved b preslden* Reagan. RecOv-
ery of p Iuton Ium from c0mm3rcl al power reactor spent fuel al-
was not rnnsldered as a VI able alternative bacause of tlmlng
considerations and leglsla+l On pr*lbitln9 such use Of fuel
orod.ced I n canwrci a I reactors. These a I ternat I ves ~serve
~nn.ld.arm+lon .Ince thev mlaht hel D to al Ievlate two probl --------- . . .,
connected with the nuclear ~nergy
supp Iy of weapons grade nmterl als
the nuc Iear waste nw I n Storage.

prcgram, by I ) I ncreaslng the
and 2) reducing the size of

Soe the response to canmnt AB-2 regard I ng !nformt Ion on need
for defense nuc Iear mterl als 1n the E IS and the 1nforfnat Ion
avai Iable to declslonmakers.

The co”vers Ion of spant cm~rcl al reactor fuel 1nto weapOns-
grade plutonium Is currently Prohlbltd by law [Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, 42 USC Sect Ion 2077(e) 1. Leglslatlve
rmmval of this prohibition Is not considered a reasonable
a Iternat I ve to the restart of L-Reactor as a source of weapons-
grade plutonium. This policy determination was passed W
Congress I n Decem&r 1982 #h Ich reaf f I rmed the posit Ion of
strict separat ion of nuc tear defense and cnmwrcl al act i vlt Ies
establ I shad bf the Atmlc Energy Act I n 1954. %reover, when
the House of Representatives was specl f Ica I Iy asked I n Oecembar
1982 to reject the prm I bit ion drafted by the Senate, the Hmse
overwhelmingly refused to A so by a vote of 281 to 107 (U.S.
Cong. Rec., Volufne 128, pages H881d-8817, Oecemtar 2, 1982).
The ant Icl patlon that such a strona and recent statement of
P I Icy would b reversal In the neir future Is unreasonable.
The recovery of mterial fran ret lred warheads Is Included 1n
the annua I Nuc Iear Weapons Stockp I Ie Memorandum. Additional
1nfornwt Ion on product Ion mt Ions has teen added TO Sect Ions
I.1 and 2.1 of this EIS.

3. Water PO! Iutlon at the SRP

oraanlc x.lvents have seeped from chemicalBY-3 The DOE states that .
sett 11ng basins at the SRP and have contamlnatd groundwater
SUPPI 1= at the plant and that traces of the contaminants have
a Isa Wn found in the Tuscaloosa Aqul fer, a wjor source of
drl nkl na water for G80r~la and SOu+h CarOll na. The Senate.

See the responses to cmnts AJ-I and BG-4 regardl ng the use
of seepa~ bas I ns and DOE c.anml trmnts for ground-water
protect Ion.

with Se;ator Thurmnd a; principal s~n=r, has ordered the ex-
penditure of funds to clean up the POl Iut!on, to phase Wt som
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seepage bsfns now (n use and to bJl Id a new treatwnt plant
proper Iy to Process waste water, th IS to b3 done wIthl n
twenty-four nvnths of the final approval of the project. In
11.e with th!s dlrectlve, If (t Is decfded to place the
L-Reactor Mck In operation, the DOE, with proper concern for
the hea Ith of the peep Ie of the area, should delay Its start-
UP, with the added VOIUW of uaste water this WI I I brl”g, untl I
after the waste water treatwnt P Iant IS operable and the use
of seepage taslns IS reduced.

4. P“bl 1c safety and env( ronmental protect Ion

BY-4 The DOE (s rsqulred by law to consider seriously al I optlOnS .?0
mlnlmlze damge to the publ (c health and to the envfronm3nt.
To th Is end It has ken sug~st~ that cw II ng towers and a
contal nwnt dom should te bu I It at L-Reactor, and Senator
Matt (ng Iy earl I er expressed concern about an L-Reactor without
such safet’j features. The draft E I S dlsmlsses such suggested
alternatives, saying either they WI I I not al low DOE to wet
production schedules or that th~ are too costly. Congress
has, however, shown by Its act Ion on the wast’avater treatwnt
p I ant that (t cons lders just (f fable the expenditure of funds to
enhance publ Ic safety and envl ronmental protect (on.

Requests for act(on

BY-S 1. To provide the protection which Is due to al 1 cltlzens In
South Carollna and Gaorgla I Ivfng (n an area where a(r and
water qua I ( ty cou I d k affected by the L*eactor react I vat Ion
the DOE facl Iitles should k required to meet the federal and
state envfronmsntml standards wh Ich app Iy to ccmtnmrclai
reactors.

BY-6 2. I f the f Inal declslon Is to react I vate L+eactor, before
start-UP al I feasl ble steps ta avoid damage to the envl ronwnt
shou Id be taken.

BY-7 3. To avo(d tne crltlclsm or the actual (ty of a biased aP-
proach OOE should establ Ish an f ndependent overs Ight commlttea
(n IIne with the recmmndatlons nmde by the pla(ntfffs In a
Iawsult about the E IS. Such a Cmm(ttee would oversee studl es
and m(tfgat Ion mas”res. The need for such a committee Is fnade

The E I S presants the analyses for al I mft lgat (on alternatives,
Includlng cmll ng and safety syst~s, In Sect Ions 4.4. I and
4.4.2 of the EIS. 41s0 see the res~nses to comnmnts AA-1 and
AB-13 reqardlng lnfor~tlon contained In th(s EIS on coollng-
uater ml t Igat Ion alternat (ves, the response to commnt BF-7
reqrdf “g a con+al nmnt dome, and the response to BM-I reyrd -
lng the Oepartmant of Energy’s Record of Decls Ion on th Is EIS.

See the responses to canments AA-3, and BF-7 regardl ng 00E’s
canmltwnt to comply with applicable federal and state regula-
tions and the dl fferences htneen SRP reactors and ccinwrclal
I (ght-water reactors.

See the responses to conmnts AA-1 and AA-3 regardl ng
ccol(ng-u?ter alternatives and OOEIS cornm(twnt to cmply with
app I (cable federal and state envlrontnental protect (on
r5g. latlor, s.

See the r$,sponse to canment BQ-2 regard{ ng Independent rmn 1-
torlng N the States of South Carollna and &rgla, and the
response t’o Cc$nmnt AB-20 regard Ing the OP I nlon of the u.S.
Dlstr let Court and the preparat Ion of the F(nd(ng of No
Slqnlf Icar,t Impact.
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especial Iy des Irable b3cause the DOE used for the preparation
of the LISI S the Sam Cmpany wh la conducted the ear I tar
envl ronnmn+al assessnmnt, whose .x.ncluslon of no slgnl f Icant
Impact f run the react I vat Ion of the L-Reactor was termed by
U.S. 01 str let Judge Thomas P. Jackson ‘unreasonab Ien and an
‘ah= of discretion. n

My conclusion

BY-8 If the EIS does point to the Ilkellwd of Serlws harm to See the response to commnt BM-1 reyrdl ng the Departrmnt of
psop Ie and to the phys Ical envl ronnmnt, the L-Reactor shou Id Energyts Record of Decl sion on th Is EIS.
not b put back Into operat Ion. The hea Ith and safefi of the
people who live and work In the area shou Id b acceptd as ln-
flnltely nure valuable than the ml I Ilons of dol Iars lnv6sted In
an Id Ie nuc Iear reactor. The L-Reactor shau I d not aga I n h
placed In operation If doing so wIII lower the quallw of life
for the wople who II .e In Its Imdlate area In South Carol I na
and Georgia and a long the Savannah RI ver belti the P Iant site.

Geraldlne LeMay
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Statmnt of Vlrglnla Brown, cltlzen, tmfore the
Oepartmnt of Energy at a Publ Ic Hearl ng at Savannah,
Georgia, Novembr 4, 1983, on the Envlronmntal Impact

Statemnt regardl ng the restart of the L-Reactor at
the Savannah River Plant, Alken, South Carol I na.

Bz-1 I am not reassured ~ the mssage In the recently released E IS The purpos,> of the Envlronfnenta I Impact Statemnt 1s to analyze
on the react i vat Ion of the L-Reactor. ltseelllstOmtOac- the env I ronnmntal conswuences of the proposed restart of
cept the fact that reactlvat Ion WI I I damage the surroundl ng L-Reactor I n accordance with the Energy and Water Development
envlronfnent; to send the mssage that I Ittle can k done about
It; and to say that, even If S-thl ng could k done, nothing

ApprOprlatlons Act, 1954, and the National Envl ro”mental Pol ICY
Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amendd.

Will ba.

DOE WI I I p-epare its Record of Decl slon bsed on the E I S and on
other studl * on the need for defense nuc Iear inter I a Is. CQE
WI I I consider al I alternatives in reaching Its declslon, ln-
c Iudl ng envlronmntal Iy preferable a Iternat Ives and preferences
for alternat Ives hsod on the technical, econanic, and statu-
tory mlsslon of the agency; NE WI I I also determine whether al I
pract I cab Is n9ans ti avol d envl ronmental effects f rm the
selected a Iternatl w have hn adopted. ~E WI I I canply with
a I I appl I cable Federal and state regu Iatlons on envlronwntal
protect Ion.

Recent Iy, I read, ,In the Chrlstlan Science Monl tor, a page and
half of Intervlen with a mdern Amrlcan farmer. ktter
than I can, myself, hls wrds express my consternation with the
drift of phi Iosophy that Is evldenci ng Itself In recent years
among c9rtaln segnk3nts of Un I ted States sclety.

NOTE 1: Letters from an Amer 1can far frmr, 1983, Wen6e I I 8erry,
Port Royal, KY, to Chrlstlan Science Monitor staff writer,
Robert Marquand, Jr.
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BZ-2 Th Is farmer was ~sess I ng the Impact that an energy producl ng
plant would have on hls locality. Ha said, In part,

‘(The people who are In charg9 of the plant) actlvltle5 da not
I i ve here and so ti not have fu worry about Its safety. Thel r
I ndlf ference to Its lmact, and their Indl f ference to Its
safety has been a mntter of publ 1c record from the tegl nn I ng.

mSaf e use of any technology shou I d be persona I IY guarantwd w
the nmmbe= of the board of trustees and d I rectors--that Is,
they smld be personal !y IIable to Pr’=ecutlon If their
guarantees f a I I.

n (The fact) that dangerous pwer--nuc tear and otheru I se-~n M
used wI thout such guarantees not on I y const I tutes an
Intolerable threat to publ Ic health and welfare, but Is a kind
of techno)oglcal polltlcs that 1s futalltarlan in Implication.

.Free enterprise Is defensible only when used bf peep Ie whole-
heart~ Iy mmltted to the wel fare of their neighbors, neigh-
bors bel ng any wb I I w within read of the consequences of
oneqs ac?s. The Inter-t of nel ghbors shou I d take precedence
over the 1nterests of stockholders, tus I ness partners and
a I I Ies, preferred customers, etc. One of the dutl~ of Wr
governmnt, as const 1tuted, Is t’u assure that precedence. n

The Savannah R Iver P Iant Is tuned by the U.S. Government and
operated w Du Pent wI thout fee. N! nety~even percent of the
SW emp Iqees, I nc Iud I ng DOE and Du Pent mnagmnt personnel
reside In the 13 Counties surroundl ng the Plant. Safe@ a“d
envl ronmntal factors are mJor CunWn8nts of operat I ng the
SRP. The SRP Is operated I n the safest possible mnner with
releases wntrol led ta as Icu as reasonably achievable levels
that are wel I within app I I cable standards. The .anners/
operators understand the respons i bl 11ty for safety and prudent
operat Ion of the SRP.
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THE LSAGE OF ~EN VOTERS OF SAVANNAH-CHATHAM
321 E. York St.

Savannah, Georgia 51401

STATEKNT BEFORE THE OEPAR~NT OF ENERGY AT A PUBLIC HEARING
AT SAVANNAH, GEORGIA, NOVEM=R 4, 1983, ON THE ENV IROWNTAL

IMPACT STATEMNT REGARDI W T~ RESTART ~ THE L-REACT@ AT THE
SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT, Al KEN, SOUTH CAROLI m

I am VI rgl nla Brown, tnembr of the Envlron~ntal Qua I Itv Can-
ml ttee of the League of Wow” Voters of Savannah-Chatham.

The League of Wcmen Voters ‘tba I I eves that ~vernmnt shou I d ta
responsive to the WI I I of the peep le.. .al IwI ng them to share

1
In the w utl On of. ..problems which affect the @neral
welfare. st

CA-1 The Savannah-Chatham League be I I eves that, i n the case of the
Savannah River Plant, the orlglnal declslon to hlld this plant
I n our area was not made Iota I I y; that the decls ion was made
without the part lclpatlon of those who wou Id b dl rectiy
af fectd envlronmntal Iy. That lack of clt I Zen 1nput on
deci slon-makl ng shou Id not continue, the League tal I eves.
Further development of the plant, sud as reactivation of the
L-Reactor shou I d on I y te accomp I i shed after Iota I POP Ie have
shared In that decision.

CA-2 The League a Isa wonders If the manufacture of addlt Tonal
nuclear fuel for weapons of war Is cunducl ve to the pramtlon
of world peace to which prlnclple the League Is cunmltted.

CA-3 In April of 1982, a national public oplnlon Pll reported that
58 percent of the samp Ie surveyed agreed WI th th ls stat~nt:

,,Prot~t I ng the env I ronmnt Is * I m~rtant that
requlrenmnts and standards cannot k too high, and
cent i nu I ng envi ronmnta I I mprovwnts must be mde
regard I ess of cost.’s

Any decision to op8rate L-Reactor WI I I be Mde I n accordance
with the provisions of the National Envlronmntal Pol ICY Act
including those which Involve publlc Wrtlclpatlon.

The nat Ions 1 w I icy on nuc Iear weapons, their dep Ioyfmnt, and
the need for Increased weapons Is byond the scope of th Is
EIS.

The Departmnt of Energy WI I I wnsldr al I factors-%ost,
schedu Ie, environmental Impacts Includl ng health and safety,
national security, and DOE*S statutory mlsslon in fonnu Iatl ng
Its R%corti of Oecl slon.
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The League urges decl slon mkers to heed th Is expression of
concern.

CA-4 The League of Women Voters be I I ev- that ,Jspeci a I attent Ion
must b given to SOIVI ng wast disposal problems assoclat~
with nuclear energy sources.. ?

We are concerned stout the ‘Wasten that Is to come out of the
plant = heat In water discharges to PO I lute nearby streams;
the ,,Wasten that comes out of the p Iant of kth chernlcal and
radioactive dl scharges to POl lute the air and water; and the
nwa~fen that cows out as rad [oact i w sa I Ids w! th no Proved,

safe storage techniques to keep It frm eventua I Iy PDl Iut Ing
the envIronnk3nt.

To lessen the Impacts of the above I Isted envlronmenta i
Impacts, the League supports the use of adequate safeguards
lncludlng containment of alr and water pollution; cmllng of
dl scherged Mt water tefore tel mg channeled Into the natural
water courses; and, de Iayl ng of the restart unt I I some
rel i able, safe way Is found to store nuclear wastes.

The Impacts of nonradlological and radiological re leases from
L-Reactor are dascrl~ In detail In Sect Ions 4.1.1 and 4.1.2
of the E IS. The ,fwastes, n In the form of heat In water dls-
charges and chemical and radioact Ive discharges, are regulat6d
@ state and Federal permits. As noted I n Sect Ion 5.1.2.8, the
‘.u Ium of high-level rad Ioact I ve waste to b @nerated by cher
Ical processl ng of L-Reactor fnaterl al was cons l~red In the El S
for the Defense Waste Processl ng Facl I Ity (DOE, 1982). ODE
wI! I comply with al ! applicable state and Federal regulations
on envl ronmental protect Ion. AI so see the respnse to comment
AV-2 re~rdl ng high-level radioactive waste.

1 ,MPACT ow ISSUES, I 982-1984, the League of Wmen voters Of

the Un I ted States, copyright@ 1982.
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STATEMENT ~ WLFGANG =WTSWN

The Savannah RI ver Plant doesntt have to restart L-Reactor
@erat tons. My reasons for th ls statwnt are:

CB-1 The pluton Ium produced durl ng L-Reactor operations Is supposed
to be used as nuclear exploslve In mostly middle range Euro-
missl Ies. To me the resumption of L-Reactor Weratlons means
~tl~n:!mldatl ng attempt durl ng the st I I I Iastl ng Geneva negotl -

It anticipates a fal lure In those negotiations tetween
the United States of Amrlca and the USSR. The respo”s Ible
party for the restart of the L-Reactor, current Iy the Reagan
admlnlstrat ton, seems to prepare a bu I Id up of nuc Iear war-
heads to hasten the *P IOymnt of missl Ies In =Se of a fal lure
of the US-USSR-negotiations on Euromlssl Ies. This might--ln nry
OPI nlon--harden the position of the Russl an party and @ad them

~ prepare slml Iar action fv produce frore warheads. This path
Is wel I known as a part of the = ml led arms race and might
wel I precipitate an evltable dl saster.

Even after a temporal fal lure I n Geneva In serious and genuine
negot Iations there Is no ne6d, In nrf opl nlon, tu restart L-
Reactor operat Ion. By the way, frm nrf POI nt of VI 6n, there Is
neither a sign of fal lure nor one of @nulne n~tiatlons at

CB-2 Geneva. But nuc Iear mater! al might k gal ned Ly reworkl ng dis-
carded warheads and reprocessing the aged nuc Iear exp Ioslves.
Reprocess! ng nuc I ear waste of uork 1ng nuc I ear pc.wer p Ia”ts wI I I
give an additional amount of plutonl”m. From nrf k“onledge al I
the requirements fu match this scenario are fu If I I led. There-
fore enough nuc Iear exp I os I ves for tru I y necessary ml ss I Ies are
aval I able without restartl ng a very special pluton Ium producl ng
reactor.

CB-3 Another factor ml ght prov I de aga I nst the L-Reactor Is restart.
The mare ‘fresh. p Iuton!um Is produced for nuc Iear warheads the
mre wed nk9terl a I due to the radioactive decay has fu b take”
care of. care I n th ls case mans storage over Centur I es. But
there Is no secure storage possl bi I Ity. Even after glasslf lca-
tlon--whlch ~ ncu Is stll I in a process of research and ap-
prova I and has led tv no reassur I ng resu Its--the rad Ioact I ve
waste stl I I produces heat and, thus, Is able to change ~logl-
ca I propert l= of the storage s I te. Storage In water bsins or

The national pol ICY on nuc Iear weapons, their dep Ioyment, and
the need f,,r I ncreasd wea~ns Is beyond the scope of th ls E IS.

See the re;ponses to .wm”ts BL-19 and BY-2 re~rdl ng
utl I Izatlon of material fran retired weapons and cammerclal
reactors.

The p I uton I um from ret i red weapons systms Is rcut I nel y reused
I n nm weawns systems.

As de~rlbad In Sect Ion 5. 1.2.8 of the EIS, the high-leml
radloactlva wastes assocl ated with L-Reactor operation WI I I be
stored tem~arl Iy In exlstl ng mult I hrrler waste tanks at the
Savannah River Plant. The concentrate Ion of f I sslonab Ie mte-
rlal In SRP waste Is belcu that required to produce a crltlal
n6ss. Beglnnl,?g In 199d, this waste wI II be -Ildl fled Into
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artlflclal pools Is not a SCure possibility, either. This Is
obvl ws because of Its dependence on st Irrl ng and m I I ng which
again nmy fa I I related to electrical and other problems. If
the cool I ng and stlrri ng systmI or either of them fal Is to work
prcQerly, the critical mss of radionuclldes Is readily
ach I eved.

A I i this leads to my apl nlon that a restart of L+eactor
operations In general and especl al Iy at thl S very crucla I
per Iod of th Is cantury Is unnecessary and ml ght even be
d I sastrous.

Lurosl I Icate glass waste form In the Defense Waste Processing
Faci I lty. The englneerl ng design and ass~sfmnt for the waste
forms and for the DwPF are essent I a I I y wmp I ete; ground break I ng
for the DWPF was held on Novemtar 8, 1983. The boros I I late
glass waste forms WI I I k placed in temporary storage onslte
and then placed in a deep-ml ned Federal geologic reposito~.
Heat product Ion from the relatively dl lute SW high-level
wasts Is quite low, about 100 to 500 watts for each ton-and-
a-half OWPF boros I I Icate glass waste canl ster.
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STATEMENT Cf WIEBKE =NGTSWN

I am worrl ed about the envlronwntal aspects and the af fectlon
on publ Ic health, that a restart of the L-Reactor wou Id have.
f40reover I am very concerned about the emergenq p Ians wh Ich
WI I I M Into action after a reactor accident.

cc-1

cc-3

A high radiocaeslum concentration In surface sedl~nts of the
Steel Creek down to the delta are reportd In the E IS (>!0
pCUrle per square wter). At the Savannah River, sedim-nts
have 6ssent 1a I I y h I gher concentrate Ion of radl oces I um downstream
ot the SW than upstream. It Is not wry reasonable to &l I eve
that the concentration WI I I drm with the resumption of L-
Reactor me rat ions. in natural habitats there is an enrichment
of radlonuclldes In plants and animals as passing along the
food chain. As a rmther of a three rmnth old hby I am worried
abut the effects of radloactl ve nutrlt!on on nrf chl Idren and
on thel r ch I I dren. Our know ledge about the critical level of
radlonuc I Ides I n food equals almost zero, but we knua that
nuclear radlatlon has a powerf u I Impact on lethal and sublethal
mutations In anlmls. Moreover the authors of the E I S admit
that the radlatlon released from SRP at norm I weratlon
without a workl ng L-Reactor is mre than double the amount of
al I other nuclear facl titles. After a restart of the L *eactor
the level of radiation is not I Ikely to decrease. Although
this Is so-cal led Ion level radlatlon there Is no proof that
this radlatlon Is not danprous. In the very fea research
studl - on this subJect there IS an Indlcatlon, that long term
exposure to Iw leVel radlatlon affects the ~notypa of anl -
rnals. The alteration In &romosomal appearance and bhavlor
durl ng cel I dlvlslon may occur not unt I I the f I rst generat Ion
after the exposure. in a situation when we b not kn~ If Ion
level radiation . . . . ..another Iw radiation source.

I th I nk there 1s St i 1 I another ve~ Important reason to--at
least--postpone the restart of the L-Reactor. What I I earned
from E I S about the ~rgency p Ians wh Ich cow Into acflon after
a reactorts fal lure Is that they are classl f led or at least not
easy to get for the publ lc. In case of an accident people WI I I
panic If they do not kncu the proper emergency plan. I f there
should be the need of an evacuation authorltl es might not be

Bloaccumulatlon Is discussed In Apwndlxes B and O and Is also
taken I nta account In the dose calcu Iat ions presented I n Sec-
t Ion 0.3. According to the practice of the Nuc Iear Regulatory
Canmlsslon, Infants are assuti to eat smal I amunts of f Ish
and should receive a nagliglble &se fran this pathway.

See the response to canrmnt BF-6 regard I ng rad I at Ion protect I on
standards .9nd the St Imtd maximum annual hea Ith ef feds
associ ated with L-Reactor and Its support facl I iti=.

Al I emerganq p Ians developed for of fsite responses to SRP
I ncldents are readl Iy aval I able from cognizant Federal, state,
and local a~ncl es. Federal p lens enc.anpassl ng the responsl -
bl I Itles of the Federal Emrgen~ Management Agency, the I nt9r-
a~ncy Radiological Assl stance Plan, and Emergency ~nagemnt
Plans for the Departmnt of Energy can ta omalned from the 00E
Savannah River Operat Ions Off Ice. State Wneral and
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able to hand 1.3 the throng. Accordl ng to the E IS there Is only
one hospital where the personnel might ba able to deal with
radloact Ive decontaml nation.

cc-4 But 1 want to stress the fad that there Is no Poss I bl I lty of
deal 1ng with radlatlon diseases. There Is nO are fr~
exposure to rad I at Ion I n case of an SRp-acc I dent. HW are

~ peap Ie supposed to k treated who have a rad I at Ion dl sease?
They shou Id knm It. But ~ n~ there are alnwst no

s I nformat Ion about that =cordi ng to the E IS.
w

cc-5 The publ Ic shou Id have fu I I access iv al I emergency and
evacuatlo” p Ians. As long there IS no ful I I nformt Ion about
those plans the restart of the L-Reactor sbu Id b put off.

. . . and how a POSSI ble accl dent my af feet thel r personal
hea Ith.

sits-speclflc plans fOr the SRP can be obtained from the
Georgia Emer@ncy Management A@ncy or the South Caro Ilna
Efrmrgency Preparedness 01 vlslon. County plans can k obtain~
fran each county energ9ncy pre~redness director. Wne of
these plans Is classified. Persons residing within the -r-
~nq plannlng zones WI I I ~ Infor& of the plannlng for
responses to radlolcglcal energencl es in thel r areas. WOrk-
shops WI I I be conductd to delineate resmnslbi Iitles and
aPPrOPri ate aCtl OnS to b9 taken. E=h plan WI I I Inc I“de the
ldentlf [cation of servlc- aval Iable, Includl ng d6cc.ntamlna-
tlon, first aid, shelters, hospitals, and security. Agreements
with and tral nl ng fOr organ lzat ions Provl dl ng specl al Services
are part of the plans. Several hospitals in the SFP area are
capable of hand I I ng contaminated patients.

b acute of fslte effects should result frm either routine
operat ion of L-Reactor or hypothetlca I accidents. See Sect 1on
G.3.3. I of the EIS.

See the responses to Cmmnts AY-I 1 and CC-3 regarding
mr~ncy resp.anse P tans and where these can b3 obtained.
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM McLAUGHLIN ON ~AFT
ENV I ROMNTAL IMPACT STATE~NT L-REACTCR ~RAT ION

Dehto HI I ton Hoto I
Novabr 4, 1983

co-2

My nam Is Wllllam McLaughlin. I have presentd test I mny on
the need for a canplete and environmental ly sound Envlron~ntal
Impact Statement on the L-Reactor I n Augusta, and here 1n
Savannah. I congratu late the Department of Energy for Its
thoroughness In comp Iyl ng w1th the letter of the law. That 1-
belng the National Envfronwntal Pot icy Act of 1969-NEPA. I
cent I nue to b (repressed at the great an’ount of effort that has
gone Into the rebutta I of those speak I ng [n favor of the
Envlronmnta I Impact Statement, as wel I as those speak! ng In
f aver of spec I f IC E nv I ronmental Impact Statement
recommndat Ions.

But I am very frustratd and angry at what I perceive as a
totaJ vlolatlon and dlsragard for the splrlt of this same law.
I feel as ( f the Department of Energy has dec ( ded that the
L-Reactor wI I 1 re-cmfnence Wera+ Ion as -on as human I y
wssl ble-with no real regard for its effects on the land and
p-pie of South Carol~na and G80rgla. Al I of the Iegitlmte,
publ (c generated, envtronmntal and health concerns have Mn
n~ated and nu I I If led on paper, In the Draft Envfronw”tal
Impact Statement. I an sorry to I nfom this cmmlttee that It
IS nOt @fllg tU b that ~Sy.

The resu Its and recannmndat ions of the Env 1ron~ntal Assossm8nt
were not adequate. WeI ther are the rsu Its and recanmndat Ions
of the Env I ronmenta I Impact Statement, wh Ich are remarkably
slml Iar to the Environmental Assessment.

Once agal n, I cm before th Is ccfnml ttee. Nw, hDwewr, I feel
cmp Ietel y Pwer less and dl sonf ranch ( sed f rcan the act of
present I ng any ser~ously cons ldored envfronrmntal input into
the proposed dec Is Ion to restart the L-Reactor.

The OeWrtlmnt of Energy has pre~rsd the EIS to analyze the
envi ronmntal Jmpacts of the proposed restart of L+eactor.
SubJects for the scope of the EIS that were sutstantlve and
relevant ha the proposed 8ct(on were (ncluded In the EIS.
Cmnk3nts that were outs ( de the xope of the E I S or not related
to the NEPI! process were not I nc Iuded.

A I so see the response to canment WI regard I ng the preparat (on
of the Dep,3rtment of Energy!s Record of Oec(s(on on th Is EIS.

Many areas of dl scuss Ion In the Env I ronmntal As%ssmnt have
been expanded In this E IS, Includl ng Produdlon a Iternat Ives
and ne6d, a delay of L+eactor restart, current f I sherles data,
data for a,:c ( dent ca I cu Iat (ens, safety mlt I @t Ion a Iternat I ves,
and detal I,gd data on coon ng-uater alternatives. ODE WI I I bese
Its declsl~>n on the restart of L-Reactor on the f (nal E IS and
on other stud16s on the need for &fense nuclear mterials.
The decls 13n process w11 I cons I der the envl ronmntal I y prefer-
ab Ie al ternat I ves and preferences for alternat Ives t9s6d on the
techn Ical, econan(c, and statutory mlsslons of the agency.
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With that In mind, I present the fol Ioulng, wlthln the context
on ly of the I etter of the 1969 NEPA I aw.

W-3 I -feel that the envl ronmental I ntegr I fy of the eco I cgy of SRP See tha response to canment AA-I rewrdl ng am I I ng water
demands 1 ) coollng towers, 2) a rnntaln~nt dome, 3) proper a 1ternat I ves, the respnse to canfnent BF-7 regarding conta I n-
waste stora@ facl I itles, and 4) an Independent oversight cm nmnt, the response tv canmnt BA-5 r6gardl ng waste sturage
mlttee of futal SRP operations. The Department of Energy has facl I Itles, and the response to Cc8nmnt BQ-2 regarding exlst-
not found any of these to b necessary for a safe startup. I ng overs I ght mechan I sins.

On that last point, an oversight canmlttee, I would I Ike to
publ Ic Iy offer Wself as a Vtentlal mmber of that ccinmlttee.
Representat I ve LI nds~ Th-s f I rst proposed th Is ~~~eaband
I have persona I Iy made th Is Sam request of h I m.
Walt!ng to hear fran both of yau.

We are al I here to face up to a responsl bl I Ity. A responsl -
bl I Ity tu ourselves and future !.Generations. We mst not al low
the L-Reactor to commence operat Ions wI thout adequate safety
pr.3caut Ions.

,, ,, ,,,, ,,,, ,,, , ,,, ,, ., ,,,, ,,. ,,, ,,, ,,, ,, ,, ., .,
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STATE~NT Cf MIRIW LITCHFIELD

My nam is M!rlam Lltchfleld. I testlfld at the last hearing
I n Savannah concernl ng the Envlronmnta I Assessmnt of the L-
Reactor startup. Th Is even 1ng I f i nd ~se I f hav I ng the sam
doubts, fears, and frustrations as I had last May. It seems

CE-1 little has hanged. Yes, you dld -ply with the Ia# a“d com- See the responses to canmnts AA-1 and AB-13 regard I ng -1 ing-
plete a draft Envlronmenta I Impact Statement, but what n!ajor water mit Igatlon alternat I ves, the respnse to Canmnt 8F-7
changes did you wke after hear I ng our concerns? You mde no r~ard I ng conta I nrtmnt, the response to cannmnt BA-5 regard I ng
provls I ons for coo I I ng towers, a conto I nfne”t dome, waste stor- waste storaga facl I I ties, and the response to comn83nt W-2
age faci I I ties, or an Independent oversight wmlttee. An En- rsgard I ng exl S? Ing oversight mechanisms.
vlronmental Impact Statement Is not just a form I I ty mde to
appease concerned c1 tizens. I congratu late you for f i nal Iy
submlttl ng a draft Envl ronmnta I Impact Statewnt, but wish I
cou I d a I so congratu I ate you for tak I ng cur concerns and n!akI ng
them a part of that statement.
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STATEMENT W L. N~EENE PARKER

November 3, 1983

I , L. f40r6ene Parker, strong I y object to the restart 1ng of the
L-Reactor.

CF-I I bl I eve that at least the responsl bl I Ity 6 the accountable I Ity See the reswnses to cmnants AA-3 and AF-I regardl ng WE’s
of the DOE on this project, shou Id k to strict IY adhere to the cmmitmnt to -ply with applicable Federal and state
present regu lat Ions governl ng nuc Iear facl I Itl es, since even envlronm3ntal protetilon requlrenb3nts and the dl f ferences
these are, at b3st questionable and For In protecting and ln- tefween SRP and Cmmrcl al reactors.
form! ng I nnacent cl t I zens.

CF-2 The envlronmntal and hea Ith damge that we kn~ wi I 1 occur 1s
total IY unacceptable and inexcusable, tit the admltt~ Pr~
Jetted damge that wi I I occur IS on IY the tiP of the ice~r9.
The unadmltted and unmonitored accidents, the lack of proper
Inspections, and the total unwi I I 1ngness to proper Iy I nfonn the
publ Ic and to adhere to even the necessary precautions for en-
surl ng envlronmntal and publ Ic safe~ IS an on901 n9 ~rror
that shou Id not h forced on to the peep le of th Is or any other
area.

Routl ne and accidental radioactive releases have ben docu-
wnt6d, and wtent Ial rad I at Ion bses to the publ Ic have ken
calculated. In al I cases, the radlatlon doses have teen within
radi at ion protetilon standards. Over the yea=, Increased In-
strumntatlon, Improved mltlgatlon devices, and stricter pro-
cedural controls have reduced the mgn Itude and frequency of
such releases. An annual report on the magnitude and dose ef-
fects of kth rat I ne and acci dental releases Is mde aval I able
to the public.

CF-3 There Is no acceptable excuse for such a harmful and danwrous

c

de the response to Commnt AA-1 regardl ng coo 11ngwater mltl -
developwnt b k gl ven any exemption or any lenient rnnsidera-
t I ons when I t cows to precaut Ionary wasures regardl ng re Iease /

gation alternatives, and the response to canrmnt BF-7 regard!
contal nment and radlatlon protection standards.

of mntami nants, contal nm3nt dn~s, or coo I I ng towers. In re-
openl ng even the simplest of cormmrclal faci I Itles, the current Although L+eactor was constructed about 30 years ago, the
MI I dl ng codes and rqu I at Ions mst b adhered to; and old thick concrete wal Is of the m I n reactor tul I dl ng and the
faci Ilties mst b brought up to standard. Tnls simple rule stainless-steel equipment inside have shown Ilttle or no

slwu Id not al Icm for the release of ha.mfu I co. taml nant., the de+erio.at 10.. About 60 percent of the 204-mi I I Ion-dol Iar

destruct Ion of the onvl ronmnt and the need less endan~rl ng of restart cost IS for Improvements I n the safety and operatl ng
the publlc on a slcu and continuous b3sls.
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CF-4 I urge you to IIw up to your publlc responsfblllties to pro-
tect the publ Ic fran thfs type of Intentional, Irrevers Ible
destruct ion that we are pmor 1-s fu protect ourselves
aga 1nst. We are strugg JI ng to protect and k I 1d on our natura I
rosourc= In this prol If Ic frmrlne area. Bul Idlng co”tamlna”ts
In cur rivers, reefs, fish, and wlldllfe IS not only harmful
and Ignorant; but a I so vety dan~rous to the econatrry of th Is
area wh Ich depends on the wul fer for Its water, and the rivers
and ocean here for seafood and retreat Ion.

I wish to continue to Ilve In this area and I bslleve that It
Is the res~nslbl llty of all of us ta protect and rebuild our
env I ronment for future generat Ions arid not to create 1“curab Ie
contaml nants and horrors for future generat Ions to face because
of cur nq 1Igence and lack of concern for the future.

ADD IT I DNAL ~MENTS M4DE AT Pu6L IC HEARl W ON NOVEMBER 4, 1983

CF-5 Another thing I would Ilke tu ask Is: What wII I hap~n In case
of an acc(dent? ~ we kncu 1“ c.9$w s.anethl ng should occur?
WI I I we have to pay for an accident, shou Id It occur? What IS
the DOE dol ng to educate the pub) (c?

CF-6 I nn a scuk diver. I am not pleased with the sol”t(on. I
would Ilke to find at exactly what happens to the sed!ment
when I t Is pumped out t nto the ocean? What happens to the Ion
Iwel radlatlon and fu the Ion level waste If they are dumped
I n the ocean?

systems and ef f I uent contro Is that have ken developed a“d
I nsta 11& I n the other SRP reactors s I nco L-Reactvr was p laced
on stand by. These Improvmnts, along wI th the restorat Ion and

upgradl ng work, WI I I bring L-Reactor up to the standards of the
other reactors. Inspactlo”s and testing tefore startup WI I I
V9rlfy Wulpmnt Prfornmnce and rellabl Ilty.

The Oepart~mnt of Energy w I I 1 take al I rea=nable measures to
assure that the env I ronrnent Is protected. The rel eases fran
L-Reactor (,perat Ion, as ident( f I ed In Chapter 4 of the EIS, are
we] 1 within appl I cable standards and are mnltwr8d by ~E, the
EPA, and the Stat= of South Caro I (na and &rgla. No effects
on the nmri ne 1[ fe (n the Savannah River estuary, or the Atlan-
t (c Ocean, and no offs Ite contaml nat Ion of ground-water q u I -
fers have ben dettied.
at SRP IS blng extenslvel
ml s progrnm wI 1~..,, .

Indemnl f Ic{!tlon of Ilabl I lty result Ing from nuclear =cldents
Invol VI ng DOE contractors would b 1“ ~cortince with Sect lo”
170 of the Atom Ic Energy Act as unended. See also the response
tu cmfmnt AY-1 1 re~rdlng -rg3ncy response p Iannl ng.

An evaluat [on of the fate of radloact lvlty releasd from SRP to
the Savann/)h River upon reach lng the ocean can best k done bf
examlnlng i’he fate of fal lout radloactlvlty resu Itl ng fr.an past
nuc Iear wel!pons test I ng. The muot of rad {oact I VI fy frciii SRP
reach I ng tttie ocean Is on I y a mry smal I fract [on of that due to
fal lout. The total Input of Cs- 137 and Pu-239/240 to the
Savannah R!ver watershed frm fal lout Is estimtd b be 2800
and 55 curies, respectively, fine the amunts of CS-137 and
Pu-239/240 released from SRP operations In the past are appro-
ximately 5011 and 0.3 c“rles, respectively. Most of this radlo-
actlvlty Is retained bf the watershed bound ~ ~jl Or
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sediment, and only a sfrml I fract(on re=hes the ocean.
Measuretmnts of radloactlvlv In water, sedlrmnts, and nmrlne
I lfe along the coast of the eastern Unltd Stat= lndlcate that
radloactlv(fy assoclatd with the Savannah RIwr outflm Is
s Imi tar to that of other rivers, ref Iect lng the domfnance of
fal lout radloact(vlty. Of f%hore mrl ngs reveal sedlfmnt wo-
flles of radloactlvlty that Wral Iel the periods during which
nucl-r weapons testl ng occurrd. The natural sedlmntat (on
processes occurr I q at the outf I m of a r ( ver ( nto the ocean
and the asx.clatd delta forwt (on tends to contl nucus)y cover
older sed(mants with the n6wer sedlm8nts. Add!tlonal lnforfna-
tlon has &n Included (n Sedlon 3.7.1.1 of this Final EIS.

cF-7 I believe this will mntlnue up the food chain and could The dose frodels used at SRP are general IY aCC%pted bf agencies

wsslbly harm us, def Intely harm us, =cordl ng to mny involved (n dose a Icu latlons-+PA, WE, ~C, and ICRP. These
blologlsts, In the future. mth-t lcal mdels trace the dfswrs Ion of radloactlviv into

the atnus~hare and waters unt I I the rad loact ( v Ity Is taken up

I donft want to sw this occur. ~ a plant or anfmal (or directly by Man) The mdels then
accwnt for any bf o Icg (ca 1 reconcentrate Ion that occurs through
subwuent food chain elmnts to fnan, and any human organ
dlscrlml “at Ion factors. Also see the res~nse to ccinmnt AA-2
regardl ng the relat (onsh (p of radloces Ium and radlocobalt
concentrations to EPA drink( ng water standards.
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STATEMENT OF WY DAROEN

My nanm Is Amy Darden. I am speakl ng ton (ght as a concerned
Cltlzen and as a blolog(st. The Departmnt of Energy has tee”
blatant ly neg I I gent in assessing the envlronwntal (mDarts of
restart 1ng the L-Reactor.

cG- 1 I n the ent ~re h (story of the Savannah River Plant there has
never teen an (ndepe”dent study of the envlronwntal and hea lth
effects of the rad(oactfve (~topes released (n the forms of
gases and ef f Iuents. The Envlronwnta) Impact Statement 1s
largely hsed on data COI Iected ~ the DuPont Coinpany. tbw can
cltlzens b3 assur6d of the accuracy of data cot Iectd t-f the
operat I ng concern?

As d(scuss,>d In Sect (on 6.1.5 of the EIS, a series of health
ef feet st”(jles of the popu Iat Ion around the Savannah River
Plant have ken rmde by ProfesWr H. J. Sauer, who was or(g(-
nal Iy w(th the Unlverslty of Mlsso”rl and (S ncu an Independent
contractor. Ep(demlo Ioglca I studies of the SRP workers are
king made ~ Oak Ridge Associated Unlversltfes and the Los
Alamos National Laboratory. The Centers for O I sease Contro I
has also made sorm studl es of the occurrence of a rare blind
d ( sease, ~ol c themla Vera In respnse to nwspaper reports,
5(... retraatid(sease was .“.s..1 Iy prevalent (.
the VICI n(~ of SRP. Further, the Centers for D(sease Control,
fn response to rwuests from DOE, has formed an independent
panel to d,>tennl ne the need for any addl tional studies.

The potent lal health effects due to SRP operations are pr6-
dlcted to Im too sml I to te statlst(cal Iy detectable ty health
effe~s or ep(demlolcg(cal studies, particularly In the pop”la-
t ton outs I lie SRPO Hence, prlnry rellance is placed on rad(a-
t (on mnlt,>rl ng and the calcu I at Ion of expected health effects
f rw rmn I t<>red exposures. The StatES of South Caro I ( na and
Georg(a and the EPA provide Independent radlat (on non Itorlng
of fs(te (st]e the res~nse to canment BQ-2 for titles of the
statesi publ Icat(ons). As described In ApWndlx B, radfatlon
doses are zdetermlned on the bas(s of the International Counc( I
on Rad!at(<>n Protect (on Guides ICRP-2 a“d ICRP-30, wh I Ie ex-
pected hea Ith effects are determined from those doses US I ng the
National A,:ademy of Sc(encets ~ IR I I and BE IR I I I r~orfs.
Sim( Iar Iy, the computer codes used to nkqks necessarv calcu la-
? Ions are” the XCQDw, GASPAR, and CRAC2 codes deve I iped by the
U.S. Nuc Imi,r Regu Iatory Cmm(ss Ion.
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CG-2 Nuclear fact Iltles, whether hb plants, canmrclal power
p Iants, or governmnt-owned reactors, have never ken knoun for
voluntarl Iy releasing accurate and prc.npt I nformatlon regarding
acclde”ts. The DuPont Ccinpany has been Involved In the weapons
1ndustry SI nce the early days of cur natlonts history when the
fnanufacture of gunpowder was the prlfnary defense i ndustry.
Savannah River Plant Is ~eratd to produce a capital gal n for
the operatl ng concern. Can we entrust the safety of I I fe i n
G-rgla and South Carol I na to sel f-l nspect ion ~ the Weratl ng
cmpany? Isntt that a little I Ike asking the fox ta guard the
chicken muse? But it {sn!t chlckem that is at stake; It Is
the well being of Life In this area.

CG-3 Savannah River Plant IS known to release mre radloatil ve
mterlal P9r year than has teen released by al I cwmEIrcl al
nuclear power plant accidents In all of tlw. Why Is a facll-
1ty that fmkes weapons grade m9terl a I exempt from the saw
safely guldel I nes that cmm3rclal power p Iants are held to?

y
S1 nce 1968, when the L-Reactor was deccinml sslon%d, what new
safety nmasures haw tee. I ntroducd and what new safety

N masures have been appl led to the L~eactor? Why are ml Jn9
.
. towers and a conta I nmnt dome deemd unnecessary?

CG-4 The draft Envlronmenta I Impact Statement states that the radla-
tlon exposure to Pople from the L-Reactor weratlon Is less
than exposure from natural sources. The Increase of cancer Is
1“sign If I cant. Yet accordl ng to the South Carol Ina Bureau of
Vita I Statist Ics I nfant murta I Ity rates and cancer rat6s I n
count [es adjacent b Savannah River P Iant are four to ten times
h I gher than other areas of the State.

cG-5 What is an acceptable duse of radiation for plants, animls, or
people? It takes only one radfoacti - particle, one cel 1, and
one ~ne to Inltlate the cancer andlor the @netlc nutation

See the response to canrmnt BQ-2 r8gard i ng I independent
rmni tort ng. The Savannah River Plant Is o~”d by the U.S.
Gavernwnt and We rated ty Du Pent wI thout fee.

Appendix J I n the El S descr I bes the ew Iut Ion of safety systm
for SRP reactors. See the response to canwnt BF-7 regard I ng
the need for a contal nmnt dome, the respnse to canrmnt BF-6
regarding radloact Ive relea5es and standards, the response to
canmnt CF-3 regard! ng restoration and upgradl ng of L-Reactor,
and the res~nses to canmnts AA-1 and AA-3 r~arding cool l“g-
water mitigation masures and ~Ers ccinmitnant to cotnply with
al I appl I cable Fderal and state environmental protection
regulations.

Anal ysls of 1980 South Caro I I na fetal and neonatal death rates
by counties &nvnstratd that the extrew high and low v. lues
observed occurred In counties with Iw populations and are,
therefore, statistical ananal 1- not assocl atd .Ith dl stance
fr~ the Savannah R Iver P Iant.

Studies conducted by Profes@r H. 1. Sa@r of the Un I versl ty of
Mlssouri<olumbla (n~ ratlred) have revealed no evidence of
unusual death rates frm cancer or genet Ic ef fects, either for
areas near SRP or for counties using downstream Savannah River
water.

AIw see the response to cammnt IX-1 regardl ng prior health
effects studies, ongol”g ~ldemlologlcal studies, and a revlsn
of these studl es h an I ndepentint Pnel forti by the Nat Ions I
Centers for Disease Control.

See the respnse to Can,nent CF-7 regarding radi atlon dose
wthodologl es and biological raconcentrat Ion and the respnse
to cmmnts G-1 regarding health effects and ep I demlolcglca I
st”dl es.
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cyc le. Can the Departmnt of Energy assure the c1 t I Zens that
there WI I I be no Increased lncl dence of genet lc mutations and
cancer from the rad I oact I ve n!atter re I eased by the L-Reactor?
With a half -llfe In the hundreds of years these partlcl= are a
d I rect threat to a I I types of I I f e--whether thq are I nha I ed or
Ingested. As hunmns, we are h Igh on the food chal n--is there
any guarantee that the food produced I n th Is area, the f I sh and
shel Iflsh In the Savannah River, WI I I b free fran cancer
caus 1ng contaminants?

CG-6 The Savannah RI ver P Iant has ken descr I W as tithe Mb that
has a I ready been dropped. 11 Indeed, It Is a disaster area and
we are 1n the contaml nated zone. We p through each day won-
der! ng how much nvre radloactl w gases ha- been released Into
the air we breathe, how much Is In our water, In the food we
eat; how muti C9SIUM, pluton Ium, and other harmful elmnts
have mde their way Into our bdies and the kdl= of others.
The L-Reactor has produced p I uton 1um and tr I t I um for nuc leer
warheads ta defend ~r nationfs c1 tizens frcin foreign
aggression.

BW WHO WILL PROTECT THE CITIZENS FR~ THE L-REACTOR?

~DITIONAL C~*NTS MAE AT PUBLIC lfEARlffi ON NOVEMBER 4, 1983

CG7 Since 1968, when L-Reactor was decommissioned what nsn safew
masures have ben Introduced and what n- safety Masures have
been app 1I ed to the L-Reactor? Why are cool I ng tmers and
contal nmnt -s deefmd unnecessary? What abut the I ntqr I ty
of the reactor vesse I I tse I f ?

See the response to canment BF-6 regard I ng rad Ioact I ve
releases and standards.

Appendix J of the E IS summrizes the ewlut Ion of SRP reac~r
safety. About 60 percent of the upgrad I ng and restoration
costs for L-Reactor has been expended for Improv-nts 1n the
safety and operat I w systems and ef f I uent contro Is that have
ben devel opd and I nstal I ed I n other SRP reactors s I nce
L-Reactor was PI aced on standby. Stain I ess steel equipment,
Includl ng the reactor vessel, have shown I Itt Ie or no deter lor-
a+lon. Al= see the responses to mnmnts AA-I and AB-13
regardl ng cool I ng-nater mitigation alternat Ives, and the
response to oanmnt BF-7 regard I ng contal nnmnt.
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w

I would Ilke to quote just a little blt about plu+onlum
itself. This from Or. Helen Ca Idlcottts bk, Nuclear Madness.
I highly remnnnend It to the DOE.

.Plutonium Is one of the mst carcl nogenlc agents In the ‘aorld,
named after the Wd Pluto, ~d of the underworld. Less than
one-ml I I 1tenth of a gram !s enough to cause Cancer. n

To put this Into perspective, a gram is l/252nd of a wund. In
other words, 252 grams to a pound, and on6-mi I I Ionth of a gram
Is carncgenlc.

llB~auw pl”to”!um has properties slmi Iar Iv those of iron, it

combines readl IV with the iron-transport! ng proteins In the
b Iocd and Is conveyed to the storage cel Is I n the 11ver and
tone marrow. Nere, too It Irradiates nearbf cel Is, causing
I Iver and tone -ncor and Ieukemla. n

It is essential an Independent oversight ConImlttea k estab- See the response
I I shed to rronitor the operation of the L-Reactor, not on IV to mechan I sins.
restore public wnf Idence In the DOE, tit also ta assure the
safe~ of peep Ie and the ecosystem of South Caro I I na and
G6.arg I a.

to Canmnt 13Q-2regardlng exlstingoversight

The decl slons made ~ our ~nerat!on rqardlng the startup of
the L-Reactor WI I I undoubt~ IY out I IW us. Itts a Iegaq that
req u I res cur COMPI ete and nvst SI ncere and de I I berate
attent 1on.
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STATEMENT ON THE WACT I VAT 10N W THE L-REACT@

~ nanm ls Caro I y. Tucker. Itm a resident of this city and am
very concerned about the qua I lty of I I fe here, In part Icu lar,
as wel I as about the qua I ity of our entl re environment I”
genera I.

Cw-1 It seems to m that the react 1vat Ion of the L-Reactor can 1n no
way be advantaqecus to the res I dents of Savannah. I f the
L-Reactor kgl ns operation, I Can?t help tut thl ok that the
radioactive put I.t ion In our river WI I I .l+l~+ely Increase. I
also dontt think that this additional reactor WI I I In any way
I reprove our groundwater supp I y. S1nce the L-Reactor has no
cool i ng towers or ~ntainmnt domes, I Canvt help thlnkl “g
that, in the event of an accident, our alr quality WI I I surely
not k helped. ProMbly not ninny Pople In Wr arsa, If any,
WI I I find Employmnt at the plant. In short, It se- that we

~
have nothing to gain and quite a blt to lose If this restart
begl ns as scheduled.

N

F But these are sml I considerations In the Iargg sch6me of
th I rigs. The reason we 8re here ton I ght Is kcause the L+eactor
Is scheduled to b3 restarted after a decade and a half of moth-

CH-2 bl I tlm. The reason the Reactor Is te I ng restarted Is
because we need tmre p Iuton lu~ We need rmre p Iutonlum because
we ne~ newer and fmre mdern nuc Iear weapons. We need fmre
weapons because . . . . Th Is Is where the 11ne of reason I ng breaks
down . Is there a need for bl gger and better Lunbs? Oon ‘t we
have mre than enough nOw? It seems to w that the quest Ion of
genul ne need for addlt Io”al plutonlum shou Id b addressed. The
outrageous expense of the ar= race and the catac I ysmlc resu Its
of nuc Iear war are two facts that shou Id te dealt with when
thl nkl n9 abOut the L-Reactor, In add it Ion t.a coo I I ng towers and
conta 1“nmnt domes. B=ause In this Instance, too, It -efrs
that we have noth I ng to gal n and everyth I ng to I ose.

See the re~ponses to canments AA-1 and AB-13 regarding COOI ing-
water mlti~t Ion a Iternatl ves, the response to commnt AA-2 re-
@rdl ng concentrations of radioceslum and radiocob It, the re-

-4 re~rdl “g seec,aae bslns and
0r07~ response to

c adloactl w waste disposal, and the
r6sponse to comment BF-7 regarding contal rent.

The national PO I Icy o“ nuc tear weapons, their hp IOy-nt, and
the need fc,r Increased weapons Is beyond the scope of thls El S.

Thank you for your attent ion.

hro Iyn A. Tucker

November 4, 1983
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Stat*nt to me
Departmnt of Energy

on the
Draft Envl ronmnta I Impact Statewnt
on the restartof theL-Reactor,SRP

Savannah, Georgia
Novemkr 4, 1983

I am Steve Johnson, a resident of Savannah, Georgia. I

aPPr~la*e the OPPOrtun.i ty for publ lC commnt and opi nlon In
the decls Ion-makl ng process to restart the L-Reactor at the
Savannah R! ver P I ant (SRP ). I take very seriously my rights
and responsible Iltl - as a United States cltlzen. I see today 1s

opportunity * comment as a prl VI Iege. I hope to of fend no one
today but I am cofnpe I I ed to speak out age I nst the Department of
Energyts hand I Ing of this fnnjor Federal act Ion, which m have

+a very Slgnlf [cant, long sta”dl ng environmental Impact w thout
additional safeguards.

Thanks to an act of Congress, speclflcal Iy In w oplnlo” to the
actlonS of Senator Mack Mattl ngly, the WE has conductd an
‘exped I tedte envl ronmenta I impact statmnt i n accordance WI th
NEPA, 1969. Citizens of Georgia and South Caro I Ins, who, I Ike
myself, have contrl buted so mch to U.S. defense ef forts
throughout history, have a Iways recogn Ized what Is Involved In
ma! nta!n!ng a sound defense posture. I agree who Iehearted I y
WI th Senator Sam Nunn who stated that ‘(defense posture must be
tul it on a f Irm foundation of publ Ic supprt and understa”d-
lng. n The previous actions of DOE to Initially forep a“ EIS
has ~ served this goal. My trust and conf ldence In their
assurances of publ Ic safety Is simply not there. There are too
fnany questions wh Ich peep Ie who are experts In the f Ield are
not In agreetmnt on, in terms of sonm of the publ Ic health and
safety aspects of the proposed L-Reactor restart. Th Is c Iear Iy
erodes the tenuous sup~rt for the current Adml” I strat Ion us
desire to tul Id up the natlonts supply of nuclear defense
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materials (n an effort to danwnstrate fa the Soviet Un Ion, our
re= 1ve to defend f reedan.

Precedence does exf st demunstratl ng that our nat Ional securl ty
requl r-nts and cur publ Ic health and safety /envlronwntal
mncerns can be nh3t s I mu ltaneous I y. However, there are u I de i y
publ lshed hlsfurical examples fu the cuntrary. The DOE has

cl-1 broken wfth Its traditions of self regulation. In the EIS, It
seems to say that the SRP operat Ions * not have to bf law
CMP ly with publ (c health and safety regu Iatfons of the Nuc lear
Regu Iatory Wmlss(on, as -rc(al nuclear fact 1Itles do.
Therefore, to use a euphemfsm, the coti c l_nS h Is own kitchen.

I nfornmd publ (C COnf Idence wst b restored. tint Inued debate
on alternatives w(thln the exlstfng proceedln~ w( II fall as
long as DOE argues a I ternat ( ves w( th the overr ( d I nq cons i dera-
t [ens on product Ion Wa I S--l? I m and expensero to quote S.C.

~ cl-2 StateRe?. Warr(et Keyserl I ng. Clearly, even the need for such
production Is ~ open for question. And why not? Sen. Sam

s Nunn ta I ks about a ‘tbu I 1d downn proposa I for arms contro 1
m “egotlatfons. As I understand It, two nuclear warheads (made

of pluton Ium) wI I I @ dl sassembled for every one mdernlzed
warhead bul It. What would happen to that pluton IUM? I do not
have me class(f fed fnfornmt(on to mke an 8ducated OpfnfOn;
does Sen. Nunn?

I have been to each of these publ (c hmr( ngs and revl wed the
publfshed records. I am proud to see that State and Federa I
of flclals representing the c(t(zens of Georgia have voiced
their concerns, and suggest Ions as fv how to restore pub] !C
conf 1dence. I strongly support congressman Lindsay Thomasi
proposa 1 for an ( ndependent overs I ght task force. The current
prxeed 1ngs certa ( n Iy a (d (n the examl nat fon and assurance of
public safety tit too wch, much too mch doubt has ken cast
onto the rel Iab( i (ty of exfsllng mechanisIr6 that assure
national security requ~rements (product Ion ~als) and publ (c
saf efy concerns are and can k s I multaneous 1y mt. Further-
more, tingressman Thrnas 1s r(ght {n hls concern that there Is

cl-3 no long ran~ p Ian for the study of the cumu Iat I w effects of
all the nuclear fac(lltles w(thfn the Savannah R(ver Basins. I
have the hops to settle In this region, rafse a fam( IY and in-
vest my money I n tis i n-s here. I belfeve I have a right to

See the respdnse to cannant AA-3 reyrdl ng OQEqs canm( tn83nt to
met al I ?.PPI I cab Ie Federa I and state env 1ronmenta I prot~t [on
requfremnts, the responses fu canfnents BF-7 and BF-8 rewrd-
I ng the dl f ferences btween SRP and cunmrcl a I rewtors, and
the resmnse fu catmnt BQ-2 re~rdl~ exlstl ng overs (@t
frachanlsms.

The national poi Icy on nuc Iear weapons, their &pioyuent, and
the need for I ncreasd weapons (s beyond the scopa of th Is
EIS. Also see the response to canment EL-19 regarding use of
inter ( a I f ran ret I red weapons.

See Sectfon 5.2 of the El S. These are the known p Ians for
ddltlonal nuclear fac{lltles In the Savannah River Basin.

L
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CuranOnt Canmnts Respnses
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know about the L-Reactor 1s Impact. I intend tv ask Congressman
Thomas to fol IW through with hls proposal, and I WI I I ask
Senators Nunn and Matt I ng Iy to bck such efforts. Mf trust,
conf Idence and understand ng In this matter of na+lonal defense
Is rnnfused by and Iacklng In the DOEIS own evaluation of Its
operation Ss Impati on my safety and surroundl ng envlronmnt and
mre importantly my chl Idrents.

C14 Independent oversight Is ~sentia! in rrrf C$II “Ion. why else See the respnse to ccanment BQ-2 regard I ng exl st 1ng overs 1ght
would we b3 sitting here Ilstenlng to such public and expert rnechan 1sins.
concern and obJect Ion to the restart of the L-Reactor at SRP.
Thank yw for your tlnm and agal n I hope I dld not I nsu It
anyone here today wI th fnf Unnwnts.

Respectfu I Iy,

Steve A. Johnson, Ph.D.
608 East 57th St.
Savannah, GA 31405
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STATEMENT Cf EOWI N LOWWATER

Let me ~gln bf sayl ng that I do not feel the least blt knored
to b speakl ng to DuPont vla the Oepartwnt of Energy.

I test(fld on May 26, 1983 and stated that I was a Ilfe t{m
res i dent of Chatham County. I dld consume a lot of shel If (sh
and f I sh fran near the rmuth of the Savannah River at Tyke
Island.

In response OOE asserted that f Ish and crab near the coast are
rcut Inely sampled for rad loact fve contam( nation as contal ned in
the 1982 Annua } Report.

CJ-I L@klng through th IS rewrt, shel If Ish were omlttedl Why?
Were they iuo radloact lve al 1 too often? I t also gave the
whole body dose for an adu It In 1982. I was an (nfant In 1952
and grew up along this coast. mat about nTY contami nation? I n
this report (t stated that these stud (es fnc Iuded 8 crab and
four (4) oyster samples. Are you tryl ng to ~t m tv bl I eve
that this smal 1 of a samp Ie along our twisted Savannah River IS
r6presentat ( ve of al I ~sters along the rl ver or were these
samples picked bcause loner radfatlon would k found fn sow
areas? I want a larger study done not ~ OuPont or DOE but an
Independent agency. After al 1, over and over fn the Draft E IS
are the words: ‘,The responsf bl I It fes of DOE.. .to develop and
ma fntaln a capabl Ifty to produce al I nuclear mterlals requfrd
for the Defense programs of the U.S. . ..As a n!atter of pot f cy,
natfonal securfty requfremnts, not arbftrary constraints...
shalf k the Ifmftfng factor.

Current levels of radfoactl vfty f n oysters and crak ta~n from
the Savannz]h River Estuary are summarized in the 1982 annual
rewrt (En), fronwnt81 Monftorfng In the Vlclnfty of the Savan-
nah Rfver Plant, OPSPU 83-30-1, page 12). As stated In the
report, ces (UWI 37, other gamnm mltters, and stront Iuw90 were
‘MIW detectfon Ilmlts. The oysters were ml Iected at Fort
Pu laks f, shout 5 kf Iometers frm the muth of the Savannah
River at Tybee Island, and the crabs were purchased fron a
shrf~ k? that opsrated fn the rmuth of the Savannah River.
Relat Ivel y large sample sizes were requf red kcause of the low
levels of radfoacffvlty. Each of the four oyster samples con-
ta f ned abtlt500 grams of oysters (approx fmatel y 400 oysters
par samp Ie). Fourteen crabs were ccinbf ned f nto the eight crab
samp I es. ‘ihe results of the 1982 analyses on shel If f sh frm
the Savann?lh River Estuary are the sam as for prevfws analy-
ses on shel If Ish publ I shed (n earlf er annual reports of thfs
serf es.

The 1982 arinual re~rt referral to above (DPWU 83-30-I, page
11 ) gave the whole body dose to a hypothetical adult who con-
sumed ffsh containing 0.57 pfcacurfe Pr grm of cesfum-137
(the averaf)e c- lum concentrate fon In f I sh taken from the r f ver
Just blon SRP). The calcu Iated doses to hypothet fcal teen-
agers and ,:h f Idren eatf ng f lsh wfth thfs same concentration of
ceslum-137 are smal Ier than for the hypothetical adult ~ fac-
tors of ab<>ut 2 and 5, resp-act fvely. Shel If f sh taken from the
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Comment Conlmnts Responses
numkr

Savannah River Estuary In 1982 contained less than ens-f I fth as
much ces lum-137 as the r I ver f Ish assumed In the dose
calculations.

CJ-2 Are we to al low DOE to clean their .mn k!tche”? When DOE
begl ns to talk about their envlronmntal conswuences why does
the second paragraph deal with the 420 new jobs the L-Reactor
w I I I provide and the Increase In mn8y corn! ng through the sur-
rounding area arwnd SW? I feel the peep Ie of Georgia and
South Carollna do not deserve to hava mre contami nat Ion pushed
down our throats.

CJ-3 GJI ng hck to this study If that 98$ of the 300 f Ish had no
masurable amunts of radlatlon. What abut those other 6
f Ish? Where were they found and how much dl d they rental n? I
might have eaten their brother or sister for Iumd last year!

~

In previous testimny I also stated that In 1974 In a single
day 479,000 curies of trltlum were re~eased into the
atmsphere. An Arizona facl I Ity 5 years later releas~ a
I Ittle rrore than half this munt; its Ilcense was revoked.
Furthertmre, between May 30 and June 3, 1961 SRP re leas6d the
sing Ie largest amunt of radlolodl ne ever reported In
scientlf Ic literature for a U.S. facl Ilty, a release of 10 x
that of TMI. What dl d ODE say to make m feel secure? ‘,Some
additional radloactlva releas6s have occurred fran reactor
support operations. These have tsen docu~nted and ptentlal

The 400 Jobs dl scussed 1“ the second paragraph of the E“vlron-
mnta I bnswuences Sect Ion of the Sumnry Is on Iy a ~rt of
the National Envl ronmental Pol Icy Act r~ul renmnts to discuss
the impact of th Is project.

SRP op8rat Ions are c Iosely mnltored bf both state and Federa I
agencies to ensure canpl I ante with al I appl I cable statutes and
regu Iatlons concer”l ng e“vlronmntal prote~lon. See the r6-
sponse to cannnt BQ-2 regardl ng exlstlng overs Ight nwchanlsms.

The 1982 edit ion of the E“vironmnta I Monltorlng In the
Vlclnlty of the Savannah River PI an+ prov ! des the dafn concern-
ing the Wasured levels of concentrate Ion I n f I sh Includl “g the
2 psrcent for wh I ch there were detectab Ie Concentrate ions. As
contalnd I n Chapter 6 of the El S, f Ish provided bv the G60rgla
Departmnt of Natura I Resources are a I so analyzd.

See the response to Cmmant 8A-4 regardl ng the releases of
tritlum.

radlatlon doses to the publlc have Wn calculated. IW ALL
CASES THE RADIATION ~SES HAVE KEN WITHIN ME STANOAROS--WHICW
KANS THAT R~ 10LU ICAL HEALTH EFFECTS HAVE ~EN NEGLIGIBLE.

E I THER 00E STANDARDS NEED REV I S I W C4? 00E I N MY ESTIMATE I S
NEGL IG 1BLE .

Thank you.

Edw 1n Longwater
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~DITIONAL CO14KNTS MDE AT PUBLIC HEARI W OF NOVEMWR 4, 1983

CJ-5 DJE then @es on to assure us, !JwhIch mans that rad(ologlcal
health effects have been negligible.!!

I state th Is not (n agreemnt with a 1 I SC( ent I sts. There are
mny sclent lsts who feel that these effects are not neg I lgl bie,
that they are not safe at a] !.

CJ-6 E(ther ME standards need rev(slng or the DOE, fn my est (mate,
Is In Itself negl(glble.

The E IS represents nothing nvre than an (rival Id Wnclusfon
ks8d on unproven assumptions and f au 1ty docum3ntat Ion and data
COI Iect(on, gross general (zatlons.

In short, the Draft EIS (s not suff(clent. In talking with

several individuals at the docunnt table tonight, I asked
stout studies done on shel Iflsh (n thfs area, wrtlcularly
oysters, s(nce they are stat~onery along the riverbnk. They
dontt mve arcund such as crab and th Ings Ilke that.

I found out three things: E (ther the stud I es were not mn-
ducted; their results were not publ (shed; or they d~d not know
where I cou Id f Ind this (nformatlon.

See the res~nse to c~ment BF-6 regard ( ng r~ I at Ion protect Ion
standards.

The purpose of this E IS Is to analyze the potential envlronimn-
ta I mnseq uences of the L-Reacator restart and Its al terna-
t Ives. The assumptions “s& 1“ the DE IS for relevant Sta”brds
and for data ml Iectlon and analysis are hsed on exlst(ng
Federal rogu Iat tons; al-t al I were derived outs Ide DDE.
Chapter 7 d (scusses these laws and regulat Ions. Appendf x B
discusses the assumPt Ions for radlat ton expmure and radlat Ion
dose analys Is; (t PDf nts out that =Posure standards are imsed
on recanfnDndatlons of the Internat!onai Councl I on Radiation
Prot=tlon, the former FderaJ Radlatlon Councl 1, EPA, and NRC;
hea Ith effects assumpt Ions are ksed on the recmmnbt Ions of
the Nat lona I Academy of Sc( ences; and canputer ana I YS 1s as sum-
tfons are tisOd on c~uter codes devel ODed by WC. An exten-
sive reference Ilst hcks up the EIS.

Except for a smal I amount of class lf(ed mterlal, al I the docu-
mentation has &n made avai lable.

Sea also the response to CJ-1 reyrdlng the sampllng and
analysls IJf shel If Ish.
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STATEMENT ~ JAN I ECS B700HEAD

Novemhr 4, 1983
9677 WhItef Iel d Ave.
Savannah, GA 31406

To whom It my concern,

As a nvther of one ch I I d and another on the way, I feel It Is
n’q personal responsl bl I Ity to speak out against the restart o+
the Savannah RI ver Plant L-Reactor. We are al ready deal I ng

m-l with the severe ecological lmpl Icatlons that nuc Iear but I dup See the respnses to cunnants AA-2 and ET-2 rogardl “g rad lo-
has placed on wr envl ronmant with nuc Iear waste and storage. ces Ium and radiocoh It concentrations and water qua I Ity, and
Restart I ng the L-Reactor wI I I esca late these prob I ems espe- the response to cmfmnt 8A-5 regardl ng radloactl w waste
clal Iy to those I i vi ng downstream from Barnwel I and dri nkl ng disposal.
water I n the Jasper-Beau fort, South Qro I I na area. The con-
t I nued tul Idup of nuc Iear arms Is insane when you real Ize that The national FOI ICY on nuc Iear weapons, their dep Ioyment, and
In nuclear war nobody w! ns. Ifm sure that a world In which a the ne6d for Increased weapons Is beyond the scope of thls E IS.
nuc Iear bunb has hen dropped, no nmtter *at hem! sphere or
country, WI I I b virtual Iy uninhabitable, considering radlatlon
fat lout, temperature change, mutation of the food chal n, etc.

P lease, for the sake of MY ch I Idrenfs safe future do not re-
start the L-Reactor and add to an arm race where everyone
Wll I lose.

Sincerely,

Janiace Brodhead
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Statenent on the L-Reactor Draft Envl ronmental Impact Statement

November 4, 1983

CL-1 As a cltlzen and hSlneSS person from Savannah, Georgia, I wish
to register v concern wIth the Draft El S. I feel that there
Is a great need for an Independent study of the et fects of
start Ing the L-Reactor on the envl ronwnt of the surroundl ng
area. There needs to k an assessment done by peep Ie who do
not have a vested I nterest In this reac*Or’s Wera*l On. There
are grave questions to b3 answered about the unusual Iy h igh
Incidence of mma health problems In the area surroundl ng the
Savannah River Plant as It ncn operates. There Is too great a
risk to the POPU Iatlon and the environment to start the reactor
without such an I ndependent study.

CL-2 I am very concerned that there h adequate coo 11ng towers, a

~
contal nment &frm and waste storage fact I It Ies kfore the reac-
tor Is started agal n. I have heard the Savannah RI ver P Iant

N
w

cal led ,!the Lwmb that has al ready been dropped on South CarW

w I Inapt because of the amount of radlat ion that the SRP a I ready
releases Into the envi ronment and I have every reason to bs-
11eve that those of us down r I ver could wka the sarm state-
mnt. It Is very Imwrtant that there not be an Increase I n
the Pol Iut Ion hi ng released and so~thl ng needs to b done
abut what al ready Is cuml ng our nay.

Again I ask that the seriousness of the potential problems of
the restart of the reactor te given the m+ careful and rel I-
able study and that the health of the Ilvlng things, humns,
anlma Is, and P Iants, of our area b3 given the value we deserve.

See the response to ccinwnt CG-1 regardl ng hea Ith effects and
ep !demlo loglcal studies, and the response to ccnnmnt BQ-2
regardl nsl exlstl ng oversight fmchanl sins.

Radlatlon levels and doses In the vicinity of SRP and down to
Savannah are given In Sect Ions 4.1.2, 5.1.2, and 5.2.6 and In
Append!x B of the EIS. Thq are shown to k a very sml I Pr-
centage of hckgrmnd radl atlon. Also see the responses to
c~mnts AA- I and AB-13 reg3rdl ng cm I I rig-water mlt Igat Ion
alternatives, the response to cmment BF-7 regardl ng contaln-
mnt, the response to Cmwnt BA-5 regardl ng radioactive waste
dl swsal,, the response to ccrnnmnt W-2 regardl ng exl sting over-
sight m<:hanlsms, and the response to canmnt BM-1 re~rdl ng
OiIEf S Re<:ord of Decl 510n.

Sincerely,

Linda M. Jeanne
103 S. River Street
Savannah, Georgia 31401
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STATEMENT OF DEBBlE KEARNEY

IIslnce the Sp I lttl ng of the atom, everythl ng has changed save

our wde of thlnklng . . . and thus we drift towards unparal Ieled
catastrophe. ‘i I ‘m paraphrasing Alkrt Elnsteln. He obviously

cm- I recognized the dangers I nherent In nuc Iear wwer. Yet DOE Frm the outset, DDE has aphasized the protection of the pub-
treats the reconstruct 1on and restart of the L-Reactor 11ke I Ic hea Ith and safety In conjunction with the restart of
Itts the opening of a shoe store. Wu bl g deal. *at!s the L-Reactor. As descrltmd In the E IS, ci)E has expended abut
Dubl Ic uproar abut?! $204 ml I ! Ion in mdernl zl ng and ranovatl ng L-Reactor. The

0epartm8nt has also spent nvre than S5 ml I I Ion In envl ronmental
I!m testifying at this hearing @cause I think It Is a blg studies a“d reports. Twelve publlc hearings haw b9en held In
deal. , I , , ~e+ra,” fr~ a re~e+, t,o” 0+ the ~ ,~r ~“cer”~ I South Carollna and Georala. to el Iclt Dubllc canments. L
have, I Ike hea Ith and safety hazards and ecosys~m losses.
I ‘ve del I nested thm In other testlnwny. Youfre aware of my
concerns and I suspect YOU give the saw pat answers. And then
say ‘vTrust us.,, Wel I--you$ve gl ven m no reamns to trust you
and many reasons to doubt you. r “1Also see the reswnses to Cmwnts AA-I, AA-3, and AB-!3 re-

gardl ng coo I I rig-water mlt Igat Ion a Iternat Ives and ODE IS ccrnmlt
wnt to canply with al I applicable state and Federal envlron-
frantal protection reau Iatlons, the resoonse to canwnt SF-7

Lregard I ng conta I nmen~, and the response to Canmn
I ng exlstl ng overs Igh? frechan I sins.

drawn In the draft EIS Is See the rewnse to cmrnent BM-I regarding DOE’s Record of

w

E
CM-2 MY understandIng of the con.Iuslons

thatgreatersafetyfeaturesand btter coo I I ng a Iternat I ves
cannot ta Imp Ienmntti b3cause they cost too mch In tlw and
nwney. In other words, the hea Ith and safety of thousands of
peep Ie downrlver and hwnwl nd from SRP aren$t worth such and so
ml I Ilon $ and a fw’years.

I strongly object to a va Iue Systw that puts tlfm and nvney
considerations kfore Pop le anslderat Ions I I

CM-3 Whatts even nure outlandish Is that we discuss this Issue as If
we knew exact Iy what the costs of restartl ng the L-Reactor wI I I
m-l m3an rests In terms of envl ronwntal damage and subse-
quent consequences, huwn hea Ith and safety, as wel I as t Im
and rmney. The fact Is that we don ft. We 00 WOT KNOW what the
cum I at I ve effects of the nuc !ear operat ions at SRP are and
WI I I La3. We continue to produce mre pluton!um and trltlum
without knowl ng what to do with the radloactl w waste we

Oeclslon on this EIS.

Sect ion 5.2 of the E IS descrl bs the cumu Iat Ive ef feds of
present and proposed SRP faci I Itl es and those of other nuc Iear
operations I n the VICI nlty of SRP. Also see the response to
cann83nt AV-2 re~rdi ng radioactl ve waste disposal, and the
response to cmmnt cG4 regardl ng I nfant nortal Ity rates.
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a I ready have. We al I.m SRP to continue product Ion without
quest Ion I ng the fact that the count I es south of SRP ham an
Infant nurtal ltv rate 5 times greater than the rest of S.C. and
S.C. has the highest Infant n8Jrta I Ifi rate In this country! !

/ \

CM-4 If the L-Reactor Is gol ng to be restarted (and it sem that no
matter what we do, It WI I 1 9 on-l lne), I feel I have a right
as a c I t I zen to ask--demnd--that certa I n protect I w act Ions ta
taken f I rst. I ld I Ike the restart contingent upon a coo! i ng
a Iternatlve I Ike coo I Ina towers. areater safefi mchanlsms ( I ‘d (
I Ike to see a mntalnum;t dew” “M; It), and an independent over-
s I ght Ccanmltt6e compos6d of gover”mnt off I c1 a Is and concern ad
Cltlzens as suggested by Rep. L. Thomas. Most Important, I want

‘“ L
/

a long-term study of the cumu Iat I ve effects of SRP on the

/

See the res~nses to cammnts AA-I, AA-3, and AB-I 3 regardl ng
cool i rig-water mltlgat Ion alternatives a“d DOE IS c~mlt~”t to
comply with al I app I I cable state and Federal environmental pro
tectlon requl rements, the response to cunmnt BF-7 r6gardl “g
Contal nmnt, and the response to Canmnt BQ-2 regardl ng exist
Ing oversight fmchanlsm.

env I ronment and on the peep le.

Please spare fm the arguIn3nt that therets no time. There are
a Iternat I ves I f the p I uton ium and trl t I urn nust be produced
lm~dlately which I also question.

If you thl”k I *m angry youtre right. And If you detect ~nl -
clsm and a sense of futl Ilty, youtre right about that too. I
desperately want Savannah and this mastal area b b a safe,
healthly, beautiful and bountiful place. The SRP Is a major
threat. I f we mst start new reactors, I et 1s at least requl re
that thef have the maximum hea Ith and Safeh features. And
gl ve mns I derat Ion to the ~ costs of start I ng a reactor.
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STATEMENT OF ~. JAY

I cam here tacause I am a hea Ith care worker and a parent a“d
a concernd c! t I zen of southeastern Georg I a.

The startup of the L+eactor Is a concern of those frm the
surrounding counties because we kncu nuc Iear accidents are
possible, as was learned frm the Three Ml Ie Island incident.

m-l A siml Iar accident at the Savannah River Plant L-Reactor would
be catastrophic to this area tecause of the lack of the CWI I ng
tower and Contal nwnt dofnes In the agl ng facl I Itles, and the
rel ease of 1ncreased temperature water wou I d tiange the Ioca I
ocosystm of the streams and r I verbeds I n the ar- of the
P Iant.

CN-2 I am of the f lrst ganerat ion who have had to Ii ve wr entire
I Ives with the threat of the ultln!ate annlhl Iatlon of hunmnklnd
due to nuc Iear weapons. Now, a second ~neratlon (s coming
Into the wor Id with this over their heads. 1“ Som ways, 1
feel gut Ity for binglng nrf daughter Into a world where a
computer fou Iup or a f lock of geese cou Id cause a ful l-scale
nuc Iear war.

To me, the ultimate question of the L-Reactor startup Is: Cu
CM-3 we nesd nvre nuclear weapon s...? I request the form” Iat Ion of

an oversight committee for the operation of the Savannah River
Plant L-Reactor and the I nstal I at Ion of contal “rent dews.

M I I ng towers are not relat~ to the mlt Igat Ion of potentla I
reactor accl dents. See the response to cnmwnt BF-7 regard I ng
contal nntant donms and safety systm mlt Igat ton a Iternat Ives.

The national POI Icy on nuc Iear weapons, their deploymnt, and
the need for Increased weapons Is beyond the scope of this EIS.

See the res~nse to cannnt BQ-2 regardl ng exlstl ng overs Ight
wchanl SMS, and the response to ccfnment BF-7 r~ardlng contaln-
rmnt domes.
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STATEMENT OF JUOY JENN I ffiS

November 4, 1983

MY naw Is Judy Jennl rigs. I am a housewife and I have Ilved In
Savannah, G-rgla, for SIX years.

I appreciate the opportunity to speak b you tut I admit I am
somewhat Puzz led. I read every day that mny cltlzens and mny
Congresswn oppose further tul Id-up of nuc Iear weapons and
supwrt a Iternat Ives such as the Rui I d Down Proposal and the

co-1 Nuc Iear Freeze. If we are real Iy dedlcat~ to reducl ng the
threat of nuclear war, why do we need another facl I lty such as
the L-Reactor at the Savannah River Plant to produce frore fuel
for nure nuc Iear weapons?

co-2 However, If It IS inevitable that the L-Reactor operate and

~
If It operates as lndlcat6d i n the draft Envl r.anmental Impact
Statemnt, I feel that v health and Ilfe, w friends! and
faml Iyts health and lives, and the Onvlronment WI I I b In con-

K
u. stant jeopardy. I would feel safer If the L-Reactor had a

contal nment dome and cool I ng towers and I f an independent over-
s I ght Commlttee were estab 11shed to oversoe L-Reactor opera-
tions.

CO-3 Baslcal IY. I would like to see the EPA or NRC revlm the draft
Envlronwnta I Impact Statenmnt. Thank you.

The national POI I cy on nuclear weapons, thel r dep Ioyrnent, and
the m>6d for Increassd weapons Is beyond the scow of thls E IS.

See the responses to cmwnts AA-1, AA-3, and AB-13 regardl ng
cm I I ,ng-water ml t igat Ion alternat Ives and OOEIS canmltment to
comp Iy with al I app I I cable state and Federa I envlronwntal prO-
tect ion regu Iatlons, the response to canmnt BF-7 regardl ng
conta I nmnt, and the response to c-nt w-2 regard I ng exl st-
ing oters lght Wchanlsms.

The Georgia Oepartwnt of Natural Resources, the South Carp
11na !Jepartm9nt of Hea Ith and Envlronwnta I Control, the
Nuc Iesr Regu Iatory Canml sslon, and other Georgl a, South Carp
Ilna, and Federal a~ncles recelvd COPI- of the EIS. As
requl ?& by the Energy and Water Developwnt Approprlatlons
Act, 1984, the E IS was developed I n consu Itat Ion with the
States of Georgia and South Caroli na. WE provided workl ng
draft:; of the E IS to the states, mt with their representa-
tives, and Incorporated their Cmmnts into the EIS.
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02ASTAL CITIZENS F~ A CLEAN ENVIRO~ENT
4405 PAULSEN ST. , SAVANNAH, GA 31405

STAT~ENT KFORE THE CEPAR~ENT OF ENEffiY
BY REBECCA R. SHCUTLAND

F~ ~ASTAL CITIZENS FOR A CLEAN ENVIR~ENT
ON THE ~Afl ENV I RDKNTAL IMpACT STATE=NT

ON THE RESTART OF L-REACT~

Savannah, GA.
Novemter 4, 1983

My nanm fs Rebecca R. Smrtland and I am here on hhalf Of
Coastal Cltlzens for a Clean Environment (CCCE). This Is the
th Ird ocaslon during wh Ich CC~ has presented tmtlnuny In r-
sponse to the Departmnt of Energy 1s (OOE) wndato - to restart
the L-Reactor at the Savannah River Plant withoutcertainSafeg-
uards, wh ICh we feel, and have felt since August 1982, are
vehement I y necessary. Our mwnts are d I rectal to the Draft
Envlronmenta I Impact Statemnt (DE IS), wh Id exfsts kcause It
was requl red b an act of congress and the ccurts, not kcause
00E chose to voluntarl IY fol low the NEpA Process.

CP-1 In revlewl ng this document, we f Ind that the overal I attitude See the responw to Canmnt BM-1 re~rdl ng CQE*s Record of
(s precl sely that whIch was the r-ult of the Environmental Declslon on this EIS.
Assessment (EA) conducted h 00E and released In 19S2 - no slg-
n 1f I cant impact as the resu 1t of the proposed operat ton of
L-Reactor. Our concerns have been exprmsd many numbrs of
tinms since the EA was released, and =hoed by n!any others ln-
cludlng our Congressnmn, local of flclals and various orynlza-
tlons and Indlvld.als In bth Gmrgla and South Carol fna. The
concerns ond questions remain the saw.

AA-3, and AB-13 re~rdi ng
alternat I ves and canD 11ante

CP-2 AgaIn, we relteratethe ne%dforan aIternatIve and ad~uate See the r%swnses to canments AA-I,
systm for recyc I ( ng of the coo I I ng WaterS other than that pr~ L-Reactor cowl 1ng-uater mltlgatlon

posed by NE (direct discharge Into Steel Creek). The resu lt-
! ng destruction of 1000 acres of wetlands, the subs~uent rul n

with applicable environmental protection rquirmnts, and the
r-ponse to Canmnt AA-2 ragardl ng resuspens Ion of radloceslum

of WI Idllfe habitat (Includlng that of endangered species), and and rad(ocobalt. The EIS has been revised to ref Iect the
the resuslrans Ion of radioactive ces Ium and coh It Into the current status of consultations on endangered sP8cles.
Savannah RI ver are uIIaCCeptab le. The COnStrUCt 10n of an
a Iternatlve, such as cool (ng towers with aplete recycl fng, (s



Tab Ie M-2. CQE responses to —nts on Draft EIS (continued)

COrmnent COmlnsnts Responsss
numbsr

necessary and Psslble In order to et Imlnate this rul ncus
Impact and the threat that It poses to humsn hea Ith.

CP-3 Addltlonal Iy, an alternatlvs and adwuate systen for mntafn-
mnt of L+e=tor Is mndatory. The exl st I ng conta I nment would
not sh(eld the envlronmsnt and its Wople fram dlstrlbutfon of
rad Ioact I ve gases I n the ment of an accl dent at L-Re8ctor.
The 0S1S e~hasizes the ‘Iloww prokbl Ilty of such an lnCltint.
However, that lcn probbl I ity Is a far cry from E probab( I Iw
when so much I=t stake.

CP-’s Bacause there Is a demnstratd conf I I ct of Interest bstween
y ~Et~ ~r~u~Ion and ~fe~ goals, we hl I eve an Independent

w oversight commlttes should k establ I shed. ‘Independent IS
m def Ined as cutslde of DOE, DuPont or NUS Corp.; however, a rep-
= resentat 1ve wou Id be I nc I udd 1n the Cat ttee. Other proposed

participants cou Id Include representatives frm the states of
Georgia and South Carolina, the U.S. EPA, the Nuclear RsDula-
tory Wmlsslon (MC), as wel I as citizen representation. This
later e !ennt could, perhaps bs f I I lsd bf choosl ng representa-
tives frun the plaintiffs (those involved In the legal action
over L-Reactor’s restart ), and representat f v= of reglona I
camwn lty organizations or Io=l off Iclals. We bel (eve that
such a coimnlttee could succeed {n Improving the publlcfs confi-
dence In DOE rs operat Ions and create nesded gu I de I I nes.

CP-5 We also a I I for the cessat(on of the use of S6page bslns at
SRP as the -thod for disposal of highly toxic and radloactlvs
substances, * lch then leak 1nti our water SUPP I (es, both sur-
face and ground water. And, t n part Icu Iar, we obJect to the
lnltlatlon of yet another *ePage bsln for use with L-Re=tor.

The above POl nts are bJt a few of the concerns wh lch we have
expresssd to date, but those wh I ch we bn I I en mst, and can, be
Imp Iemented prior to the restart of L*e*tor. The DE I S does
addrass Nny of the var I ety of PO( nts possd ~ IXCE and

The exlstl ng SRP airborne actlvlty conf In-nt systen Is
des(gned to trap mre than 99 percent of the Iodine and partic-
Ugtes that would b releassd as a rssu It of a reactor acc(-

. bble gases and trltlum releases wou Id not k trspped
but would ta d(smrssd ~ a 61-mster stack. With the SRP con-
f lnsment qstsm, the consequences of al I crsd( ble accidents are
~~~ wfthln the KC reference values for reactor sltl ng (10 CFR

.

Also, see the response to conmnt BF-7 rsgard(ng contal~nt.
Nel ther a conta I nfmnt nor lmprovsd wnf I nemsnt systsm wou I d be
capable of e! Imlnatlng potential consequences from al I very-
low-pro bbl I Ity acc I dents.

See the r~ponse to canmsnt 8Q-2 regardl ng exist I ng ovsrs l@t
mechanisms.

See the r~~nses to canrmnts AJ-1 and ISG4 rsgard I ng the use
of seepage bas I ns and CXJE canml tments for ground-water
protect ion,
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CP-6 others. Wwever, we ml i eve the DE I S Is ~nadequate. tie eX-
amp le (s the Mter i al gatherd i n the SCOPI ng process. The
DE I S scope Is bsed upn I nfornb?.t Ion from hear! ngs In February
and May of th Is year, as wel I as other sources. HcueWr, there
are errors and de let Ions of oral test Inuny I n these ticutnents,
which led us to bel (eve the scop(ng process Is Incomplete.

W-7 As the DE IS stands, WE*S Wncluslons c8n b sumrlzed In one
statement (p. 4-82 ) - ‘Any a Iternat I ve that pcstu Iata a *lay
of the restart necessar 1 ly resu Its I n a I as of product Ion that
cannot b r~overed.. The loss In question 19 the production
of nuclear Mterlals, plutonium and trltlum, for our country’s
nuc I ear weapons pragrm. We d I spute DOE 1s c la I m for the need
bsed on ava I lable docuwnts and occurrences s I nce the nmndate
was datetmlned (n the Carter Admlnlstratlon. @ut, further,
shou I d we accept these c la (MS, whether the ‘needfl Is I n the
form of actua I deter lorat i ng warheads, surp 1us, or In the form
of a statement to the Sovl et IJn(on, there are a Iternat I ves.
This 8dmlnlstratlon and NE directly have proposed the lnCr.30Se
of output of nuc I ear fnater ( a 1s through several a Iternat ( ves to
be Implemented In the near future, one of wh lch Is L+eactor.
We belleve It Is possible to shift the focus of Implementation
wh Ich would create the drast lca I Iy needed t ifne to af feet the
above safeguards, so that the Impacts on our I Iv- In this
region wou Id be less detrlfnental.

CP-8 BecauW the DE I S does not ti6quately Invest (gate al I of the
alternatives, we vlmI this document as Insufflclent and
1ncanp Iete.

R6spons~

NE msed Its preparation of the draft EIS on cunments received
In the Envlronmntal Assessment from August 1982 to Au9ust
1983; on the February 9, 1983, Senate Arnmd Services Canmlttee
H~rlngs; on the 9D-day publ (c revf w and canfmnt period on the
record of the Senate Anmd Serv I ces Canml ttee hearl ng f run
Aprf I 18 through July 17, 1983; and on a 22-day SCOPI ng canmnt
period and hearl ngs on the OEIS that ended August 14, 1983.
This E IS addresses the sutstant Iva canments that uere re-
ceived. Al 1 heart ngs and mnetlngs conducted by DDE In May and
August wre recorded by certlfld court reprters Varbatlm and
pub! I shed 1n hearl w record s/scopt ng reports. CQE knows of no
errors or de!etlons of oral t-t(mny.

The statement g I ven on page 4-82 of the draft E I S represents an
impact. from the Implementation of a mltlgatlon alternative
and Is one factor (n evalmt Ion of the a Iternatlves. Also see
the response to canfnent BL-I 8.

See the reswnses to cannants AB-2 and EL- I 5 regard I ng I nforma-
t Ion contained In the E IS on need and production alternat !ves.

We request that DDE reevaluate the feas~bl I Ity of ablned and
exped ( ted sources so that I n (t ( at ( ves toward the proper mntro I
mechanisms can b6gln as soon as Possl ble, and thereby avoid the
POSSI bl 1I ty of even further 6e I ays 1n restart I ng L-Reactor.

,*
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&

CP-9 Throughout the DE I S, as was the case I n the EA. the I nf leXl ble
,,needm for “u= Iear ~ter(ais fs repetltlve}y pitted a9ainst our

health, our safety and the qual Ity of our environment. ASSUW
I ng that the above req u I rmnts for proper contro Is could In-
deed b met w1thout the Immed I ate restart of L-Reactor, and the
DOE chooses to turn Its back on this POSS( bl 1ity, can they Jus-
tify the probbf llty of accelerated contamination of cur alr
and water SUPPI tes, the destrutiion of our vital wetlands
(which are %Ing el(mfnated worldwlde at an alarming rate), and
the Impacts on the hea Ith and safety of the people In this re-
gion. And, further, can you Justify the cost with uh ich we the
taxpayers WI I I te charged (n the aftermath of your declslons.

CP-10 For example: Ww fs It msslble to Justify the use of a SeeP-
aw basin for L-Reactor when this Sam mtM of disposal ((n
the M-Area) has led tv Cuntamlnatlon of the aqul fer and a
clean-up price tag well In the ml I I Ions of dot Iars? If these
danmges -n te avo ( ded, how can DDE choose otherw ( se?

In conclusion, I again urge DOE and the current Admlnlstrat(on
to seriously cons Ider the mncerns expressed here tanlght.
These past 15 months of strut I ny of L-Reactor and SRP opera-
tlo”s have produced only nure Intense concerns, not less,
desp I te the rmunds of documents produced by DOE and DuPont
Corp.

We te I f eve the t Inm has long been overdue for DOE to take the
posltlve steps of Implementation of the preceding safeguards In
order tu met their mlsslon and relinquish the questions of Its
overa I I operat tons.

Thank you.

ADDITIONAL C~*NT MAtf AT PUBLIC HEAR I W ~ NOV~SER 4, 1983

See the r~ponse ta canmnt BL-I 5 regard lng the need for
defense nuc tear inter 1al, the response to canmnt BM-1 re@rd -
Ing DOE!S Record of Declslon on this EIS, and the r-ponse to
cmment AA-3 regardl ng OOEts ccrnmltmnt to ccinply w(th al I
aPpl (cable Federal and state envlronwntal protection
rqu(refmnts.

As noted (n r~ponse to canmant W4 and {n EIS Section 4.4.3,
use of the L-Area seapa~ ksln would reduce the radlolog(cal
d to users and cons un’ers of Savannah R I ver water.

L
3

Sect Ion 4.4.3 descrfks alternatives fu the use of the L-Area
seepage basin. Studl - of the hydrostrat (graph (c units show
that It(on.s at L-Area are df fferent fran those at M-

ectfons 4.1.1.3, 4.1.2.2, and 5.1.1.4). I f the L-Area se6p-
age bsln IS used, analyses Ind lcate that the f 1 Itered and
de(onlzed disassembly-basin wastewater WI I I seep Into the shal-
low grcund water and f Ion lateral Iy to seepl I ne spr(~s along
Stee I Creek.

CP-11 And I would Ilke to point out the cost of coollng trmer% Is C0nm83nt nOt.3d. Also see the response to canrmnt CP-2.
only estimated at =fne 39 ml 1 I (on. That seems to b rather
unwulvocal ~n some terms.
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Stat-nt Prov I ded

w
The U.S. Envl ronmental Protection Agency

Region IV, Atlanta, G60rgla
U.S. Departnmnt of Energy

L-Reactor Restart
Savannah River Plant

Savannah, &rgl a
Nc.vembr 4, 1983

My naw Is Arthur G. L!nto. and 1 am the Federal Actlvltles
Coordl nator for Region IV, U.S. Env!ronwntal Protect Ion
Agency. I am presentl ng this statement on beha If of Char Ies
R. .leter, Rfg!onal Admlnlstrator, Region IV, In Atlanta. It
shou Id h r6cogn Ized that our cmmnts address on Iy envlron-
rmnfal concerns and do not attempt to rational I ze the need for
additional weawns grade nuclear mterlal or the need for the
restart of this facl litv In vlsn of other overriding national
concerns.

The Envlronmnta I Protect Ion Agency has a long h I story of ln-
vo Ivewnt with the envl ronwntal affairs at the Savannah River
P Iant and has taen 1ntensely I nvo’1ved In the assessrmnt of
envl ronmental concerns durl ng the past year. The Rwlonal
Adml nlstrator has, for axample, presented test Invny to the
Arwd Services Committee chal red bv Senator Thurmnd on the re-
start of the L-Reactor on February 9, 1983. Our mst recent
act Ion In EPA has ben the revlen of the Draft Envl ronfnental
Impact Statemnt wh I ch was requ I red for the restart of the
L-Reactor and we are form I Iy respond I ng to the Departwnt of

CQ-I Energy concern I ng our posl t I on. We have express6d concern over See the DOE response to the ent I re EPA cmmnt letter
a numkr of sign I f leant envl ronmental I ssues * Ich rem31 n unre- Inc Iuded as cmwnt letter ‘WA9t In this appendix.
sol ved or are stl I I under study In an effort to ef feet mlt lga-
t Ion. The nust Important of these rotters are ground water cOn-
tamlnat ion, dl schary of heated ef f Iuent Into Steel Creek
(wh Ich WI I I resu It In the destruct 10” of extens Ive wet lands)
and the uncertalnti I nvol VI ng the disposal of various potentla I
and actual hazardous wastes g3nerated fran reactor CQeratlons.
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On the &s Is of these concerns, we have rated the Draft E I S as
Eu-2, that Is, we have determl ned that the L-Reactor restart Is
envlronmntal Iy unsatisfactory In Its currently proposed design
I n that the documnt does not provide suf f I c1 ent i nformat IO”
regard I ng the correct I ve masures that wI I I k emp I oy6d to
avo I d adverse envl ronnmnta I Impacts. We know that the DOE Is
present Iy working on daveloplng these treasures, In ~peratlon
with the regu Iatory agencies. We bel I eve that much of the
additional information that we have requested Is already aval 1-
able to ycu and should be Included In the Final EIS.

Of specl a I concern to us Is the deve Iopfngnt of a proper perml t
under the Natlo”al Pal Iuta”t Oischarge E I Iml nation Syste8n
(wh Ich Is admlnlster~ by the State of South tiroll na), and the
methods to cuntro I the contaml nat Ion of groundwater, and the
treatImnt and disposal of varicus potentl al and actual hazard-
ous wastes generated from reactor operat Ions.

We WI I I continue to coordl nate with the state ~encles and DOE
with respect to utl I Izl ng the regulato~ mechanism that are I n
p I ace, b Insure that the env I ronmental concerns addressed
above can k satlsfactorl Iy resol veal.
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STATEMENT & ~. HELEN BLU

I Im HeIen BIOOm, and I come as a cltlzen of Savannah. The
Draft of the E I S makes for very sca~ readl ng.

cR-1 In addltlon to the contlnul ng concern abwt the wntaml nation
of drawn water, abwt the adverse Impact on one thousand-plus
acres of wet I and, and ~cause of the d] scharge of therm I ef -
f Iuents, about the deterioration of the Savannah River and the
surroundl ng atnwsphere, and the questions on the safe disposal
of the h I gh - I evel waste, there are other areas of concern re-
gardl ng the Savannah River Plant L-Reactor.

CR-2 By restart I ng the L-Reactor to produce p I uton I urn 1n an area
where there are a I ready three other nuclear reactors I n ~era-
t Ion, and another reactor on the way, we may & prov I d! ng ter-
rorists with an exceptional Iy attr8ct Ive target area.

Respons-

DOE WI I I canply with al I applicable Federal and state rqulr6-
wnts concernl ng envlronmntal protection. Sect lo” 4. 1.1.5 of
the EIS canpars Ilquld effluent Chmlcal loads with the cor-
respond ng waterqual Ity or drl nkl ng-uater standard and with
concentrations measurd I n Steel Creti and in the Savannah
River ahve and helm the SRP. Avai Iable fmasurenants fram the
Savannah River indicate little varlatlon In rmasured quantities
kfween upstream and downstream locat Ions fran present SW
operat Ions; L-Reactor ape rat Ion 15 not expected to a I ter th is
situation significantly.

As stat6d In Sect Ion 4.1.1.6 of the EIS, the o~ratlon of
L-Reactor WI I I not VIO late any ambient al~ua I IW standard.
L-Reactor thermal ef f I uent Impacts 1n the r 1..wr for the refer-
ence case are expected to be SM91 1; a zone of passage for
anadroms fish and other Wuatlc organisms wII 1 exist In he

1

river. The thermal Impact to wetlands for the reference @
Is expectd to te s[ml Iar to condlt Ions that occurrd durl ng
ear I I er L-Reactor cperat 10”. About 1000 acres of wetlands WI I
b3 af f ect6d over a numb3r of years of reactor operat Ion fran
the reference case theml dl scharge. The Impacts on wetlands
are described In Sect Ion 4. I.I.4 and mltl@tlon alter”atlves
are tiscrl~ In Section 4.4.2 and Appandlx I of the EIS. AIw
see the respnse to canmnt AA-1 regsrd I ng cm I I rig-water
ml t Igatlon rmasur es.

The wl”nm of high-level radioactive waste to b ga=~
chmlcal processl ng of L-Reactor mteri al was cons I dared 1“ the
Defense Waste Processing Facl 11~ EIS (Section 5. 1.2.8 of the
El S).

See the response to cantmnt BG9 concern I ng terror I st attacks.
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What wou Id b the Consequences to the nure than hal f-ml I I Ion
people I Ivlng within the 80 kl I Iotier and beyond the vlclnlty
of the reactors If sulcldal-type terror! sts -use severe damage
to or destroy any one of the f 1w nuclear reactors?

CR-3 Wou Id It precipitate a chain reaction of nuc Iear reactor An accident at one reactor site would not lead to an accl tint
destruct ion? at snot her s 1te.

CR-4 And f I nal Iy, we ought to delay restart Ing of the SW L-Reactor The natlonsl po I Icy on nuc Iear weapons, thel r dep Ioymnt, and
to study further the very need for p Iuton Ium. the need for lncreas~ weapons Is beyond the XOpa of thls El S.

Just a few days ago Or. Car I Sagan and Pau I Erh I Ich, represent-
ing the views of mny scientists and blologlsts, have said the
latest sclentlflc flndlngs indicate that the United States by
Itself al ready has, and I” fact has had for several years In
Its nuc I ear power arsena I, enough nuc Iear power armament to
destroy al I I i fe on earth.

Thank YOU.
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STATEMENT OF WDREAS NISSEN

I have read from the Draft Envl ronwnta I Impact Statemnt, and
I am not satlsf I ‘ad wIth the safety and envl ronmental protect Ion
wasures In P lace at the Savannah River P Iant.

Because M3ny peep Ie do not have the techn Ical expertl se to de-
terml ne from that documnt the damage that WI I I b done to the
communltlos surrc.u”dlng the Savannah River Plant, I would I Ike
to pol nt Wt sofneth Ing in a very nonsens Ical way, a down-to-
earth way.

InsurancecompanIesare som of the largestand mst success-
ful institutionsIn the world. They gnt that way ~ profes-
sional Iy asslg”lng risks. For Instance, they do not ensure
people with tid driving records. They do not ensure hazardous
duel Ilnqs, or they do not ensure sulcldals.

Cs-t Thq also WI I I not ensure nuclear facl Iltles, such as the An Insurance pool In the United States currently provides $160
Savannah RI ver P Iant. bes thls not Ind lcate that these plants
nnJst bs made safer? It does to nm.

ml I lion of IIabl IIW Insurance for cmmrclal nuclear facl 11-
tles and nuclear mterlals transportation In addition to l“sur-
ance they offer to cover property damage to the facl I I t Ies
thmsel VBS. I“dlvldual private Ins”ra. ce ~llcles (such as
hanewners P I Ici es) usua I Iy exc Iude ,Vnuc lear damage,, kcause
that Is covered on essential Iy a ‘Sno- fault ~s!s!r by the lla-

7

y Insurance @scri bed above. The Federal Pvernmen

7
flnanclal Iy responsible for damap ca”sd Q its operations.

CS-2 I n Savannah RI ver P Iant !s case, we, the clt I zens who I I ve here,

L

J

See the responses to c.anmnts AA-1, AA-3, and AB-I 3 re~rdl ng
as has al ready taen stated by several speakers, we need a cool lng-water mltlgatlon alternatives and OOEVS cmmltme”t to

proper contai nmnt donm. We need adquate ef f Iuent water de- comp Iy\w.lth app I I cable Federal and state en VIrOn~ntal Protec-
contami nat Ion and cm I I ng devices, anO bcause of past experl - t lo. rwgu I at Ions, the res~nse to cmmnt BF-7 rqard I “g con-
ence WI th nuc Iear accidents, we need an I ndependent overslgnt
committee to act as a watchdog over thls extremely hazardous

tal nw , and the response to cmrmnt BQ-2 regardl ng exl st I ng
overs Ight n!%chanI sins.

facl Ilty.

Thank you for a I I owl ng m rny COm~ntS.
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STATEMENT ~ ~. JOHN WCLEAN

My nam Is John Maclean, end I ‘m speaking for myself. I have
several pot nts, the f Irst tel ng that I have waded thrcugh the
Els and .~aded through,,, I think, Is the appropriate descrlp-

CT- I tlon, and amang several of the facts that I found were not
c Iarl f led or c Iear to fm were the percentages of cancer deaths
that wou I d resu It frcim the startup of the L-Reactor and also
the percenta~ of the mutations or deformities in ch I Idren b
Ing brn in the area, within the 80-ml Ie area, of the Alken
plant.

The rates, as stated In the E IS, were three per thwsand cancer
deaths and four Wr thusand for deformities.

The problems WI th these rates Is that, If, In fact, they are
true, vw are ta Ikl ng about a city, say, for examp Ie, Savannah,
of 100,000 people, you would h talklng abut 300 people per
year dy I ng of cancer bacause of the L-Reactor or 400 peep Ie Pr
year havl ng de fermi ties when they are torn, because of the
L-Reactor.

These levels, of course, are unacceptable.

It would & hard to tel I your wife or chl Id that they were
being saCrl f Iced for the L-Reactor. I think, In fact, that
these f tgureS are wrong, that what you wan to say -- I hope
you mean to say -- that Itis three per thousand, or .003 excess
cancer deaths above the ones that YW wou Id norml Iy have.

The problem Is that Is “ot spelled out In the EIS. I th I nk you
have to Clarl fy that.

It would certainly ease ~ mind If you would clarify that so
that I donft leave the per fnanent EIS, thlnklng that I ‘m going
to see my WI fe or ch I Id suffer bcause of the L+eactor.

I Can$t be! i eve that the percentages are that high, and I th Ink
this should b clari fled kcause It!s not clear In the EIS.

The ca I cu I atd potent Ial excess cancer fatal I ties and ~netic
disorders (not fhe percent of I“creasel are presented I n SeC-
tlon 4.1.2.6 for L-Reactor operation, 1“ Sectlo” 5.1.2.5 for
support fa:l Iltl es, and In Section 5.2. ? for al I nuclear facl 1-
Itles wlthln 80 kllaneters. The Increased I ncl dence of health
effects Is expressd 1“ term of ef fects (cancer or ~“et {C ef-
fects) per 1,000,000 person-rm. The rl Sk est lwtor factors
usd in the EIS were 120 cancers and 257 @netlc effects psr
1,000,000 person-rm. The potential health effects frcin
L-Reactor .~peratlon are much less than one excess cancer fatal-
1ty and meh less than one ~netlc dl sorder for the e“t Ire ~p-
ulatlon llvlng within 80 kllcimters of the Savannah River
Plant. The pert Inent sect Ions of the E I S have @en reurl tten
to c Iarl fy how the calcu Iat Ions of hea Ith effects ~re deter-
mined. TO sum~rlze, the Fotent Ial health effects from
L-Reactor aperat Ion are much less than one excess cancer fatal -
Ity and much less than one ~netic dl sorder for the e“tlre ~p-
ulation I Ivlng Wlthln 80 ki lom3ters of the Savannah River
Plant.
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cT-2 The second PI nt I wou I d I Ike to Irake is that In the alterna- See the response to cmment BY-2 regardl ng the use of nmterlal
t Ives dl scussed for the product ton of pluton Ium, weapons grade fran ccunmrcl al reactors. Addltlonal In forinatlon on this
p Iutonlum, one of the alternatives, that blng us! ng connnsrc!al subJect has ben added In this final EIS In Section 2.1.1.2.
waste frm commercial reactors, Is very quickly revl ewed and
dismissed. It Is dl sm! ssed bcause the Atomic Energy Act
states that you cannot use comm3rcl al waste to make weapnns
grade or use for ml I I fary purposes, and therefore, with one
sentence, you state I n the E I S that this a Iternat I ve 1s not
feasible.

The problems with that Is you have spent two hundrd-some-odd
ml I Ilon do! Iars. We have rented a room, In four other dif-
ferent places, time and tlm again, and we have taoklets, and
we have peep Ie with al I that Imney, and WI th Pres I dent ReaFn
stating that, as a rotter of PO I ICY, and I ‘m quot I ng now from
Page S-1 of the EIS:

n4s a rotter of POI Icy, na+iona I securl ty rqulro~nts,
not arbitrary constraints on nuclear m?iterlal aval Iabl 1-
ity, shal I b3 the Ilmltlng factor In the nuclear force
structure. **

I t seems to m3 that, as a taxpayer, I wou Id I Ike to save w 200
ml I I lo” dol tars, and I think that President Reagants attitude
would certainly help the DOE [n slmp!y awnd!ng the Atomic
Energy Act so that ycu can I n fact, use the comwrclal waste to
wke plutonlum that you need.

If you were able to do that, you would k able not to have the
L-Reactor. You would not have any problem with coo I I ng
toh’ers, you wou I d hove any questions about contal nM8nt do~s
because YOU wou I dn ‘t ta havl ng a reactor.

Instead, you would W taking the comm3rclal waste that IS telng
kl (t up and that nokdy has any Idea what fhey are 91 ng to do
with. You can take It straight from a commrclal reactor, take
It over to either Barnuel I or take It to the L-Reactor Chemfcal
separator Itself and w ahead and process It.

You are gol ng to have to cook It longer kcause you are going
to have higher degree of Plutonlum 240, Mt you can do It, and
you can do It and save al I this mmey, and al I you have to do
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with one stroke of a pen Is awnd Atomic Energy Act, and bi ngo,
you have got It.

I think that alternative should b considered a lot mre than
It has hen, and certal n Iy shou I d have b3en cons Idered bfore
the 200-sowwdd ml I Ilon dol Iars was spent, and 1 klleve the
00E should at least real Iy look to Its OIIn lobbyists to try to
get that act amndd because that wou Id sol ve every bo..tyts
problem.

It would help the comwrclal people getting rld of their waste,
and It would help us down hare kcause we wouldntt have a
reactor. It would Just salve a lot of problems.

CT-3 The last WI nt Is ab~ut the cm I{”g tower. The ccu I I ng tower See the responses to cmm3nts AA-1 and AB-13 regarding coollng-
would take abut 39 million dollars to build. You can build It water mlt I gat Ion a Iternat I ves.
now and a I so keep the L-Reactor on II ne and on t Im, and I n the
18 w“ths that it would taka to build it, you could simply cut
It In.

Your own EIS states this IS a“ alternative. You can tulld It
and cut It In, and you wont? lose any tine or any plutonl”m
because the L-Reactor WO”I d h on I I ne.

I th I nk that Is an alter”atlve that everyone =n I I ve with. I
th I nk I t 1s a ~od comproml se.

Peep Ie down here get their cca 11“g tower a“d the L-Reac+or, a“d
the 00E gets their plutonl”m, al I at the saw tlw, and I donut
think 39 ml I Ilon dol lars Is al I that much to spend, co”slderl”g
you have already spent 200 ml I [Ion do! Iars, and cc.”slderlng
Itfs just a drop In the bucket of the deflclt.

So I thl nk those three thl rigs, c Iarl f I cat ion of the cancer and
deformity rates, genetic dl sorder rat6s, shou I d k nmde c Iear
In the permnent EIS, and ! think the alternative of amgndlng
the Atomic Ener~v Act shou I d & dl scussed a I I tt Ie f .r+her than
It has hen, an~i thirdly,
king tullt and then king
ready on Ilne, I think, It
a 1s0 b further dl sc”ssed.

Thank you.

the a Iternatl ve of the ccn 11“g tower
cut 1“ while the L-Reactor Is al-
1s a good alternative and should
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STATEMENT Of ~. SPRAGW

w name IS Larry Sprague, and I ‘m speaking for myself. There
are several specl f Ic questions that I bel I eve shou I d k ad-
dressd or addressd rmre ful Iy @ the Envlronwnta I Impact
Statmnt.

Cu-1 First off would b the dosage tables, Particularly, that are
found I n Exh i blt 4-25, and this Is the dosage table that shows
the amunt of dose of radl atlon that pop Ie wts Ide of the
Savannah R! ver P Iant might receive.

The E I S does not Mke c tear hcu those f lgures were arrl vd at.
For instance, were they historical rnaasureIru3nts of radl atlOn
coml ng from the L-Reactor? Wel 1, If th IS Is %, then, fran v
readi ng of the E IS, It seas that the masurl ng I nstruwnts
were on the per I inter of the P Iant s I *e and therefore, the con-
centration of radiation would bO very sllght and very dlfflcult
to mn I tor or detect accurate I Y.

F“rther,mre, the masurl ng I nstrufnent was a thernu luminescent
doslwter, or TLD, for short, which Is a relatively I nsens ltlve
I nstruwnt for nmasurl ng som type of radlat Ion. Therefore,
the cumulative dosage could, in fact, be higher than the table
Indicates.

Further fmre, what standards of maximum dosage WI I I b used?
The EIS Indicates that the llMltS WI I I b9 Par DOE F6gUlat100S.
However, I WOUId I Ike to make two points on that.

One, In the E IS nowhere are the OOE regu tat Ions set out, so the
publ Ic can have an Idea of what the dl fference Is t8fween the
NRC regu lat ion and the OOE regu I at Ion, and second Iy, If the 00E
regu Iations al Ion a higher dosage than tbse found I n 10 CFR
50, why Is that so? Why IS It that the NE deems it al I right
for the surrcund I ng communIty to b subjecteci to this higher
level of dosage on the 00E regu Iat Ions than under 10 CFR 50?

Exhl bl t (Table) 4-25 I n the Draft E I S presents the envl ronmn-
tal rl sk fran a hypothet lca I 10-p6rcent cor6-~ It accl den+.
Section 4.2.1.5 presents the mthod of calculating this risk.
These calcu Iated valuas are the product of dose Conswuance and
probbl I Ity par year for the accident.

Table 4-22 In the Oraft EIS I Ists the of fslte doses from cr6dl -
ble accidents. These doses are less than the DOE standards for

normal qeratlons (DOE 5480. la. , Chapter 111, whIch are
essential Iy the sam3 as those used by f47C for regulating the
nuclear power Industry ( 10 CFR 20). The dose frm a range of
accidents Is treated probbl Ilstlcal Iy and ccinpared In Figure
4-1 la of the Draft El S WI th the NRC des Ign goal for power
reactors (10 CFR 100) of 25 ran at the site boundary.

The of fslte doses from L-Reactor operat Ion (Table 4-19 I” the
Oraft El S) are hsed on the average releases of radloact I vity
for 1978, 1979, and 1980 for the o~ratlng C-, K-, and P-
Qeactors. The re I eases of r~ i oact I v 1ty f rein these reactors
are measured at the Pol nt of release to the environment. Al I
radlon.clldes released ar. Wasured quantitatively by a

>

that Includes continuous nvnitorlng plus sampll ng and analysis
in analytical laboratories. The e“. ! romwnt 1s c.mIprehe.s Ively
mnitored bI a program descr I b6d I n Sect Ion 6. I of the E I S.
This program includes sampllng and analysis of drlnklng wa ,
rainwater, river water, fwd, fish, vegetation, anlm , sol 1,
etc. O“rlng normal operations, trltlum [s the only adionu-
CI i~ of SRP origin that Is detectable In environmental samples
~ rout I ne rmnltorl ng techniques. Thus, It Is necessary to
calcu late of fslte doses by a mdel that accounts for mvemnt
of rad ioact Ivlty in the envl ronwnt and exposura of m“ ~

,,,, ,>, ,,, , ,,,, ,,, ,,, ,,, ,,, ,,, ,,, :,,,7,,,,,, ,,,, ,,>,>, ,,, ,,, , ,,, ,,, ,,
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CU-2 My second pof nt has fu dQ w(th the radfoceslum found (n Steel
Creek. I understand that the or(glnal source of the ces Ium was
frm a leak in the prfmary CWI I ng systm to the secondary
coo I I ng system. I would Ilke to see tn the EIS what has ken
done b prevent a recurrence of th Is.

In ~rtlcular, I bell eve the fol lowing st~s sfwuld k taken.

First, a rad(at (on detector shou Id be put (n the secondary
COOI I ng systm to determ(ne when, ~n fact, you do have a leak,
and not on Iy that, but (t shou Id fndlcate present rad(atlon and
shouldn!t just k detect(ng cumu Iat (W afmunts.

Second Iy, the secondary cool I ng systm should be a clos~ loop
with a demlnerallzer In (t, w that (n the event of a leak, the
reactor can bO ODerated for a wh ( le wI thotit the rad (oces (um
bl ng adm I tted i hto the env I ronment.

Third, a third Imp In the mol(ng system should b added.

CU-3 ~ third area of concern IS metal fat(gue of the reactor
vessel. Radlat(on over a Derlod of tlrrm can lead to mtal f a-
tlgue (n the area of the h Ighest neutron I nf Iux In the reactor
vessel. Mw, th Is reactor vessel was actual ly tn operat(on for
abut 12 years. I would I(ke to sw this questfon addressed:
F ( rst, what Is the ef feet that th Is has had on the strength of
the reactor vessel; have any studies taen done, and what are
their conclusions; and (f “o st”d(es have teen done, tiy “et?

knmn exposure pathways. Th IS envl ronmental dos Imetry nwde I Is
descr (bed I n Appe”d(x B of the El S. The expectd releases of
radloactlv(ty from L-Reactor g(ven In Sect Ions 4.1.2.1 and
4.1.2.2 was used to calculate the of fslte doses shown (n Table
4-19 of the Draft EIS.

As dfscussod (n Sect Ion 3.7.2.1 of the EIS, the primary source
of radloceslum was Ieakl ng fuel ele~nts stored I n the dls-
assmnbly basins In P- a“d L-Areas, not a leak (“ the prlfnary
cco I lng system. See Sect Ion 3.7.2.1 of the E I S concern I ng
steps taken I n the late 1960s a“d early 1970s to reduce further
releases of radloces furn.

Also see S{,ctlons 2.2.3 a“d G.3. 1.5.3 of the EIS concerning
radloact Iv(ty nvnltorl ng of the secondary COOII ng water
d ( saa rged f r~ the reactor heat exchangers.

A CIOSA S<%o”d c.wllng IOC$I with demfneralfzer or & third
COO)( ng loop IS not necessary kcause the pr lnIary loop Is cc.n-
t lnucusly Oelo” lzed a“d f I Itered and leakage betwean the pr (-
n!ary and secondary Imp Is sml 1. Leakage betieen the pr ( m!ary
and secondary Ioqs is continuously ~nltored and llmlt6d to a
value that would result In a radiological release that IS only
a smal I fraction of acceptable release I Imlts. Should th Is
I Im(t b e%ceeded, operat Ing procedures rwul re that the
reactor be shut down and the heat extianger be I so Iated to we-
vent furth(>r leakage. The rad lologlcal impact of leakage IS a
sma 11 fract Ion of the Impact of tots I reactor wasteuater
dl scharges to the process sewer, wh lch are wel 1 wfth {n
acceptable I lmfts.

The effects of “eutro” irradlat 10” on the stain less steel SRP
reactor vessels have been studied (Extended Service Life of
Savannah Rf ver Plant Reactors D. A. Ward, et al., DPST-80-

), and lt has ben cone lu~ed that no sign ff Icant deleterious
Metal !Urglcal effects haw occurred. Furthernure, no future
de Ieter Ious & fects are expected hcause nmtron f 1uence has
Wn accumulating vary slowly since operation with l(thlum-
b Ianketed ,%arges startd I n 1968. At the tenporatures and
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CU4 Lastly, I would I (ke to take the DOE to task for the lateness
of the Environmental Impact Statment. I reallze this IS =-
what fut I le. tit It does upset m to see the who Ie purpose of
the Environmental Impact Stat-nt defeated.

The who Ie purpose 1s for the federal ~vernn’mnt, before It
spends huge SUIIK of mney, to take a look at al 1 the facts and
poss(bl 1It Ies. Wet 1, the ~vernment has already spent the
mney. It has already spent around 200 mf I I Ion dot tars. mat
do we have? A plant that Is supposed to produce plutonlum, tut
(t (s not In operat(c.n. It hasntt producsd one ounce.

Part of the reason Is because ycu haven ‘t producd an E IS, Lut
second Iy, there are stl I I serious questions ratsed about Its
safety, and these questions could have perhaps ken answerd,
and the answers to these questions Incorporated (n the rebul ld-
lng of the L-Reactor and perhaps the L-Reactor would k in
hslness today, or alternatives such as the Barnwel I plant
could have been chosen, and three years ago, It might have kn
possible to a~nd the Atomic Energy Act and thereby use the
Barnwel 1 plant.

So, if Instead of ramml ng the. L-Reactor dOWn our throats, the
govern~nt had ~ne ahead and done an E IS, wh Ich was alrrwst
self-evident on Its face that they had to, and the other alter-
natives looked at, the L-Reactor might have ben mde safer 1“
the first instance, mfght be (n operation now, hcause (t was
safer, and al I these problem mu Id have Men taken care of and
we wouldnft be under the tlnm constraints we are now, or Possi-
bly a cheaper and safer alternative, such as the Barnwel I
plant, might have bsen POSSI ble.

neutron f I uencas exper ( enced by SRP reactors, yl e 1d strength
and tens( Ie strength Increase; ductl 1Ity and Impact strength
decll ne wfth increas Ing neutron f Iuence. The temperature of
the SRP reactor tank wal Is Is too lcu for sign (f (cant swel Ilng
to occur fram mlds or gas hbbles resultlrg from neutrc.” fr-
rad(at Ion. In addltfon, exp9rlm3ntal evlde”ce has dem”strated
that a relaxation of prelrradlatfon stresses also results frm
fast neutron f I uence. The reactor tanks are not expected to be
affected by fatigue damage kcause the Str=ses encountered In
the Iow-twprature, low-pr6ssure systm are wel 1 helm en-
durance I (mIts, and vlbratlon fran process-water c(rculatlon
has taen reduc~ to a lcu level.

Thfs E IS has he” prepar6d In accorhnce with the Energy and
Water Develop,ne”t ApprWrlat(ons Act, 19B4, and the National
Envlron,m”tal POIIT Act of 1969, as arre”dd. The pote”tfal
env I ronwnta 1 conswuences of upgrad I ng and re”ovat ( “g
L-Reactor--as opposed to operating L-Reactor--were revl ewed a“d
determ(n6d to b Ins Ignl f Icant.

Thank you.
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STATEMENT Of PAUL S. ~APER,
L. R. CAST I L IAN, LOU ISA ~EEN, RANOY

(Cifl LL), A. L. KEKs, ~ARLES H. RAWLINSON,
TH~AS M. C~BS, STEVE HIERS, WILL IM OLIVE,

JOHN ~lFFIN MO ~CIL RYOR

Cv-1 It is our oplnlon that the L-Reactor shou Id not b reactivated The E IS I nc I“ded comprehensl w ecological I nforfmt ton drawn
untl I further ecologlca I studies have been wale. frm nore than 100 docuwnts &veloped over the past 30 years

by recognlzd research organ lzat Ions (the Savannah RI ver Ecol -
09Y Lakra*ory, the Savannah R I ver La bratory, the Amde~ of
Natural Sciences of Phl Iadelphla, the U.S. Geological S“rvef,
and the Un Ivers lty of South Carol I na, afmng others). Extensive
ecological studies, both onslte and of fslte, are descrlbd In
Sections 3.6, 4.1.1.2, 4.1.1.4, 4.4.2, 5.2.4, 5.2.5, Chapter 6,
and Appendix C. For examp Ie, the Acad~ of Natura I Sciences
of Phl Iadelphia has fmnltored the water quality and aquatic
blots of the Savannah RI ver for the past 30 years; a I so, an
Intens Ive canprehens ive cool 1ng-uatar study [Section 6. 1.3) Is
rmnltorlng water usage and quallty, and wetland, flsherles, and
endangered specl 6s Impacts In Par Pond, the SW onslte streams,
the Savannah RI ver swamp, and the Savannah RI ver from Augusta
downstream to near Savannah, Georgia.

-

>

Section 7.3 of this EIS has hen revised to reflect the current
status of consultations with the U.S. Fish and wildlife SerVICe
and the Nat Ional Marl ne FI sherl es Service.



Table M-2. CQE responses to awnts on Draft EIS (continued)

Commnt Cmments Responss
number

LETTER OF ARTWUR H. wXTER

Rt. 1, flax 80A
Alken, S.C. 29801
November 4, 1983

Mr. M. J. Sires, Ill
Assistant Manager for Hea Ith,

Safety and Envlronmnt
U.S. Dept. of Energy
Savannah RI vor Operations Off lce
P.O. 130x A
Alken, S.C. 29801

Dear Mr. Sires:

I was disappointed to find that the Oraft EIS had fal led to
treat, In a technical Iy honest manner, the concerns that I
raised In my letter of August 3, 1983. I offer the fo I Iaul ng
additional Cmwnts:

Cn-1 1 ) The Draft E IS fal Is to cite the tachnologlcal breakthrough
that non permits the ultra-conservative assumption that
core mltlng can b limited to 1S (or Is It 3$?) of the
fuel. Durl ng the several years that I was assocl atad with
these concerns, It was cmmn Iy assumed that fuel meltl ng
wou Id bs so exte.slve that the fuel wou I d melt through the
bttom of the reactor tank and com to rest I n the PI n
room, I.e. , the rocin ImfnedI ately bneath the reactor. That
scenario was obvious IY c loser to 100S meltdown than to IS.

CW-2 2) I f I nd It curious that the Draft E I S chooses to ignore the
research that A. G. Evans and I perforti wh Ich sbws that
essentially 100% of radlolodlne Is releas~ In the volatile
form from water In the presence of a bckground of ambl ent

%atlon. The Draft C IS content Ion, that the radlolodlne
would stay dissolved In the water, Is completely at odds
with these findings.

See the responses to Canmnts BL-2 and BL-4 re~rdl ng loss-of-
coolant accidents.

In analysls of loss-of-coolant accidents r-ultlng In fuel
damage, 50 percent of the lodi ne I n the damged fuel Is assured
to tacoma alrkrne within the process roam (see Sect Ion
4.2.1.4). W crd It Is taken for condensation on various
but Idl ng structures and al I O+ the airborne lodlne IS assured
to reach the carkn f I Iters of the alrtorne act Ivlty conf I ne-
mnt system. The reml rider of the Iodl ne would k co”talned I n
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It Is Inierestlng that while the EIS tries on the one hand
to outd 1stance I tse I f frinn commgrc! a I power reactors when
Mtters perta!nlng to mntalnwnt vessels are dl scussed, It
Is quick to cite Tf41-2 results on radlolodlne, (which mq
or my not have any appl I cation to SRP), In preference to
(n-house resu Its!

This rotter of the volatl li~ of the Iodine, In the pres-
ence of ionizing radiation, Is a very crltlcal concern as
regards the safe~ of CSRA r- I dents. Obvious [y the
framers of the E IS do not WI sh to acknow ledge that radlo-
lodlne 1s refaasd from the water sl”ce this would & an
acknowledgwnt of the contentions of my letter and the 1n-
ad~uacl- of present SRP measures for dea I I ng with a melt-
down accl dent.

M-3 3) I am frankly skeptical about the Oraft EIS clalm that SRP
has developed Impregnants that WI I I ~rmlt the absorption
of organic Iodide compounds o“ carbn. I f such Is the
case, then a mjor breakthrough of th Is kl nd SMU Id b ex-
tensively documented In the EIS.

CW4 4) Whi Ie the Draft EIS fal Is to provide a technical Iy honest
treatment of the concerns ral sed 1“ rny previous letter, I
suggest that the 50-mi I I Ion gal Ion basin Is, In ef feet, a
‘Vsmkl ng gunw I n that Its very exl stence Is conf i rmat!on of
the scenario that I cited In v letter: It Is there to re-
ceive the huge m Iums of radloact lvely Contaml natsd cual -
Ing water that WI I I f IUII to It durl ng the aftermth of a
mltdwn. There Is no other reason for the existence of
this 50-ml I I ion gal Ion ksln. Lest anyone should E,xperl -
ence difficulty In envisioning the wlum of this huge

the reactor, reactor tul I dl ng, mderator, or -rgenq cca I I ng
water. Moderator and 6merpnq cm I I “g water contalnl ng radio-
activl~ would b retained in IWO tanks as discussed In Section
4.2.1.4. Only a smal I fraction of radlolodlne in these tanks
would k mlatlllzed. The tanks as or!gl oak Iy des Ig”ed were
vented to the atmosphere but were suhequently nndl f 1sd to wnt
bck thrcugh the alrbrne act Ivlm conf I n-nt Systm so that
no unfl Itered radloiodlne compounds would b releasd.

The research referred to I n the canmnt Is app I I cable to w la-
ti I Izatlon of Iodl ne frm these tanks. The purpose of the re-
s=rch was to 1nvesi I gate the use of addlt lves ti prevent or
retard w Iatl I Izat!on of lodl ne from water I n the presence of a
radlatlon Ileld. The results of their research were published
(A. H. OexVer et al ., 1911, ,,lodl ne Evaporation fran I rradl ated
Aqueous SOlutlOnS Cantalnlng Thlosulfate Additive, n 14th ERDA
Al r Cleanl r]g Conference) and do not support the stat~nts mde
I n th Is canwnt. The research showti that after exposure to
108 ~~s 14.6 percent of the Iodl ne was eV.3POra*~ Wi *h no

?
additives, -me addl t Ives Increased evaporation up to 96 per-
cent wh I Ie other ad dl t I ves were found to reduce evaporat Ion to
as la as 0.044 percent. After nudl fyl ng the tanks to vent
them to the conf Inement system, concerns regardl ng w Iat I I iza-
t Ion of lodl ne fran the tanks were al Ievl std.

Appendix B of the E I S descrlks the ef fectl wness of the
Impregnat* carton filters. The references I I steal I n th Is

appendix, eSPeclal IY the Safew Ana Iys Is Report (Du Pot,
1983), con?aln nure detal Is.

Sect Ion 4.2!. 1.4 descrl bes the des Ign functions of the 225,000 -
Ilter underground tank, the 190-ml I I Ion-l Iter eamrgency earthen
hsln, and the 1.9-ml I Ilon-llter tank In the -rthen b%sln.
This systwfl was designed to conta!n radioactive mterlals
resu It I ng Iran accitints rangl ng frm a sp I I I age of the ffo&ra-
tor to fuel mlt I ng. See the response to cumment BL4 for
further di sass Ion of loss-of-coo Iant acclknts.
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basin, an equivalent hsln .xu Id be created bf wcavatl~ o
regulation footbal I playlng field to a depth of 129 ft.

Sincerely,

Arthur H. Dexter
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STATEMENT OF R. El LEEN BULLER

Oct0h3r 27, I 983

Mr. M.J. Sires, Ill
Assistant Manager for Hea Ith,

Safe~ and Envl ronment
U.S. Oept. of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
P.O. Box A
Alken, S.C. 29801

Re: WE/El S 010S0

Dear Sir:

~ I have c.ampletd revl~lng the abova EIS and wish to have my
comments enter6d I n the pub I [c record. Living on the dge of

F the Hanford Nuc Iear Reservation with Its N-Reactor qeratlons,
m I have developd some strong OPI nlons about such facl I Itl es.

Cx-1 First, I @l I eve that contal nment domes should k I nstal led on
al I reactors. The posslbl 11~ of accidental release Is of
great concern. To argue that such a Contalnmnt Is not cost
effective Ignores that wel I knmn fact (per Three Ml Ie Island)
that accidents ~ happen. Al I commercial reactors are requl red
to have th Is design and It Is reasonable to want ml I i tary
reactors to have the sam.

CX-2 Second Iy, the closed loop des Ign with Its direct discharge Into
rl vers Nst k8 stopped. I f It were not for the extens I ve
Iobbyl ng efforts of two of Washl ngton statets Senators long
ago, the hat dl scharge Into the Columbl a wou Id not have hap-
pened. I bel I eve that this pract Ice nust h9 stopped.

CX-3 Third Iy, these 00E managed facl I It Ies lack Independent over-
sight when It comes to safe~ and health. It Is Impratlve
that our government restructure this !nadwuaq and apply I nde-
pendent oversight. The GAO Report on 00E managed facl 11 ties
shcued glaring mistakes at al I facl llt16s continual Iy over the
past years of operation. fi report shou Id b used as further

See the rw, mnse to cmmnt BF-7 re~rdl ng cent.al nmnt domes.

See the re,; ~nses to canmnts AA-1, BM-3, and CP-2 regardl ng
cm I I ngwater mltlgatlon alternatives.

See the response to canment M-2 regardl ng exlstl ng oversight
mchanlsms.

In OOE*S caninents on the GM r~ort (wh Ich hd not been pro-
vided @ GAO to ME for revlw prior to publl-tlon), it ms
Indicated that the 11. .. GAO fundamental Iy ml sunderstiod the

I
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numkr

evidence that the publ IC neds tatter prot6ctlon and cannot phl Iosophy of DOEIS approach to Safev and health, and fal led
re Iy on present WE mnagemnt to prov I de It. to recogn I ze the posit 1w resu Its of this approach.,, A I so,

“.. many of the SPe Cl f [c examples used to s“p~rt GAO, * rec~-
mndatlons were taken out of context, were Inaccurate or
ref Iected a mlsunderstandl ng of DOEfs approach to Its Safety
and Hea Ith Program. *1 These canments, wh I ch were provld6d to
Congress on Octobr 7, 1981, also Identlfled the fol Iculng
pol nts, wh Ich refute the GAO content Ions:

o A Ithough not regu Iated by the Occupat Ions I Safely and
Hea Ith Adml ml stratlon (OSHA), the DOE Health and Safety
Program historical Iy has resu I ted I n a much ktter
safety record for 00E facl I i t l= than the total OSHA-
regu Iated I ndustrl es or s Iml Iar I ndustr[ es rqu Iated bf
OSU, such as the chemical I “dustry.

o Having health and safety as a line mnagemnt responsl -
bl Ilty ensures clear Ilnes of authorl~ In Implemntlng
health and safetq rqul rmnts, assures that health and
safety Is an Integra I part of each program and IS prop-
erly cons Idered i n al I phases of a program, assures
that the greatest expstil se on a specl f Ic program Is
brcught to t6ar on health and safe~ matters, M!axlmlzes
the sensltlvlty of al I program personnel to health and
safety rwui rmnts, and permits utl I izatlon of health
and safem performance crlterl a I n assessl ng and
nvt Ivatlw program Wrsonnel.

o DOE provides an ef feet Ive, lndepe”de”t health and
safety overvl w funcflon through the Assistant Secre-
tary for Envl ronwntal Protect Ion, Safe~ and Emergency
Preparedness, who 1s a Pres Identl a I Appol ntee and who
has no nuc Iear pr~ram mnagewnt respons lbl I I ties.

o DOE, as part of Its contl”u I “g 1.ternal ef forts to Im-
prove and strengthen Its Hea Ith and Safety progratns had
1nitlatd nvdl f Icat Ions to Improve Its programs as a
result of the Internal evaluation published In March,
198!. This was not taken Into cons Iderat Ion I n the GAO
report.
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Comnmnt C0mm3nts Responses
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o The GAO report fal led to Identify !mprtant dl sadvan-
tag- of potential WC regulation of ME facl Iltles ln-
cludlng the fact that NRC expertise Is prln!arl [y with
h 1gh-pressure I I ght-uater coo I d reactors as opposed to
the I w-pressure, heavy-water product Ion reactors at
SRP for which the MI n expertl se res Ides I n WE.

In sumrmry, the GAO report does not provl de a ba lanced rovlew
of 00E Health and Safety prcgrams, and the ef feet Iveness of
these programs relat I w to those regu Iated ~ such ag3ncl es as
OSW Is demnstratd by the exce I lent safeti record as compared
to r=ords for rwu Iated I ndustrl es engaged I n s Imi tar
activities.

The thought of further contami nation at Savannah River W
brl ng! ng up the L-Reactor Is most dlstressl ng. A Ithough I I 1ve
In Washington, I kncu bw It feels to te at the whim of the 00E
and Its wet I-paid contractors. Past mistakes of hand 11ng

~
waste, of leakers, of d! rect rl ver contaml nation, of SIWIY
mvlng p Ium of trlt!um and other 1sotopes Into the rl ver and

E aqul fers al I evidence that this deci slon Is Incorrect. It Is

m time to c lean up 40 yearst worth of enorrncus wntam! nat Ion, not
to produce mre waste. Reprocessing is a fl Ithy process and
the hea Ith and safety of a I I of us should k of paramunt
concern.

CX-4 Final Iy, the need of the L-Reactor Is !n question. Frm my
know ledge of n~ programs at Hanford such as the Laser Isotope
Separation Process and the nod I f I cat Ion of the head-end of the
PUREX p Iant, It appears that plutonlum product Ion IS not kl ng
neg Iected and certal n I y does not ne6d additional L-Reactor
product.

CX-5 If trltlum Is needed, and I doubt we need any plutonlum bomk
at al 1, then use the N-Reactor. These pro-nut Iear ad voates at
Hanford wou Id del Ight In that thought, as their bul It-In pork
barrel wou Id be guaranteed. w doing this, the N-Reactor!s
I I fe would b9 shortened much to v del Ight.

See the response to cunrmnt AB-8 regardl ng need. Construct Ion
of a shear-leach head-end on the PREX facl I I fy Is d! sassed
in this EIS in Sect Ion 1. 1.2 and Appendix A.

The need and production of trlt lum Is outs Ide the scope of th IS
EIS. The purpose of the L-Reactor restart Is the production of
plutonium.

Yours tru Iy,

R. El Ieen Bu 1 Ier, 1703 West 15th Ave., Kennalck, WA 99336
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STATEMENT W WX I NE M. MRSHAUER

3526 Boundhook Lane
Co Iumbl a, S.C. 29206
Nov. I , 1983

fir: y:v:n J. Sires, I I I
. . . . .

S.R. Operations Off Ice
P.O. Box A
Alken, S.C. 29801

Oear Mr. Sires:

I wou Id I Ike to suhnit a personal comfmnt for the Envl ron-
menta I Impact Statemnt concern I ng the L-Reactor a+ SRP. As
a South Carol I na resident, I am concern8d with the effects of
re-startl ng the L-Reactor. I understand that the water to k See the response to cannent AA- I re~rd[ ng coo I I ng-nater
discharged Into Steel Creek Is hotter than state safety regu la-

L

Igatlon alternatives, the response to canmnt AA-2 regarding
tlons al low. Flushlng ces!um Into the Savannah River would the relationship of radloceslum and radlocobalt con a
contaml nate dr I nk I ng water downstream. Furt hernvre the se6page

>

to EPA standards, and the response to canrmnt AJ-I regardl ng
hslns would leak rmre toxic chemicals Into the Tuscaloosa ground-water and seepage bs I ns.
aqul fer. And high-level toxic wastes producsd at SRP WOUI d be
raised by 33S.

1 am opposed to re-startl ng the L-Reactor unt I I these envl rOn -
frental hazards can be ef fecflvely neutral Ized.

Ywr3 tr”Iy,

Maxi ne M. Warshauer



Table M-2. !XIE r-ponses to comments on Draft El S (con+ Inued )

Comnt C.alnlmnts Responses
numbar

STATEMENT W FRANK VON H IPPEL

Princeton Unlversl~ School of Englneerl ng/App I led Science
Center for Energy and Envlron~ntal Studies

The Englneerl ng Quadrang Ie
Pr I nceton, New Jersey 08544

Phone [609) 452-5445

October 31, 1983

Mr. M. J. Sires, Ill
Assistant Manager for Health,

Safetv and Environment
US Departfmnt of Energy
Savannah River Operations Off Ice
P-o. Box A. .
AI ken, SC 2980 I

Oear Mr. S I res,

P lease f I nd attachd v cm fronts on the Oraft Envl ronmenta I
Impact StateIn6nt, L-Reactor Operat Ion, Savannah RI ver P I ant
(OOE/EIS-01080).

Sincerely yours,

Frank von Hlppe I
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Novemkr 1, 1983

Conmmn+s on the Department of Energy 9s Draft Envl ronnmnta 1

Frank rnn Hlppel
Pr I ncetc.n Un ( vers ( ty

Sumary

Because of tfn83 constral nts, these cmments are I (m(ted to the
treatmnt In the Draft E IS of:

o the rl sk fr~ reactoraccidents,and

o the need for addl t Ional weapons-p Iuton (urn.

~ Cz- 1 With regard to the rfsk from reactor accidents, the f ( nal E IS

N should fnc Iude an est IfMte of the cons~uences of a ful i-core
u meltdown fo 1 lowed ~ a faf lure of the radloact (ve ~s f ( ltra-
. tlon system. Accidents of this severlfy are routinely con-

sidered (n the Nuclear Regulatory Cc$nmlsslon!s (NRC) risk
analyses for CIV( I Ian power reactors. The DOE 1s bei (ef that
such Catastrmhfc acc(dents are lmposs(ble at the L-Reactor my
ta due to the apparent neglect of cmnwn-mde fat !ures (n Its
accident probb( I (ty estln!ates. S(nce, In any case, such prob-
abl Ilty estlmtes are known to b unreliable as predictors of
the I lkei I hood of -tastr~hlc acc(dents at nuc Iear reactors,
the 00E’s risk assesswnt shouid focus prfncfpal Jy on the d-
gree of ‘Bdef ense-1 n-depthtv des 1gned Into the L-Ueactor $s =tety
systems. Fran th Is perspecf f ve, the I ack of a pass f ve conta ( n-
ment tul Idlng, a standard safety feature of al I US C(VI Iian
power reactors, must M a source of ser I ous concern.

As d(scussed In Sect (on 4.2.1.3, the alrkrne actlvlty confine-
ment systm Is assumed to operate for al 1 accidents cons lderad
tecause of its high rel (abl Ilty and the extr-ly Ion probabl 1-
lty of a concurrent accltint and systen fal lure.

Sect Ion 4.2. !.4 of this final EIS has bn nudlfled to present
the bs(s for the probbf I (ty cr(terla used to select accidents
for further anal ysls lnciudl ng th~e caused h C.anmn wde
failures.

Since startup of SW reactors, a cont(nued effort has ken
devot~ to the to the revla of the ef fectl Wnms of reactor
safety systems and upgrad t ng of systems. These rev f ws have
(nc Iudd anal ys(s of what has com to & known as ,,cannu”
Cause!r fal lures as noted In the response to cmma”t BL-9.
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CZ-2 WI th regard to the need for the L-Reactor p 1uton I um, the
unc Iass( f fed dl scuss(on offered In the Draft EIS !s unnecessar-
( ly vague. Essent / a) f n forn!at Ion has - OI?IItted despl te the
fact that this information has previously been mde publ Ic or
(s easi Iy derivable frm publ Ic In formtlon. Such lnfornmtlon,
wh(ch should appear and b dlsc”ssed (n the final EIS l“cludes:
the approxlmte amunt of pluton lum already {n the US nuc Iear
weapons stockp I 1s, the approx I ~te p Iuton Ium product ion rate of
the L-Reactor, and the amunt of pluton Ium f n the Nagasaki
bomb. The reader of the unclassf f Id E IS wou Id learn from
these three numbers that the plutonlum already ( n the US nu-
clear weapons stockpl le IS sutflclent to mke at least 20, DO0
nuclear warheads and that the L-Ueactor would Increase this
sluckpl Ie by only abciJt 0.4 percent a year. These facts are
certainly relevant to the L*eactor restart declslon and indeed
make Implausible assertions that plutonlum shortages cw Id de-
lay the deploymnt of any high-prlorifi US nuc Iear weapon sys-
tms. To further Clarl fy the rfetter, the 00E should l“clude In
the final EIS a Ilst of the weapons syst- which It Wlleves
wou I d b de I ayed f f the restart of the L-Reactor were postponed
or cancel led.

~E has focused on the degree of ‘clef ense- 1n-depth. des I gned
into the L-Reactor safety systm ~ descr ( bl ng these system
and accident experience and analys Is In this EIS. Concerns re-
~rdl ng a passi w contal nment bul I dl ng for the L-Reactor are
addressed in Section 4.4.1 of this EIS as wel I as In Its de-
ta I led de~rlptlon of the knef Its of the a Iternate conf Inemnt
Systm In S%tion 4.2.1.

A I so see the res~nses to canments BF-6, BF-7 and BL-1 I con-
cern 1ng the adequacy of the L-Reactor conf I nem3nt system.

See the response to cc.mnt AB-2 re~rdl ng I n formt Ion f n th Is
El S on need and production alternatives. The nat(onal Pi ICY
on nuc J8ar U8apons, thel r deploymnt, and the ned for
Increased w’3apons Is tayond the scope of th Is E I S.
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Reactor Acc I dent Consequences

People Ilvlng near the Savannah River plant are entitled to
know the potent I a I consequences of a worst-case acc i denf at the
L-Reactor. Furthermore, frankness a“d honesty about th Is
posslbl Ilty Is likely to k In the long-term Interests of the
government. The traditional AEC-E~A-NE publ Ic-relatlons

aPPrOa~ +0 cOncerns a~u+ reactor safety has not done CIVI I Ian
nuc Iear Wwer any Wod (n the past and Is un ! Ike!y to da the
nuc I ear weapons production complex any ~d 1“ the future.
More often than not, such a PO I Icy seems to hckf Ire and con-
vinces concerned cltlzens that the risks are greater than they
real Iy are.

CZ-3 The worst-case accident at the L-Reactor wou I d be a fu I I core
meltdown w Ith the radioactive gases drl ven off bf the core
escapi ng Unf i Itered to the humn envl rc.nm”t. Altlwugh the DOE
may believe that such an accident has a n~llglble probbl lit-y,

y It Is wet I-knwn that such prokbl I Ity estl~tes are
unreliable.

:
u CZ-4 The unrellabl Iity of estimtes of the prokbl Iltles of cata-

strophe Ic nuc Iear reactor accidents bcamw c Iear as a result of
the Mny revlm of the Nuc Iear Regu Iatory C-lss!onls Reactor
Safety Study (RSS). Th Is study Inc Iuded estlmtes of t~
abl Iitlffi of catastrwhlc accidents at two CIVI Iian “IIclear
power plants. The work underlyl ng these estlmtes was bth
much fmre Sophlstlcated and tmre cmplete than the L-Reactor
rl Sk assessmnt Ascrl bad In the Draft EIS. Nevertheless, fo 1-
Iowl ng a prolonged detate and a cmmlssloned outside revl w ~
a group on wh Ich I served, the NRC cone Iuded I n 1979 that ‘,the
Comm!sslon does not regard as rel I able the Reactor Safef’y
Studyts nuwrical estlmte of the overal I rl sk of reactor 8ccl -
dent. n l~C Press Release, January 18, 1979. I

See the res~nse to canment CZ-I and the response to cunmnt
BL-12 regardl ng probabl I I ty est in’Otes.

The probabl I Ity estimtes for the L-Reactor are not derl wd
frm those developed for the Reactor Safety Study, WASH-1400,
although the ksic wthodo logy Is slmi I.gr. Howev6r, It should
b3 noted that the Risk Assessment Revlen Group found I“ part:

,,0 Despite Its shortcanl rigs, WASH-1400 provides at th Is
tine the =t canplete single picture of accident Fot-
abl 11ties asmci ated with nuclear reactors .,,

And,

,,0 The CommlSSIO” accepts the Rev! w Grmp RWortls
cone Iuslon that absa lute .a Iues of the rl sks presented
by WASH-1400 sbuld not k used uncritical IY . . ..I.

DOE has not used the probbl Ilty =tln!ates uncritical Iy.
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CZ-5 A measure of the lncanp Ieteness of the L-Reactor risk assess- See the responses to canmnts EL-I, BL-2, BL-4, CZ-I, and CZ4
mnt Is the fact that it does not even Inc Iude accident sce- regardl ng cons Ideratlon of a f ul I core nmltdown.
narlos which could lead to a full core mltdown with failure of
the radloact Ive gas f I Itratlon system. In the ~ such
catastrophe Ic accidents were est I mated +0 have a much higher
probabl I Ity (3O t Imes h Igher for a pressurized water reactor)
than the probbl I I ty given 1n the Draft E IS for the mst severe
L-Reactor accident considered there (a relatively benign event
Involvlng the m31ting of only 3 percent of the core with the
radloactl ve gas f I Itrat Ion systa ef feet I vely preventl ng a
large release of radioactivity to the atmsphere - see Table
s-2 of the Draft El S). Although the probabl Ilty estimtes In
both reports wst b3 mns!dered unrel table, the absence I n the
L-Reactor risk ana IYSIS of an accl dent smuence wh Ich WOUId
I ead to a catastrophe Ic release requires exp Ianatlon.

CZ-6 The nust Ii kel y explanat ion for the ml SSI ng catastrophic See the response to canwnt CZ-1, and the responses to cmwnts
accidents In the L+eactor ri sk assessffent Is not the rela- BL-9 and BI.-12 reqrdl ng 10canmn mdeqt fa I lures.
ti ve safety of the L-Reactor design - wh Ich after al I does not
even have the pass! w radloactl VO gas COntal ntrent bul Idl ng re-
quired at al I CIVI Ilan reactors - but the apparent n6glect in
the L-Reactor r I sk assessmnt of ‘Icomfmn-nvdegv safety systm
failures. This is the class of failures which would Include
accident swuenc= wh I ch wou Id slmu Itaneously I ncapacltate
a I I the L-Reactor 8m3rgency COOI1 ng systenn and the rad loac-
tl ve gas f I Itrat Ion system. It Is wel l-known, frcin bth the
RSS and accident experl ences such as t~se at EIrwn 0s Ferry
~ Thr.3e Ml 1. Is land, that commn-mde fal lures are the nwst
I Ikel y cause of catastrophic reactor WC! dents. A severe
earthquake; errors In design, construtilon or mal ntenance; and
sabtage are on IY sonm of the Mny Fotentlal causes of such
cmnvn-nvde fal lures which should have b9en considered.

CZ-7 In any case, In the final EIS, the DOE should discuss the con- SW the response to canfmnt CZ-1.
sw uences of a core m I t-down at the L+eactor wI th subsequent
bypass or fal lure of the radloactlw gas fi Itratlon system. As
I show blow, the seriousness of such accidents can b estl-
mtd fran resu Its obtal ned bf the RSS.

CZ-8 For simplicity, I will consider belon only radlatlon doses at a It Is
d] stance 12 km (7.5 ml Ies) downwl nd from a worst-case L-Raactor Study

not -easonable to app Iy
to L-Reactor tacau se of

the resu Its of the Reactor Safety
the slgnl f leant dl f ferences I n
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accident. This Is the average dl stance frm the L-Reactor to
that part of the site bundary which I I es to the south of the
reactor (see Fig. 3-2 of the Draft El S). According to Table
B-1 of the Draft EIS, the wind blows In these directions

aPPrOxlmatel Y one ha! f the tlm.

The predictions of the Reactor Safety Study who Ie-hdy and
thyroid doses as functions of dow”wl nd I stance may be found I n
the NRC report, Examlnatlon of Of fslte Radio Ioglca I EinerWncy
Protect I ve Measures for Nuc I ear Reactor Acc I dents I nvo I v I nq
Core M It [NUREG/CR -,.
~ It Is reasonable to compare
these resu Its direct Iv to those In the Draft E I S because the
therwl Wwer of the pressurized water reactor cons Idered I m
the Reactor Safety Study (3200 MWt) Is approxlmtely the same
as that assured the 00E I n ~lcu Iatl ng the mns6quences of
L-Reactor accidents (3000 MWt, accordl ng to Table S-2 of the
Oraft El S). The accumu Iatlon of long-l I ved f Isslc.” products 1“
the L-Reactor core Is somewhat I ower than 1n a power reactor,
bJt, as Is sbwn 1“ Fig. VI 13-1 of the ~ the mst lm~rtant
COntri tutors to the 2-hour of fslte dose are short-1 I v6d I so-
topes wh Ich wou Id b present In ccinparable anwunts of the tio
reactors. (The radloactl ve 1nventory assu~d for the L-Reactor
core Is given In Table G-10 of the Draft EIS. That assunmd for
the pressur I zeal-water power reactor cons I dared I n the ~ Is
given In Table VI 3- I of that report. )

CZ-9 Given a 10 mph WI nd and a 3 hour de lay kfore evacuatlo”, the
RSS ca ICU Iated a ‘-wan projected who Ie body dose,, outdoors,
~km downwl nd frw a core-w lt-co”tal “w”t-fal I“re accident
of approxlmtely 10 reins. (See curve E of Figure 5.9 of
NOREG-CR-I 131. ) The correspnd i ng thyroid dose was estlmted
to ba about 1000 reins [Ibid Fig. 5.121. These numbrs are
respect Ivel y 25 and 200tims higher than the largest va Iues
shown I n Table S-2 of the Oraft E IS for the 2-hour whole-body
and thyrol d doses. Cc.ses of th Is mgnltude wou I d not k
associated with a larg9 risk of early death frm radlatlon
I I Iness, but they would bring with them a slgnlflcant increase

des Ign. See the response to Canmnt BF-7 regardl ng these
dlf ferences.

lfased on the doses presented I n the Cmwnt from a catastrophic
accident, the Individual w exposed to 10 reins would suffer a“
average I ncrease I n I Ikel I hood of death fran cancer fran abut
one In five to about 1.01 In five, ~ulva lent to the risk from
srmkl ng 1/2 a c1 garette per week for 30 years, hard Iy a ‘,slg-
nl f Ica”t Incraase In cancer rl sk over the lo”~r term. ,, Slml -
Iarly, a 1000 rm thyroid dose would yield a total risk of thy-
roid malignancy In the ordr of one In 250, with a negligible
risk of fatality, a canparatlvely 1011 consequence of a very IW
prohbl I Ity accident cats~rl zed as ‘,ce.tastrcph It.,,

,, ,, ,,, ,,, ... ,., ,,, ,,, ..,,,,,, ,,,, ,,, ,,,, ,,, ,,,, ,,, ,,,
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in cancer risk over the longer term. Furthernwre, (f evacua-
tion were delayd or the nmt%orologlcal conditions were ad-
verse, whole-bdy doses cw Id rl se above the levels (200-300
reins) where fatal lt(es frum radlatlon tl lness would bagln to
occur [NWEG/CR-l 131, Figs. 5.10 and 5.221.

Land contamlnat(on frm atrmspherlc releases of radloactlvlty
on the sca Ie of the worst acc ( dents cons I der8d ( n the Reactor
Safet Stud wou Id also te mch nvre severe than for those
~“sldered (“ the Oraf+ EIS. For exam,le, the RSS
estimated that, even I f techn lques 8x1 steal which could ta=ed
to reduce the radioactive contamination of thousands of square
ml Ies by 95 percent, res (dents NOUI d typfcal Iy have to vacate
for years areas up to 30 ml Ies downw( nd fran a core-m ltdown-
containment-fa ( lure accident I WASH-1400, Fig. V I 13-271. In
the absence of such effective decontamination techn Iques, this
i nterdlcted area wou Id extend abwt 100 ml Ies downwind. *

y Cz-lo Wt even cons Idered In the Draft El S are the potent Ial releases
of the much larger Inventories of radioactive waste elsewhere

E on the Savannah Rfver site wh lch m(ght occur as an Indirect
m resu It of an accident at the L-Reactor. What would happen, for

example, to the huge Inventor [es of Ces ium-137 (n the high
level waste tanks In the F- and H-areas, If, as a resu It of
rad(oactlve contamination by an accident at the L-Reactor, It
kcam imposs lble to ~lntal n the cool I ng of these tanks?**

Al I these cons~uences should Lm careful Iy dl scussed (n the
final EIS.

●SW a I so Jan Beyea and Frank von Hlppel, ‘°Contalnment of a
Reactor Meltdown, Bul Ietln of the Atomic Sclentlsts,
August/Septemkr 138 Z, P. 5z.

**see ~a5*e “anagemnt Operat ,.”5 Savannah ~ , “~~ p I ~“+ (ERDA,

Draft Environmental Impact St atement, ERDA-1 537, 1976),
PP. I I I-96 and I I I-97 for a sugqest [w a lthough fncanD Iete dls-

The waste storage tanks are e.7”lp~d with caollng CO( Is which
are SUPP 114 with water fran a closed-lore coo II ng syst6m,
which In t~lrn, Is cooled bf heat exchangers suppl led with wel I
water. Loss of coo 1( ng (n a waste tank Contalnl ng fresh h (gh-
heat waste, a tank with a rnax(mum rate of heat gsneratlon,
would Caus(l the temperature of the waste to Increase to the
b( I I ng pint over a period of about a week un less correct Ive
act (on werv taken. The maximum sludge and supernate tempera-
ture for e~!ch waste storage tank IS recorded del Iy so that ade-
quate tlnt3 would b available to ldentlfy a cool(ng de flctency
and to restore ful I COOI( ng or to In (t/ate s“ppl~”tary cool-
( ng to avoid overheat I ng. In ddlt Ion to hckup coo 1( ng water
supply, eac:h cooled waste tank Is provided with a condenser as
a backup fc>r (ts coo II ng CO( Is.

There Is presently no known accl dent that wwld occur at
L-Reactor zjnd cause a Concurrent fa 11ure of the waste tank
coo I I ng system In add(tlon, the distance to the waste tanks
frm L-Reactor are sufficiently far that =mss and al I neces-
sary M ( ntctnance to the waste tanks would cent 1nue to h per-
forwd In ‘rhe un I Ikely event of an accldont at L-Reactor.

CUSS(OO of the problem of loss:~f-cool (ng In ~avannah’ River
h I gh I evel waste storage tanks.
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The Urqencv of Add (t I ona 1 P I uton I um Product (on for Weapons

C2-1 1 Although the reactor accident rl sk assessmnt In the Draft See the response to Canment AB-2 regardl ng In forwtion In th(s
EIS Is obviously Inadequate, (t (s at least accessible for E I S on ned and produdlon a )ternat fves. The nat Ional po I ICY
Independent per revlm and WI 11 mpef ul Iy k Improved as a on nuc Iear weapons, their dsploymant, and the need for l“-
resu It. In the case of the c Ialmed need fOr the L-Reactor creased weawns Is byond the SCOP of this E I S.
p 1uton I um, however, the DOE appears to have used the excuse of
class lff~ information to avoid a publ(c critfque of its analy -
s Is. As WI 1 I t8 shown klow, (t was unnecessary for the DOE to
adopt this posltlon. The prlnclpal numb9rs requlrd to Judge
the n% for the L-Reactor plutonlum are In the publlc tialn.
Furthermore, these numbrs tend W cast dou bf on any c la lms of
urgency for the restart of the L-Reactor.

One can eas f I y estimate, fOr example, fran the publ I shed num-
hrs for the quantlt(es of Stront luW90 and Ces lufR137 In the
accumu I at& radloact(ve wastes at the DOE*S Savannah River and
bnford sites, how much u-235 was f lssloned In the AEC-EROA_E
product ion reactors and therefore hQw much P I uton lum these
reactors produced. If one does thls, one arrives at an est 1-
wte of approximately 120,000 kl Iograms of p!uton Ium (n the
U.S. nuclear weapons stockpl le.

One can a 1- easl ly calcu late fram the 2350 MWt n~lnal therms 1
power of the L*eactor given (n Table G-5 of the Draft E IS that
It w f I I k able to produce abut 500 kg of weapn-grade P I u-
tonlum per year - or approximately 0.4 percent of what the
U.S. already has in Its weapQns Inventory.

Final Iy, we knou frcnn a declassl f l$d wmrandum frm Genera I
Groves (dat6d 18 July 1945) to the then Secretary of War, that
the .UC tear bomb wh 1ch destroyed Nagasaki Conta 1ned approxl -
mtely 6 kg. of plutonlum. Th (s means that, even f n the ab-
sence of the advances I n nuc Iear weapons technology s I nce 1945,

...
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the a~unt of plutonium currently In the U.S. weapons stockpi Ie
wou Id ba suf f Iciont to make 20,000 Nagasaki weapons. * The
exploslve ylel d of these weapons cou Id, of course, be
onorrmus Iy Increased ~ US I ng them to trigger a second stage
therIranuc Iear react Ion.

The bre facts above by th-el Ves make Imp Iauslble that the
lack of future p Iutonlum producflon fram the L-Reactor would
delay any high prlorl ty U.S. nuc Iear weapons system. The DOE
cou Id, however, further c Iarl fy the Issue bf Includl ng in the
final EIS a Ilst of the weapons systems which It blleves would
be de I ayed I f the r6start of the L-Reactor were postwned or
cancel led.

COncluslon

As a result of the revi - docum8nt9d above, I conclude that
the DOE has not provided In the Draft E IS an ana Iysls of the
quallty which should k requlrd for a federal action as
slgnl f I cant as the L-Reactor restart declslon.

~he U.S. also has In Its nuclear weawns stockpl Ie sufficient
high Iy enriched uranium to mko additional tens of thousands of
“UC Iear warheads. The deta I I & documental Ion of th Is fact,
a long with the estimates given above for the U.S. weapons-
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UN ITED STATES ENV IRONKENTAL ~OTECT 10N AGEWY
REGION IV

345 COURTLAND STREET
ATLANTA, =ORG IA 30365

November 4, 1983

4PM-EA/uA

Mr. M. J. Sires, II I
Assl stant Manager for Health,

Safety and Envlronmnt
U.S. Oepartmnt of Energy
Savannah RI ver Operat Ions Off Ice
P.O. ~x A
Alken, S.C. 29801

Oear Mr. Sires:

In accordance with Section 309 of
National Envl ronmental Pol icy Act,

the Clean Air Acf and the
the Envl ronmental Prot6ct(on

Agency has reviewed the Oraft Environwnta I Impact Statement,
and append Ices, on the proposed resumpt Ion of L-Reactor opera-
t Ion at the Savannah RI ver Plant (Barnwel I County) South
Carol i na. Our evaluation reveals that there are a number of
sign I f I cant environmental i Ssues resu Itl ng fram this actl.an
wh Ich renaln unresolved or are stl I I under study In an ef fort
to ef feet ml t I gat 1on. The maJor Issues are groundwater m“tam-
1nation aS=Cl atsd with certain of the react.arts s“pprt facl 1-
Itles, d! scharga of heated ef f Iuent Into Steel Creek wh Ich w I I I
resu It In the destruct Ion of e%tenslve wetlands within the
creek and its delta with the Sava””ah RI ver , and uncerta 1.ty’
1 nvo Ivlng the treatint and dl sposal of various potent Ial and
actua I hazardous wastes generated fr.an reactor operat Ions.

The enclosed cownts addr=s al I the Issues wh Ich we have de-
terrnl ned or sugg.3st require addl tlonal assessment In the F Inal
EIS. Nevertheless, the I nfOrfIIatlOn In the document, coupled
with cur extens ive dl alogue with your staff members and this
agencyvs long-term association with the Savannah River Plant,
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al low us to make a reason6d decl slon on the proposa I ‘s overal I
envl ronmntal acceptabl I lty.

On the bsls of the outstanding water quallty Issues, a rating
of EU-2 was assigned. That Is, we have determl ned Important
ground and surface water Impacts resu It Ing frm the facl I Ityls
operation WI I I bw envl ronmental Iy unsatl sfactory In Its cur-
rent I y proposed des I gn I n that the documnt does not prov I de
Suf f Iclent Information reaard! na the correct Ive fmasures that
WI I I be employed to avold”adver~e envlronmntal impacts. We
know that the DOE ls presently workl ng on developl ng these
measures, In cooperation with the regu Iatory agencies. w
I I eve that mch of the addi tlonal Information that we have
quested IS already aval Iable to you and should b Included
the Final EIS.

I f we can k of any assistance to you on thls matter or yoL
wish to discuss any of our ob5ervatlons/suggestions, Howard D.
Zel Ier (FTS 257-3476) WI I I serve as our point of contact.

he-
re
In

,,

S I ncerel y yours,

Char Ies R. Jeter
Reglona I Admlnlstrator

Enclosure
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L-REACTOR
SAVAN~ PLANT

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS AND sPEC I<IC COMMENTS

DA-1 o The Oraft EIS describes the ~jor envlr.anmemtal effects of
the project. However, the final EIS could be Improved by
the lnclusic.” of a mre ccnnplete description of the de flcl -
encles in the present reactor and attendant support system,
and Indlcatl”g what WI I I h done to correct these condl -
tlons. A survey of the proJected Improvements and n- Items
required for the overal I facl Ilty to met air and water
quallty standards reveals the shortcoml”gs of the present
Systm. It also reveals Certain of the cleanup Items that
are necessary to Wt requlrcmrents of the Resource ~nserva-
tlon and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Comprehensive Environwntal
Response Compensation and Llablll l-y Act (CERCLAI, or DOE
equivalent standards.

0 Mst of the Improvements necessary to wet the deslr~
standards are adequately descrl~d In Chapter 5, lnlncre-
mental, and Cumulative Impacts from L-Reactor Opera tion.,,
However, we suggest that they k sumrlzed In the first
chapter, ‘nSummry.l, Indivld”al detailed coverage could the”

k given under ‘lEnvlronwntal co”seq”e”cesll In ~aa of the
chapters covering ltms which need mltlg?,tlon or lmprove-
m3nt. The maJor items In this regard Involve addressl”g
surface water discharges of certain contaminants, mitigation
of thermal discharges, and t.3tter techniques for handling of
hazardous materials. A clean-”p/nvnltarlng plan, to assess
the present zone of c.antamlnatlo”, IS of SPeCIa I Interest.
Particular care mst also b taken In regard to
potential/act.al groundwa+er s“pplles 1“ those areas already
determined to & contaminated or antlclpatsd to kcme so.

o The Draft EIS contains a summary of proJects which are blng
planned or are underway to correct the NJor de flclencles
noted above. These facilities/cleanup masures are vital to
any restart effort since thv are necessary for the safe
Operation of the plant and subsequent attainment of alr a“d
water qualltv standards. This should k mde clear in the
Final EIS.

All applicable Federal and state rq.lrments for air and water
quality wI II k met by L-Reactor, I“cludl”g WOES permit
conditions.

2
In this final EIS, an expanded discuss lo” of cwllng-water
mitigation alternatives and the SRP ground water protection an
ren!dial action prcgrms have b3en Included. Purs”a”t to the
suggest lo”s Contained In these cmmg”ts, the summry to VC,I”m
I of this EIS Identlfles the mltlgatlve actions to ba taken

DOE, as well as the commitwnts with respect to other
environmental protection programs.
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DA-2 o The Draft E IS faf Is to ddress the Impact on the groundwater
systm from the Increase In eff Iuent and waste volumes
wh(ch WI 11 te generatd at supporting fact I It(es when the
L-Reactor restarts. The report does state (Tab Ie 2-2) that
there wf I 1 be a 33$ incrase (n ef f Iuent mlum at the Fuel
Fabrfcat fon Fac( I f~ and at the Chemfcal Processing Facf 1-

f~, ~9ether with a 33X Increase In waste m Ium to the
Waste Managemnt Facl 1Ity. Yet, the Draft E I S omits any
further dl scusslon of the Impl feat Ions of the 1ncreased
volume on the p Ianned remdlal act Ions. It al= fafls to
develop alternative strategi= to *al w(th the addl+lonal
fnaterlal. Development of a lternat Ives to deal with this
Issue was one of the essential suggestions EPA made (n fts
previous cwrdlnatlon ef forts on this facl I lty. These OP-
tlons need to b Included In the Final FIS.

The E I S contains dl scusslons of potentl al Impacts to the ground
waters taneath the SRP frm the operation of L-Reactor and (ts
support fac(lltles (Sect (ens 4.1.1.3, 4.1.2.2, 4.3.3, 5.1. l.Z,
and 5.1.1.4). These sections have baeo expandd to provide a
mre thoragh df scusslon of groundwater fmpacts. AS noted {n
the EIS, the fncr-ntal (mPacts to the shal JW mu( fers be-
neath the central sbps, burial ground, and M-, F-, H-, and
K-Area hs I ns, and impacts taneath L-Area are expectd to be
minor.

f-

Alternat Ives to the use of the L-Reactor seepage bas In are dls-
cussed (n Sectfon 4.4.3. Use of seepa~ basl ns elsewhere on
SRP and the use of the SW bur(al ground are al 1 balng evalu-
ated on a sltewlde hsfs. These facl Iltles were used when L-
and R-Reactors were operat(ng. The I ncrmental ef feds of

F

L-Reactor operatfon are not I Ikely to apprecl ably af fe
planned rfmnedlal actions. Alternative strategies deal wfth
the (ncremntal releases of I lqu (d wastewater and ow-level
rad Ioact Ive wastes are d( Scussed In the ‘lSRP Ground-Water
Protect [on Imp Iemntat fon Plan. ** ~ IS P Ian has ben revf ewed
by the State of South Carol 1n. and EPA and Is c.rrentl y talng
revf sd hsd on their ccanments. This p Ian WI I 1 h the subject
of a separate NEPA rev{ w (Sect Ion F.6). The DOE’S c~m{t~nt
to the prc,tectlon of ground-water qual (ty are dl scuss6d belaa.

As notd In the opening rene. rks to the publfc h-rings oh the
L-Reactor DE I S, the DOE (s cornmlt+ed to ( 1 ) an expanded program
of sltewlde ground-water wn I tori ng and study; (2 ) the I nwlve-
wnt of the State of South Carolf na In ons Ite and of fslte
ground-water nvnltorlng act(vitles; and (3) m(tlgatlve actions
at SW to reduce POI Iutants released to the ground water as
needd. I,ddltlonal deta( Is are provldd (n Sect Ions 6.1.6 and /
F.6 of th[s EIS. Current plans ca I 1 for dlscontfnu lng the use
of the M-fires seeps@ bs ( n bfore Apr ( I 1985 and owrat I ng a
process wast-ater-treatint fac 1 I ( ty at that t Ifne. 8ased on
Congressional autbr lzat Ion and approval of a FY 1986 funding
request, DOE plans to werate an ef f Iuent treatint facl I (ty w
October 1988 to process wastauater and d ( scent ( nue the use of
the F- and H-Area seepage basins (Sect (on 5. I. I.2).
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DA-3 o Accord! ng to DOEIS %roundwater Protect (on I mplewntatlon As mntlond (n response to commnt OA-2, the ‘uSW Ground-
P Ian, n the proposed restart CO* at a Crlt (Cal stage (n the Water Protect Ion Impienwntat (on Planvq was recently deve!opd to
manage~nt of SRPIS groundwater probiem. Three facl I (t(es, examl ne strategies and schedu Ies to Implemnt ml t Igat Ive
Fuel FaMfcat Ions, Chem{cai Processl ng and Waste Managemnt, act(ons rwulrd to protect the qua I ~W of the groundwaters
are schedu led for dacommlsslonlng 1n the near future since kneath SW. lmplefnantatlon of mltlgatlve act fens would k \

they have bean respnslble for slgnl f I cant groundwater acc.anp I I shed under ~E1s Resource Conservat Ion and Recove~ Act
contaml nat Ion. requlr-nts, and wou Id k ccnnpat IbJe with the State of South

Carol ( nats hazardous waste nwnagemnt rqulremnts. The smal I
( ncremental dl scharges due to L-Reactor restart WI 11 b
accounted for (n tho des Ign of eff Iuent treatment facl I(tles
that WI I 1 replace exlstlng seepage bslns.

/

The slt~lde grmnd-water protect (on pJan WI I I t8 the subJect
of a separate NEPA review (Sect fon F.6). Thfs NEPA revl w c.”
the grcund-water protect Ion pian WI I 1 cover such top(cs as
seepa~ tisln decanmlssfoni ng, c Ieanup levels, ccsts and
schedu Ies, and ned for ( nstltutlonal controls.

~ OA-4 To cunply with the Congressional nndate, the Fuel Fabr(ca-
t(on Fac(llw tasfn wI]] be closed out by June 1985. AtN
that t(nm, wastewater WI 11 b rcuted to a wast~ater treat-

Z mnt un(t. At present, the seepage ksln which receives
effluent frm the Fuel Fabrlcatlon Area Is fmperwable to
downward perco!at Ion. This results {n ef f iuent overf Ions In
a wuthwesterly d~ rect ion to a take down grad I ent. Severe
contamination (n the upper aqul fer poses an Imminent threat
to a deeper aquifer that suppltes drlnklng water to plant
employees and of f%lte cofnmunftles. Even though this could
only ~ a short-term sftuatlon, the potential health and
safefi lmplfcatlons should be addressd (n the Final EIS.

1
Pol l“tants, prl nclpa I ly ch Jorl nated hydrocarbons used as de-
greasers, that were releasd to the M-Area bs( n, leak6d from
the process sewer, and SPI I led frc.n the M-Area solvent tank fn
the early 1960!s, have migrated Into the Tert(a~ sed(mnts.
Th Is contamlnat(on Is dfscussed In Sect Ions 5.1. 1~ er
IIne to Tfms Branh no longer receives wocess wastewater an \

d

the II ne to the M-Area ksln has ben rwa I red; df scharges to
the M-Area ksln w(I 1 b discontinued ~ Apr( I !985.

‘/Although seepage bslns have teen In service at sRP St e the
ml d-195@, drlnk(ng water fr.an the Tuscaloosa wel Is n the cen-
tral portion of the SRP does not appear to b a“tamlnatd by
rad fonuc I Ides or ch Iorl nated hydrocartans. tbwever, fn 1983,
two wel Is Producf ng fram the Tuscaloosa 1n A-Area were found to
have low concentrations of ch Ior( nated hydrocartc.ns; concentra-
tions In water sample5 fram these we) Js ranged fran 18ss than 3
to less than 27 micrograms per 11ter. @ased on recent (nvestl -
gat(ons by Geragh~ & Ml] ler (1983) the fol lowlng flndlngs have
been mde with respect to the entry of ch Iorl nated hydrocarbons
Into the Tuscaloosa Aquffer:

,The presence of tr Ichioroethy Iene (n wel I 53-A Ind(cates
that Contam( nants nest I lkely are mlgrat (ng from the shal-
lower Tertiary zone downward along the outs Ide of the wel I
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casing Into the gravel pack outside of the wel I screen
section. The contaminants appear to enter the wel 1 1n the
upper Part of the screen8d sect Ion btueen approxl matel y
400 and 500 feet bls. An a Iternate fnterpretat Ion con-
sidered Is that the control nation (s enterl ng the wel I
fram the upp8r Tuscaloosa itself. Howe-r, thls zone Is
free of control nation only 250 feet 8aay, as shown by the
analyses of water samp Ies fran nnnl tor wet Is MSB-34 TA and
TB. n

/

Publlc health and safe~ W( 1 I k protect~ by the extensive
fmnltorl ng Wogram and plum mnagmnt and r6rnedl al action
strategy that IS planned for M-Area. men imn ltorl n9 firs+
conf lrmad the presence of chlorinated hydrocarbons In water
fron A-Area Tuscaloosa wet Is, the conta.nlnated wet Is were sh
down ta protect onslte permnnei. The mni tori ng i n A- and
M-Areas and nelghbor[ ng wn (c(pal water wel Is has shown tha
the contaminants have not mlgratd of fslte and that no off lte
health rl sk WI 11 exl st In the foreseeable future. The M-Area
ground-uater remadlal action project, schedu la for lmpl*nta-
tlon In August 1984, is king ~s(gned to prevent chlorinated
hydrocarbons frm reach{ ng the Tuscaloosa Aqul fer and any
off site we! I producing fra the Tert (ary grcund-water system
(Steele, 1983). The ramedlal program WI 11 arrest further
m(gration of the present contaminant plurm In the Tertiary
ground-water system.

State and Federal a~ncl es are revlewl ng P Ians for lmpedlng
the growth of the Contmlnant plume and the r-val of the
chlorinated hydrocar tans US I ng a comblnat Ion of recovery wel Is,
and a large alr-stripper with a capacity of at least 9 tires
the lncrefmntai dl scharges to the M-Area seepage b051n. pilot
and prototype a i r-str I ppers are currently operat ( ng ( n M-Area
with capacltle5 of 0.075 and 0.18 cubic m3ter per minute, r-
spect ivel y. In addltlon, the health of ons(te personnel w( II
te protected by changes In the water dlstrf but Ion systm, nh {ch
WI I I obtain potable water only fran the A-Area Tuscalmsa
wel Is, which are unllkely to receive contamination from
Tert(ary ~ul fers.

DE has recently conducted a workshop b d(scuss and revfsn the
M-Area retnedl al act Ion program. Partlclpants Included the EPA,
SCilHEC, SC Water Resources Canml ss Ion, uSGS, DuPont, and
Graghw 6 Ml 1 Iler. All awed that the P Iannd pro~m Is
sound techn lcal ly.
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DA-5 Dec.nnmlssl.an l“g of the Chemlca I Process (“g Fac( 1Ity bsl ns
Is plannsd for late 1988. The ef f I uent w1 I I then h rout~

~ to a wast~ater treatm3nt un It, w(th subsequent dl scharge to
surface water. The present ef f Iuent, wh lch Is d(schargd to

% seepage bslns, meets the def In It(on of a hazardous waste
u

ksed on PH and chromium. Groundwater {n the area has t6en
contaminated by kth of these constituents, as wet I as
radlonuc I ides. As a resu It of seepage, surface stream and
ad Jacent wet I ands are rece I v I ng contmnl nat~ d I scharge frm
the groundwater system Any additional dlscharga vol”ma
(I. e., the 33% add(t (onal m Ium fran L-Reactor operation)
can on Iy CO”tr f bute to the exlstl ng problem. Aga I”, the
health and safe~ Impl Icatlons of th IS ~ssue need to te
addressed (n the Flna I E IS.

The L-Reactor I ncrenental releases to the M-Area seepage tes 1n
are currently pro.jactd to be O. 16 cubic inter pr ml nute; th~
are expect~ to be substantial Iy sma! Ier ~ the end of 1984.
The Increfmntal releases WI I I not Cuntamlnate the groundwater
wfthln the Tuscaloosa Fomtlon, nor WI I I drawdmn of the
T“sca Ioosa Fornmt lon bf pump 1ng I n A-Area 1ncroase the mven8nt
fran the seepage bsln a“d Lost Lake areas fv the watertable.
The A- and M-Area ground-water remed( a I act Ion proJect 1s
schedu led to k operating ~ August 1984. The recwery;we I IS

>

w I I I f ntercept seepage fram the M-Area seeps@ bas I n and L=
Lake areas when It reaches the water tab Ie (” amt 10 to 17
years. Use of the M-Area seepa93 bs ( n fs schedu I ed to b
d( scontfnued bf Aprl I 1985, when a wastewater treatment
faclllty will b In serv(ce. Addltlonal detaf Is are prov(
In Sect Ion 5.1.1.2, which has &en wpanded.

The afraunt of mrcury and chranlum released to the Separations
Areas seepage bslns has d%reased since the ear Iy and mld-
19701s. Before 1972, approxlmtely 7.9 and 9.4 k( l~rams Of
mercury were released per reactor to the F- and H-Area taslns,
respect i ve 1y. More recently, the average contr 1but Ion per
reactor has tsen about O. 7 a“d 2. I kl Iograms, respect Ively.
Releases of mercury to these tas ins Is currently 0.5 and 8.o
kl Iograms per reactor. The addltlon of a second evaporator to
process rad loact Ive waste In the H-Area waste tanks has caused
a smal I Increase [n the amunt of mrcury added to the H-Area
se-age tasf” since m(d-1982. In 1975 approximately 120 and
2310 kl lograrm of chrom(um mre di schargd to the F- and H-Area

seepage tes Ins respectively. The discharge of chranlum to the
H-Area seepaga hsl” since 1982 was prlnclpal ly due to
the process ( ng of rd loact I ve waste produced pr I or to 1982.
After proc~s 1ng bf the waste evaporator, the concentrated
fract Ions are sent to the h Igh-level rad (oact tve waste storage
tanks. Nan I y g9ner atad chrom I urn that cow fran the R80F
fac( Ilty, wh(ch processes of fslte fuels and rmves oxide from
OnSl*e tar93t assembles, Is processd through a waste
evaporator. Th Is process st~ great I y rduces the amaunt of
chromfum releasd to the H-Area seepa~ basfns. I ncronb3nta I
releases of chran(um to the H-Area sewage bs In from SW
reactor support operatic.ns are currently about 0.2 kl Iogrerm Pr
year @r reactor and are not expectd to Lm hazardous.
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On an annua I average hsls the releases of mrcury and chrcnnlum
to the F- and H-Area seepa~ basl ns are expected to reml n at
levels blow those cons Idered hazardous. Week IY CmPOS lte
analyses showed that the 1nf I uent streams to these seepage
basins were not hazardous with respect to mrcury and chromium
In 1982 (J.D. Spencer letter to G.A. Smlthwlck of 13 May 1983);
these waste streams cou I d be frequently c Iassl f I @ as hazardous
on the basis of IW PH. I n 1983, however, the waste streams to
the H-Area hslns exced the hazardous I I nIl ts of wrcury and
chrom!um about 10 percent of the t I ma. Most of the chromium
en+erl ,g the &sl n Is relatd to the processl ng of non-SRP fuel
elemnts. I n 1983 Mrcury exceeded the 200 microgram per I Iter
hazardous limit In 6 weekly canmslte samples, reaching a Mxl -
mum of 640 micrograms per I Iter. The source of nb3rcury to the
basl ns Is waste tank evaporator overheads. Although mre ~r-
cury w I I I GO to tanks as a resu It of L-Reactor restart, dls-
charges of mercury sbu I d not I ncrease sign I f Icantl y. Also,
fewer exceedances of the wrcury I Imlt are axpect6d bscause

J

amunt of mercury blng released has hen rduced.

The conti nuod use of the F- and H-Area seepage teslns Is b31ng
evaluated on a sltewlde basis (Section 6.1.6. and F.6 of the
FE IS) waste treatnmnt facl I I ties for the F- and H-Areas are
blng stud16d and bench scale denonstratlons are teln -
for~d. The draft SW Groundwater Protect [on I mpl ntatlon
Plan dl scusses the schedu Ie for comp Ietlon of th, waste
trea-nt f’acl I I ties I n the S~aratlons Areas (Octoter 1988)
provided tingresslonal authorl zatlon and appropriation Is
obtained.

The L-Reactor 1ncrm18ntal releases to the Separations Areas
seepag3 basl ns are projected to be 0.04 cubic inters per ml nute
and 0.09 cubic inters per ml nute to the F-Area and H-Area seep-
age hs!ns, respectively. The Incrermntal releases are ex-
pect ed to Increase the concentrate ions of constituents In the
contam!nanl plums by abut 1 percent. The water qua I I ty of Four
Ml Ie Creek WI I I b Impactsd as the ground water flows Into the
creek through seep I lne sprl ngs 1n low Iyl ng wet land areas.
Concentrations of constituents In the cr- water WI I I be in-
creased by about 7 percent. However, drl nkl ng water standards
are not expect~ to b exceeded, and the qual Ity of the creek
water Is expect~ to k siml Iar to that of the Savannah RI -r
below the wtfal I of C-ReKtor. Radloactlve ConStltUent5 WI I I
met DOE criteria for releases to uncontrol led areas when Four
Ml le Creek flows Into the Savannah River. The dlr~lon of
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DA-6 The draft OIGroundwater Protect Ion I ntpIementat Ion P Iann
proposes tv decanmlss(on the Low Level Waste Burial Ground
1n the late 199D’s; however, EPA has r~uestad that the
decanmlsslonlng and alternate disposal plan k apedlted.
The present practice of dlsposlng of low level radioactive
waste, [n cmblnatlon with chefnlcal waste, fnto trenches In
the ground does not represent state-of -the-art technology
and may violate RCRA requlr-nts. To Increase the rnlum
of waste which rrust k hand Id by this facl I f ty before the
decmmlsslonlng plan has b3en develqed, 1s out of Ioglcal
phasing. Practical ly speak(”g, SRP needs to develop a
proper dl sposal fac( I Ity tu hand Ie the present w Iums of
waste mter( a Is before any addlt Ional waste Is Wnerated.

Impacts on the groundwater systen fran the d I scharg3 of
contaminated water from the dl sassmnbly tns In to a seepage
hsln located near the L-Reactor, have been df scussed (n the
Draft EIS. Wastenater discharged to this ksln Is prlmarlly
contamlnat~ wfth radlonuci ides wh lch contaminate the upper
aqul fer and eventua 1 Iy d I scharge tu Steel Creek. A lterna-
tlves to seepa~ bsln disposal were discussed and evaluat6d
( n the E IS, with the subsequent conclusion that seepage
basin disposal Is the preferred alternative. As stated
kf ore, sewage has{ ns do not represent st8t8-of -the-art
disposal technology and may violate RCRA requirements.

Every attmpt should b fnade to develop an appropr I ate
alternative to replace the =epage ksln, or tu Improve

ground-water flm and the ground-water Islands mke It highly
un I Ikely that any rnntamlnated shal la ground water WI I 1 reach
offs I te qcund-water users (I2U Pent, 1983; DPST-83-S29 ).
Beneath the central portion of SRP, the predondnant f}- dlrec-
t Ions I n the Co”garee ad Tu.sca Ioosa are toward the Savannah
R(ver; these forIMt Ions dl scharge to the Savannah River.

Al% see the responses to ccimmnts DA-2 and DA4.

SRP o~ratlrg procm2uras & not all- hazardws wast~ to be
d( spos6d of at the SW burial wand. An Implefnentatlon plan
IS bel ng developed at SRP to assure CCQIPI lance with WE re-
qul r-nts (DOE Order 5480.2) for the mnagmnt of hazardous
and radloactlva mixed waste. A groundwater protect (on p Ian and
a R~ progrum nmn~mnt plan have ken formulated t-f DDE for
SRP. Resear~ programs at SRP are Invest lgatl ng new mthods
for Imfmbl I I Z( ng and Improving methods of low-level radioactive
waste disposal at SRP. These programs (nc Iude ( 1 ) wastewater
treatnk3nt processes; (2) beta-gamma waste I ncl norat 10”; (3) lrn-
mbl I lzatlon and stabl I Izatlon of waste In c-nt youts (salt-
crete and ashcrete); and (4) greater conf lnenent disposal
techno Iogf es.

Ef f l~nts dl scharged to F-, H-, and M-Area seepage &s Ins fre-
quently meet the def I nltlon of hazardous waste because of 1011
PH. Typical Iy, these waste streams can ContOln 1, 1, l-trlchlor-
oethane (M-Area), chrcinlum (H-Area), and mercury (F- and
H-Areas). I n 1982 the concentrate Ions of these suktanc~ were
t91w levels mns Idered to t8 hazardous (J. D. Spencer letter
to G. A. Smlthw(ck dated May 13, 1983). Howewr, In 1983 the
waste Str-ms to the H-Area seepage tas I m exceeded the
hazardcus I Indts for mercu~ and chromium about 10 Prwnt of
the time. As noted in res~nse to Carnwmnt DA-4, almost al I of
the chrmlum enterl “g the H-Area seepa~ hsln IS related to
the process I ng of non-SRP reactor f ue I elements. In 1983,
mmrcury exceeded the 200 m(crogram per Ilter hazardcus I Indt
In 6 weekly cmposlte samples, reaching a mxlmum of 640
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water qua] iti tafore discharge to the groundwater, to mlnl - m(crograms per Ilter. The total d( scharge ( f nc Iudl ng the

ml ze Impact on the groundwater system and assoc 1ated d Is- L-Reactor Irlcremntal releases) of chromium and wrcury are
charge areas. In the wanwh I le. the range of pOtentlal expect~ to b below thel r respect (ve hazardous I(mlts on an
ConsWuences of this sltuatlon should k dfscussd in Final annual avera~ bsls. The contaminant plums from the F-, and
EIS. H-Area kslns WI 1 I b conf 1ned to the Tart (ary groundwator

systems.

~~ order 54~~.2, ,,~azardou~ a“d Radf~~~f v~ Ml X* waste ti”-

a9a~”t,,, WaS (ssued on Decembr 13, 1982, to regu late the 9en -

eratfon, transportation, treatwnt, and/or dlspasal of haz-
ardous wast- at DOE defense-related fact I it fes. As noted In
Chapter 7 of this Final EIS, DOE Is lmplenwntlng--unbr the 22
February 191M Memorandum of Understand Ing with EPA--a Hazardous
Waste and Radloactlve Ml xed Waste ManageKant Program wh lch ls
canparable *O the des Ign and performance crlterfa, other tech-
nlca) reqult-efnents, and record keepl ng and reportl ng rWufre-
mnts of the regu I at Ions adoptd w EPA to (mplewnt RCRA. The
SRP hazardotls-waste wnagenwnt program w1I 1 met the techn (Cal
requl rmnt:; of the EPA hazardous-waste regu Iat Ions (40 CFR
260-266 and 270) and IS compatible with SCOHEC r~Ulre~ntS.
00E (s also uorklng closely with S~HEC on all actlvftles
relat~ to hazardous-wastemnageimnt. The rewdial actions
prwosed In the draft llSRP Ground-Water Protection lmplementa-
t Ion Planqt <jre consistent with the 00E RCRA compl lance Wogram;
I nit Iatlves WI I I b ccnnpat Ible with S~HEC hazardous-waste
rrOnagemnt I-Ogu Iatlons.

J

~E Is formal Iatlng closure P Ians for seepa~ basl ns and the
turlal you!~d on a sltwfde hsfs. The NEpA revla of the
ground-water protection p Ian w 111, when appl (cable, addr e
decanmissfo,l fng of certain fact Jft(e5 to the extent P~ c*l -
cable.

The consequaances that might resu It from the use of the
L-Reactor seepage hs fn or one of the alternatives to Its use
haw teen d[scussed (n Sect Ions 4. 1.2.2 and 4.4.3. Sufflclent
deta( Is are provided to assist the dac(s(onmaker In formulating
a reasond decls (on relet ( ng to the disposal of delon Ized and
f ( ltered dl sassemb!y purge water.
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DA-7 o Control and dl Spsal of hazardous wastes ganerat6d by the
operation of the L-Reactor are not adequately addressed.
The types a“d quant(tles of hazardous wastes produced a“d
h~ those wastes are hand led f n terms of storage, treatm”t
and u)tffnate disposal nead to ta detailed. The Ffnal EIS
shou Id address the type of techn (cal standards wh lch DOE
Ml I 1 use for the storage, treat~nt, and dl sposal of hazard-
ous wastes, as wel 1 as how DOE wI I I comp Iy w(th state and
federal envl ronmental permltt lng requl rements for hazardous
waste fact 1(t(es under RCRA.

In a letter to EPA I n Novembr 1980, DOE stated that (t con-
s ldered (ts hazardous waste act (vft (es at the Savannah River
P Iant to M exempt fran regu Iatlon under RCRA. However, a
June 22, 1983, opt nlo” from A. James Bar”es, EPA &neral
Counsel, states that RCRA app I (es to 00E facl I (ties except
I n Instances where app I lcat(on of those regu I at Ions wou Id be
( nconsfstent with the rwulrements of the Atomic Energy Act.

From the I Im(ted 1nformat 10” on page 5-2, lt appears that
the fac( I ( ty does ganerate some wastes wh (ch WI I 1 k regu-
1ated under RCRA. Therefore, the F(nal EIS should provide
a I I st of those waste chemicals wh Ich are mns (dered hazard-
ous under R~A, and a descr Ipt lon of how these wastes WI I I
be handled In compl lance with RCRA. Ourlng the perm(ttlng
process, EPA W11I eva Iuate al I groundwater qua I ( ~ data, the
deslg” and operatl”g procedures for those bs lns/pnds, and
any other hazardas waste ad (vltfes.

Sect Ion 5.1. I.2 descr ( hs the Increase [n contamfnat fon of
the gro”ndwatar as a result of the L-reactor CQeratlo” tvt
does not dlsc”ss any remsdlal action for cleanlng up the
groundwater. Th IS contaml nat Ion Is coml ng m 1n Iy from seep-
a~ bas(ns [n the F a“d H areas, SI nce the llSW Groundwater
Impleme”tat 10” Protect (on Plan,, (s nmntlond (“ the respo”sa
to DA-2, and sfnce the correctl ve act(on for the seepage
basf ns In areas F and H wou Id be acrnmp I I shed under that
p Ian, a tentative schedu Ie for Its Imp Iementat (on should be
developed. Th Is schedu Ie would take (nto cons fderatlon the
the uncertal ntles of the revlm process.

I f Order 00E 5480.2 f ncorporates the provls fens of R~A by
reference, as stated, then It conta(ns rqul rwnts for
correct fve act Ion for gro”ndwater contafml “at Ion.

Sectlo”s 4.1.1.5, 4.1.1.7, 4.1.2.1, 4.1.2.2, 5.1.1.2, 5.1.2.1,
5.1.2.2, and 5.1.2.8, which haw hen expended, dfscuss dis-
charges from L-Reactor and the lncr~”tal dl scharges f“ the F-
and H-Areas and M-Area. The h.g”d 1lng of these wastes wI I I be
fn accordance with DOE Order 5480.2 and the 22 February 1984
Memrandum of Understand “g with EPA. ODE W( 1 I coo~rate ~fth
and coordinate these actlvltles w(th S~HEC.

J
Eff Iuent treatment fact I (t (es that mu Id take the place of t e
F- and H-Area seepa~ bas( ns are schedulad to be camp Ietd by
Octobsr 1988, and the seepage basins are schedu led to k
decanmlss Ion& ~ the end of 1990, pendf ng Cangr6sslona I
authrlzatlo” and appropr(atlon. Current plans cal I for
dlscontl nul ng the use of the M-Area seepage hsln be for prfl
1985 and operat ( ng a process wastwater-treatie”t fllty at
that tlnm. The M-Area ground-water rewd ( a I act I;n proJect 1s
schedu led for Imp Iementat Ion In August 1984.

Also see the response to canmnt DA-6.
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DA-8 o The ef feet on groundwater of wterlal Ieavl ng the seepage
basins poses some further envlronwntal concerns I nvol VI ng
RCRA. F&H area studies have shown that Chemicals, e.g. ,
mrcury, 1,1, 1,-trlchloroethana and chromium frcim the
se6page bs(ns have entered the shal low ground water systm
and are mlgrat ( ng through the saturated sol I to OutCrOp
zones and sprl ngs near Four Ml Ie Creek. A It bough water
qua] ity In the Savannah River IS expected to meet the
crlter(a for a Class B waterway klow Four M/ Ie Creek, there
IS no wntlon of how these groundwater dfscharg- affect
Four Ml Ie Creek. Thfs appears to denwnstrate a mthod of
dlschargl ng POI Iutants to a stream without a permit ~ US I ng
the Foundwater as the mdl urn of transport. Furthermore,
RCRA requires that al I hazardous Wast- ta contalnd or, If
a treated by the land treatmnt nathod, that the contaml nant
not P beyond the treatmnt zone. Since there Is a defln(te
relatlonsh (p ~tween reactor OPerat (ens and waste products
generatd and stored (n a I I areas of SRP, th Is rotter needs
to k resolved In the F(nal EIS.

o Llkewlse, contaml nants dl scharged to the seepage bsln (n M
area have entered the groundwater. Methods to remve these
contaml nants are presently talng Invest lgatd. Wnethe I ess,
the basfn WI II b deactivated In 1985. The resultant miti-
gation plan developed frw these studies shou I d h expedf -
tfously formu lat6d and made aval I able for (nterag8ncy revlen
(n a supplemental document. We recmmend that c Iosure plans
for M area k developd imfnedlately and that these c Iosure
P Ians rental n enforced schedules. pOst c105ure Plans ~-
scr ( bl ng groundwater nun f tor I ng and correct I ve act Ion for
groundwater contam( mat [on, shou Id also te dave loped. The
closure and post closure p Ians should k submitted to EPA
and the South Carol 1na Department of Health and Envl ron-
n83nta I Control for review.

o In a relat~ rotter, there Is concern that the resumption of
L-Reactor cQerat Ion WI I I resu It (n Increased groundwater
wlthdrawa 1. Thfs cou Id cause additional drawdown of the
ground water Ieve 1 teneath adjacent seepage bs I ns, thereby
Increasl ng the tendency of contaminants to enter the ground-
water and migrate. Th Is poss(bl I (ty shou Id be factored f nto
any mlt Igat {on study with the ran~ of potent (al (mpacts
discussed fn the Final EIS.

RCRA cons lderatlons are dl scussd In the rsponses to C~~nt5
DA-6 and DA-7. Gas chrotnatograph saris for hydrocar bns I n
the ef f Iuent released to F- and H-Area se-age kslns show
concentrations of less than 66 micrograms per I(ter. These
concentrate fens are slml Iar to those masured f n upgrad tent and
downgradfent ground water (Sect Ion F. 5.3; Du Pent 1983,
DPST-83-829 ) .

As noted III Sect Ions 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 discharges of chmlcals
and radloa.~1 vlty have mlgratd frm the ground water bneath
the F- and H-Area se-age kslns to outcr~ zones near Four
Ml Ie Creek. As a resu It, Concentrations of chlor Ide, nl trat.3.
sulfate, x>dlum, and calcfum are substantial ly hfgher (n Fmr
Ml le Creek upstrewn of C-Reactor cm I f ng-uater ef f Iuent than f n
Upper Three Runs Cre&; the concentrations of these chem(cals
In Four Ml Ie Creek are slml Iar to those in the Savannah Rlwr
(Table 4. l-J In DOE, 1982, ~E/E I s-0082 ).

Trltfum and nonvolatile bta actlv(t(= are also elevat~ (n
this stretfi of Four Ml Ie Creek, (Ashley et al., 1982, OpSpu
80-302), hlt do not exceed 00E concentrate Ion guides for
uncontrol led areas.

Incremental Impacts to the uater qua 1Ify due to L-Reactvr
operation are expected to @ sma I I. At rest. the concentra-
t (ens w I I I [ ncrease by 7 percent. The water qual I ty of Four
Mfle Creek above the C-Reactor atfal I WI I I remain sfm( Iar to
that of thm Savannah R(ver. Trltlum and other rad(onxl Ides In
Four Ml Ie Creak WI 1 I not aced DOE concentration guldel Ines
for releases to uncontrol led areas.

>

The 00E canmltnb3nt to ground-water qua I Iw protect [on and
r-d (al act ions In relat (on to M-Area are dl scussed in
ras~nse t,> cmment DA-2.

/
The mlgrat Ion of contaminants fr.an seepa~ bsf ns Into the
shal low groundwater systems and the protect fon of publ (c health
and safety are discussed (n the revfsed Sect Ions 4.1 and 5.1 of
this EIS a% wel I es In response to canrmnts DA-4 and OA-5.
Several hydrogeologlc syst% exist bneath the SRP seepage
hsins. A thick clay un It of the hsal Congaree and upper
E 1 Ienton fornwt Ions over] (es the Tuscaloosa sands
th(s unit frm overlylng units. Other clays hold
posltlons tetween the Tuscaloosa and the surface.

and separates
1ntenn.3d I ate
Thus.
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drawdowns I n the Tusca I oma wI I I not tend to Increase the
movement of po I I utants fran seepage bs ( “S to the qO”ndWater.

In A-Area the cone of depr6ssfon 1n the Tuscaloma FornfIt Ion 1s
not ref Iected In the water level of the overlyl ng Tertiary
groundwater systm even though the green c I ay Is d I Scent I nucus
In th(s area. The green c lay I n the Swa rat Ions Area Is about
2 inters th(ck a“d has a very 1- permeab( Ilty; (t supports a
head d I f ference of as mch as 24 meters. Measur-”ts at the
H-Area seepa~ ksl”s I nd(cate that the undar Iyf ng Con@ree
Format Ion has not teen control nated bq trltfum mlgrat IW frm
these basl ns. The gr6en c lay also supports a large hed dl f-
ference at the Par Pond pumpbuse wel 1. Trftfum conce”tratfo”s
(n tbls Mel I are below background levels evan though Par Pond
water 6xh Iblts trltlum concentrate tons of 27,000 pC1/1. At the
pu~house and In L-Area the gr~” c lay (s about 7 inters thick
and very Imparmeab le. ~c.undwater Wlthdr8W8 I fran the Tusca-
loosa Aquifer for L-Reactor and Incremental use Is expectd to
be on Iy a few parcent greater than f“ 1962. The green c]ay and
other c lay units above the Tuscaloosa Fornmt Ion WI I I contl nue
to offer protect Ion to Tuscaloosa groundwater In areas where
the upward head differential between the Tuscalmsa and
Congaree Format Ions tecanes zero or downward.

DA-9 o The large, uncontrol led, them I discharges pose n’ajor regu- S-tlon 4.4.2 of the EIS, which discusses Cc.al(ng-ater mltlga-
Iatory prob I em. S1nce 1980, when Pres f dent Carter decided tlon a Iternat Ives, has @n revised bsed on publ Ic canmnts
to Increase product l.an of nuclear mterlals, there has bse” received o“ the draft El S. S@cfflcally, Sect (on 4.4.2 has
an apparent presumpt Ion that the L-Reactor cou Id be ra- ben revised to provfde a detal led dlscvssfon of additional
started wltb”t any control of the therm I d(scharge. Th IS abl nations of various cool ( ng-uater syst6ns.

presumpt I on was apparent Iy hsed on the pr for operat 10” of
In Sect(on

4.4.2, ead of the cool fng-water ndtl~t(on Syst% (s evalu -
the plant a“d dfd not account for PO] Iut(on laws enacted ated for atta(n lng the therms I dl scharge Ilmlts of the State of
subsequent to the reactor b31 ng p laced on ,Us+a”d-ti,, 1. South Carol fna. Sectfo” 4.4.2 and a revised Appendix I ,
1968. Floodp laln/Wetland Assessm”t, dl scuss the wetland Impacts of

each of the syst~ cons ( derd.
The Draft E I S recmrnands d(scharge of untreated cool I ng
water to Stee I Creek. Steel Creek (s presently c lass( f led The Departm”t of Energy has t9an revl ewl ng and evalmt lng

as a Class 181 stream In South Carol lna. Such a classl f lca- alternat(ve COOII rig-water systens for L-Reactor. Msed on
t(on mns that the stream Is suitable for ffshlng, survival these revl ews and evaluat tons, and consu Itat Ions with repreWn-
and propagation of f 1sh a“d other fauna and flora. The pro- tatlves of the State of South Caroll na rqardl ng a mutua
Posed action would al IW eleven cubic m6ters/s= of ef f lu-

L

2

a reed upon comp I Ianrn approach, a preferred cm I I rig-water mlt-
ent, at 80 “C, to ta d ( scharged to the stream. Such act Ion ( atlon alternative Is (de”tlf(ed (n this EIS. This preferr~
WI I I effectively el (m~nate the present 11 fe form frm the C.WI (ng-uater a Iternat lve Is to con5truct a 1000-acre lake
stream. As such, we determl ne that the proposed act (on 1s bf ore L-Reactor resums operat lon, to roles lgn the reactor
not compat (ble with the establ (sh6d water use c Iassl f I cat (on outfal 1, and to operate L-Reactor In a way that assures a
assigned to Steel Creek. We noted that Stee I Creek was talanc , blo Icglcal cannnJn (ty f“ the lake. The Record of
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previously subJected fu a thermal effluent and suffered Dec( s!on prepared by the Departmnt on this EIS WI I 1 state the
adverse impacts s I ml Iar to these noted above. However, coollng-uater mlt(gatlon measures that wII I be taken uhlch w(I I
s I nce the d i scharge was term( nated hab I tat/spec I es succes- al Ion L-Reactor operation to b In canp) lance with the
s (on has occurred such that the area has recoverd, to a
great extent. The proposed dl scharge wou I d reverse the

conditions of an WES parmlt to b Issued by the State of
South Caro I I na.

recovery and, [n our evaluation, would k a vlo Iat (on of the ,
State water qual Ify standards.

I n a related rotter, we bl (eve the dl scusslon of the NPOES
permit act Ion avo ( ds a maJor ! ssue. Nanm 1y, what a lterna-
tlves W( I 1 the Depart~nt of Energy cons (der (f the permit
Is not granted under the conditions antlclpatd (n the Draft
EIS?

o EPA has been parformlng various mdel ( ng analyses to est(-
mte the radlo!oglcai impact of current and future releases
at the SRP. The results of these analyses compare closely
wIth the calculatd values wh Ich were generated by DOE and
presented in the Draft E IS. In add(tlon, field surveys were
conducted bf EPA fu determine radloactlvlty In a(r efnlssfons
from the plant site tq direct masurmnent. Altbugh the re-
port of this data Is still In preparation, EPAIS mnitorlng
data ap~ar tu te wlthln a few percent of DOEIS results.

These surveys and ana I yses were conduct6d not on Iy for w
paratlve purposes to verify EPAIS analysls agafnst OOEIS
mdels, but to establlsh an additional data hse for EPA*s
standard setting effort under Sect Ion 112 of the Clean Alr
Act (CAA). tins Ider(ng the dose and risk numbers wh Ich EPA
generat~ for DOE facl 1ltles as a part of proposl ng stand-
ards for CAA, we f I nd that the proposed L-Reactor oparat Ions
WI I 1 comply with the standard which EPA Is proposing.

o The tots I occupat fona I doses wh ( ch DOE expected f run the
operat {on of L-Reactor were al so rev I cued. ItThe fota 1 ex-
pected occupat lona I dose f rm operat Ion of L-Reactor and Its
support fac( 1It(es IS 360 person-rem ( f e., 69 person-rs?n
for L-Reactor and 291 person-ra fran support facl Iltlesl.
The average work force I n each reactor area fs about 375
people; thus, the avera~ annual Indlvldual dose to workers
(n the L-Area WI I I k about 185 mll Ilrmn per yearn Compar-
( ng these numbers to EPA *S proposed Rad 1at 1on Protect Ion
Guides (Federal Rag fster Vol. 46, No. 15, Friday, January
23, 1981 ), wh lch proposed 5 rem whole body, we found that
L-Reactor WI I I b3 below EPA*s proposed Radiation Protection
Gu I des for occupat lonal workers.
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DA-10

An assessmnt of the health Impact from resumed Qeratlon of
the L-Reactor Indicates an estl~ted Individual Ilfetlme
fatal cancer risk of 1.OE-4. The estimated co! Iectlve
cancer r I Sk per year of operat Ion Is 5E-3, w! th 85 percent
of the risk due ta trltium. Ingest Ion Is also the maJc.r
contrl butlng I Iquld pathway to health risk (72 parcent ). We
can conclude from the above that the rl sks to the general
publlc, off-site, should k considerably less than the
estlmatd on-site risks.

The EPA Watlonal Interim Primary Drinking Water Regulations,
promu Igated under the provl slons of the Safe Drl nkl ng Water
Act, b6came ef feet Ive In June 1977, and apply to the canm-
nl ty water supp Iy system such as those at Beau fort-Jasper,
South Carol i na, and Port Wentiorth, Georgl a, downstream of
the Savannah RI ver Plant. These regulations Incluti Ilmits
for radlo”uclldes, such as trltlum, radloceslum, Cohlt, and
Stront Ium, that WI I I I Imlt radlat Ion doses to wat~ USerS to
less than 4 ml I I I rm per year. %th of these water SUPPI i es
have ben m“l tord ~ the states. Radlatlon exposures l”
recent years have teen abcut 0.28 mrm/year. Based o“ the
expected releases fr~ the restart of the L-Reactor, Its
contribution has tien estimated at “p to .04 ml I llrmI per
year frm trltlum, radloceslum and coh It fram the
L-Reactor, or a contrlhtlon of about ens-seventh of the
tots 1. The total dose of stout 0.32 nrem/year Is abut
one-twelfth (1/12) of the EPA Drlnklng Water Standard.

Further radio Ioglca I and mnltorl ng data shou Id b prese”td
at schedu led !nterva Is, perhaps as supp Iewnts to the Final
EIS, or as fmnitorlng and data reports. This s“ppleme”tal
1nformtlon should Include any observed dlsp Iacew.t of
radlol sotopes, uh Ich are now contal n6d In Steel Creek sedl -
ments, together with and nunltorl ng data from the seepage
bslns and surroundl ng wel Is, unti I such tlm that these
seepags hsl “s are dl scent lnued.

Rad Iologlca I fm”livrlng of Sava””ah River water, water suppl Ies
at Beau fort-Jasper and %rt Wentworth, and aquatic food sup-
“11 -< +.,.M tha rl,~~ a“d the es+”~~y ~~e ~~~~t~ ~“nua, ,V ,n ,

lTIW E
Viclnlty of the $avan”ah Rl?
for ca Iendar year 1982, I s O

wnt 0
>nal

to assess the’ displac,
Creek and I n the SavaI

. . . . . . . . ... .
series of re~rts entt –“vlro”kntal mnltorlng In”th’w ““” -

‘er P Iant. the nvst recent iSSLIe,
~0-1. Expanded fIDni tori mg,
f rad Ioact I ve I sotopes I n Steel

,h River swamp, wI II b Included In
future Issues i; thls r~ort. Onslte nvnltorlng of wells a“d
seepage hslns Is reported annual Iy In a series of reports
ent It led Environrranta I f40nitoring at the Savannah RI ver Plant.
This report Is an i nternal reprt for WE a“d Its contractors
for use [n revl %1 mg the effects of ongo! ng SW operations.
NE Is considering placlng this report In the ME Public
Reading Roam In Alken, South Caroll na.



Table M-2. WE respnses to -rents on Draft El S (continued)

COmwnt C0mfm3nts Responses
number

DA-1 I

DA-12

DA-13

DA-14

Specl f (c Cmm3nts

2.2 Proposed Act lon -- Restart of L*eactor

y. 2-11, Flq. 2-2 - The release data sumrmry for SRP
[Ashley, Zefgler,and Culp, DP9U 81-25-I ) refers to
radfonuc 11des se6pl ng from the L 0( 1 and Chem(cal
Basl n. Where (s it and why (s this source of
rad(onuc 1(ales not rnent (oned I n the DE IS?

3.7 Rad Iatlon Environment

p. 3.57, para. 6 - Rad(atlon exposure frm dental pros-
theses and cardiac pacen!akers are med(cal sources
rather than envlronmntal sources.

y. 3-58, para. 4 - Internal &se may be site depend-
ent. Indf vlduaTs 1 IV I ng near the SRP bundary may
receive a h Igher Internal dose fram eat lng contam( nated
finds (H-3) than indlv(duals Ilv(ng farther away from
the plant. Also, the Chm(stry of d( f ferent sO( I types
WI)} y(eld dlfferlng radlonucllde uptake3 @ plant
foods.

y. 3-61, para. 2 - The 1982 release of rad Ioact f vlty
from L-Area to Pee I Creti produced concentrate Ions
belcu that which would b considered harmful. In fact,
the concentrate (Ons reported to have taen fmasurd I n
the Canal were less than the EPA I Imlts for drlnkl ng
water.

y. 3-63, Table 3-18 - The data In this table do not
ref Iect the true contr ( but (on L-Reactor has had on the
CS-137 bu I Id-up {n the sed Imnts of Steel Creek.

The L-Area 011 and chemical pit, which (s approxfmatoly 70
inters northeast of the L-Reactor seepage hs I n, rece ( ved I w
levels of rad Ioact Ive ol I and chemlca I waste from 1961 to
1979. This plt IS no longer In use; It wIII not b usd when
L-Reactor operat 1on Is resumed. The plt will be Included In
the overal I hazardcus waste nmnagemnt program un~r DCE OrdOr
5480.2.

The statemnt on p. 3.57 of the draft E IS has &n mdl f I ed to
delete dental prosthes Is and cardiac pacmkers.

The Internal dose ref Orred to In th Is paragraph was the natural
Internal radiat(on dose (see Table 3-15 of the draft El S).
Such a dose, received pr (marl Iy from natural radloactlv(ty (n
the diet, (s @neral Iy considered to be Indepenknt of a site
bcause of the w(de dfstrlbutfon of food and fertl I fzers.

Reference (n the text of Sect Ion 3.7.2.1 has been fnade to Table
0.3.

Referral to Table D-3 (p, o-8) shows that the area
affected between L-Reactor and Road A Is about 7 tlms
greater than between P- and L-Reactor. Table 3-18
shou Id te expandd to Inc Iude th IS I nformat (on or, at
least, ref arence shou Id k made tv Table O-3 In a
fmtnote,



Table M-2. WE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

COmnt Cmmnts Responses
numkr

DA-15 y. 3-65, Figure 3-14 - How many of the 55 “nexplaln& Inventory estimates were Mde USIW threa dl fferent techniques
Curies of CS-137 can be exp Ialned by the uncertal nty In bssd on strati f led randam sampl I ng, aerial gamnm spectroscopy,
the estimates? That is, hat are the + va Iues on the and a ‘welghtedn anal ys Is of r~locesium contents (mlcrocurles
2S4 Cl released and on the 229 Cl sediment I “ventory. per square tinter) of i ndlvldual sol I cores. Error est Imtes
Although only a minor rnntrlbutlon, the 0.4 c1 estl - cmld @ calculated only for the stratified randam smnpllng
fmtd to b9 I n Stee I Creek bl ota seems I o.. An est 1- est lmte: 56.89 i 8.86 Cl (i 95 percent conf Idence I lmit).
mate of the mss of vegetation along Steel Cr~k from Thls estimate provided the Icuest estimate (mean) of the radlo-
L-Reactor to the Savannah River Is apparently not ceslum Inventory. The hlghsst inventory estla’ate was derived
Included In the DE IS. frcin the ,,welghtd,, sol I core analysis (67.09 Cl). This

highest estlmte was used as the Inventory 1n Steel Creek.
Greater detal I on these analyses ls pr~ented in Sml th et al.,
1982, Chapter VI ). Sect Ion 3.7.2.1 and ApPendlx O provide
Wsslble explanatlm for the unaccwntd for ceslum-137. The
transport calcu Iatlons were ~da 1ndepandent of the I n-ntory
est Imates.

The trans~rt during the f Irst year attributable to blot Ic
transport IS Msed on a surflclal blomss Inventory of 304
grams per square Keter. Based on Tables D-3 and D-10 of the
Draft E IS and the biomass est Imte of 304 grams per square
nter, the traoswrt estlmte Is abcut O. 13 curie, som 3 tlms
less than the 0.4 Curie used I n the total transport estlmte of
4.4 ~ z.2 curies during the first year.

3-66 - Concentrate ions of Cs- 137, Co-SO, and Sr-9il i n
*w. there IS e posslbl Ilty for consumptlo” are
present (y at Ieve Is that present no health hazards.



Table M-2. WE responses to cmmnts on Draft EIS (contlnu%d)

Cmnt Comments Responses
number

DA-16 p. 3-66, 3.7.2.3 - Th(s s.3ct Ion Is vague and sku Id be
1reproved on the bas (s of measured Sr-90 mncentrat Ions
I n Steel Crmk sedl~nts and vagetatlon. OPSPU 81-23-1
records suggest that the 63 Cl are now In Steel Cre6k
or downstream. The fact that ho I I n has II tt Ie 5qrp-
t I ve capacl ty for stront I urn does not assure Its absence
I n Steel Creek; nor do- Its absence I n the Swamp
downstream.

Clay SOI Is do not have quite the same Ion--change
character St Ics fOr cob It as they have for -s Ium.
Thus, transport to the Savannah RI ver m~ be fmre rap !d
for CO-60 than for Cs-1 37. Wwever, CO-60 levels do
nut appear to be slgnl f Icant.

Approxl N+ely 0.5 curie of strontium-89 and 40.8 curies of
Stront I UW90 were re Ieasd to Stee I Creek from L- and P-Areas
(Ashley, et. al., 1982). Because of Its skrt half -llfe (50.5
days), no masurable quantlt(es of stront IU-89 are I Ikely to
exist Inthe creekbd sediments. Stront(um-W has a half-1( fe
of about 28 years. About 14.3 curies of stront (uw90 have been
lost ty radioactive decay. Based on E~A ( 1977) and Marter
( 1974), another 20.8 curls have been transported to the Savan-
nah River. Thus, about 5.7 cur(es of strontium-~ might stl I I
rsinaln (n the sedlmnts of Steel Creek. Sol I cor(ng In Steel
Creek at Road B, Cypress Brl dge, and near Its mouth has de-
tected stront lum-90 concentrate Ions rangl ng from O. I 1 to 0.14
~~~~ie per gram (n 1978 to 0.12 to 0.24 p(cocurle per gram

. At the SRP contro I stat Ion, stront IuM-90 concentra-
tions of .= I I samples were 0.06 plcocurle par gram (n 1978 and
0.!4 plcocurle per gram (n 1979 (Ashlq et al., 19821. These
so{ I corl ng studies sug~st that the Inventory might te much
less than 5.7 curies. It Is not surprising that -t of the
strontluW9D has b3en transported from Steel Creek, tecause the
kaolln clq particles of the creekbd sediments have Ilttle
sorptlve capacity for strontium. The dl str(butlon mef f Ic(ent
for strontium-go In SRP k8011nltlc sol Is m~ght b as low as 20
(Oblath et al., !983), at least 35 t lms less than that for
ces tum-137.

Stront I UW90 has not been detectd above background I eve Is I n
Creek Plarltatlon swamp sediments. *wever, this radlonucl Ide
has teen Cletoded I n canpos 1td swaw vo~tat Ion smp Ies at
concentrate Ions of a few pl cocur I as per gram (Marter, 1974).



Table M-2. WE responses to canments on Draft EIS (continued)

COmnt C0mmni5 Responses
number

4.1.2 Rad 10 Iogl ca I Impacts of L-Reactor Operation

OA- 17 Page 4-24, Figure 4-6 - Som envl ronmental transport There Is no known use of dwnstrem Savannah River water to
mdels will Include consumption of contaminated water SUPP Iy ml Ik- or rneat-producl”g an In!a Is or for farm crop lrrlga-
N rnaat and ml Ik producing anl~ls. The authors may tlon. Assuml ng that irrigation of 1000 acres of farmland cou [d

OA-18

wI sh to recogn 1ze th Is potent I a I pathww and Cmnmnt on potent Ial Iv occur In the future. the dose to the .wnsuml na DOD-
Its relevance to the SRP In the text. ulatlon wou Id range bfwee” O.OO5 percent of natural kck~riuid

radlatlon for leafy ve~tatlon and 0.05 percent of nat”ra I
background for vegetat! o”. The dose for consumptlo” of ml Ik
and meat would k betwmn this range.

that I ower-lyl ng The text of the E IS has be” changed to ref Iect the 1nformt 10”
not ke contaml - In thls resw”se and to correct the tvmaraDhical error noted

p. 4-25, 4.1.2.2 - The earner belief
aquifers (El Ienton, Tuscaloosa) would
nat6d tq seepag@ has ken underml nd w observat Ions of In the cmknt (,,mltl ~tlon,n to **ml gratl~ n,;).
ch 10rOCarbOnS In these ~ul fers at other Iocatlo”s on
SI te. Can the statemnt I n the th I rd paragraph !ften d
to prec Iude contaml nationto @ made mm specl f Ic h
groundwater qua I I w data analysls at thls Iocatlon?
,,Mitigation,, should pro bbly b3 ,Imlgratlonr, In the
second paragraph.

p. 4-27, Table 4-11 - Values Ilsted in this table were Most of the radlc.nuc I Ides I I steal I n Table 4-11 are those that
ccinputed and found to te corr%t. The rad lonuc I i des WI I I k released to the envl ronment after f I Itratlon and de-
Mn-54, Fe-55, Fe-59, CO-57, and NI-63, are not !On Izat ion. These expected releases are ksed o“ radlonuc I Ide
Mntloned although they are comnvn act Ivatlon analyses of ef f Iuents from exl st Ing operating reactors.
products. Were attempts mde to wasura them? Manganese-54, I rc.n-55, lro”-59, cobs it-57, and nickel-63 are

not nonna I Iy det~ab Ie 1n treated reactor ef f Iuents at SRP.

y. 4-28 - NRC codes and parameters (Reg. G.lde 1. 109)
were used to compute 1ndlvidua I and POPU tat ion doses
(Appendl x B). AltMugh these mthods IMY not exact IV
dup I I.ate those 1. use ~ EPA, th~ are comparab le.

Dose equivalents listed in Tables B-7 to B-10 for
atnuspherlc releases frm L-Reactor appear reasonable
based on a 1982 EPA study of the alrkrne releases from
P-Reactor.



Table M-2. CQE responses ta aments on Draft EIS (cent Inued )

Cmnt Cmtnents Respons%s
numkr

DA-20

DA-2 1

. 4-29, Table 4-14 - I f these *se wul valents are
-Yr dose commitments (P. B-35, para. 2) the table

shou Id so state.

Page 4-28. 4-29 and F 1qure 4-6 - The pthways ~scr I ~d
7n th e text for I Iqufd releases do not lnc Iude use of
river water for Irrigation of human focal crops or
anlindl feed crops. However, Figure 4-6 shows irriga-
tion as a pathway. In some doslmtrlc and risk calcu-
Iatlons, Irrlgat[on has proven to ba a mJor pathuay to
mn. The authors should state their reasons for not
lncludlng irrigation as a pathway {n their Indlvldual
and their population &se equivalent and risk

Al I popu Iat Ion doses sbwn In the E I S are 100-year dose
canmitments, as de~r I bed In Appendix B. This has teen
clarifld (n the EIS.

Figure 4-6 of the draft El S Is a generic exposure pathway
description (not specltlc to SRP) that IS cover6d [n nudels
recommended by the Nuc Iear Regulatory tim(sslon (Regulatory
Guide 1. 109). There is no known use of downstream Savannah
Rfver water to supply ml Ik- or rmat-producl ng anlfnals or fOr
farm crop Irrlgat (on.

DA-22

DA-24

Paqe B-14, last paraqraph (cent ( nued on paqe B-31) -
%1 nce specl a I mde ls have been used for H-5, C-14,
Kr-85, and 1-129, the final EIS should provide the
references for these mde 1s I n the bl b I I ography.

~. 4-29, last para. - *W does the dr 1nk I ng water con-
centrate Ion of tr i t I urn at the Beau fort-Jasper and port
Wentnorth water Intakes canpare wtth the EPA dr I nk I ng
water I lmit?

What does D/yr water consumpt ton man I n Tab Ie B-20?
1/yr7

Paqe B-32, Table B-18 - For some nuclides, Ilmltlng the
sn. fronmntal dose ccinmitrmnt (Em) calcu Iatlons fu a. ..-
100-year I ntegrat {on per Iod and ta cons Iderat Ion of the
U.S. POPUI at Ion, may cause the maJor port Ion of the 1n-
flnlte EN to the world population b b left unr-
ported. For examp Ie, Fow Ier pred I cts the tots I MY
Em to the wrld population for a release of 1 Cl of
c-1 4 to the atnvsphera (as U3Z ) to h 28 man-r~/C I

The F(na I E IS has Incorporated the app I I cable references I n the
b( bl (ography to Appnd (x B.

Based on an average river flow rate of 294 cubic meters par
second and trltlum release values Ilstd (n Table 4-10, tritlum
concentrate Ions In Beau fort -Jasp8r and Port Wentworth water wI I I
be 39 plcocurles per Ilter and 1034 plcocurl%s p3r Ilter fr~
L*eactor Werat Ion I n the t ( rst and tenth years, resp8c-
tlvely. These are 0.2 and 5.2 percent, respectively, of the
EPA drl nkl,!g-water standard of 20,000 plcocurlas Pr I Iter.

The !O/yrll water consumption (n Table B-20 was a typographical
error; the entry should read “1/yr. ” This has ken C0rr*ti4
(n the Fln,al EIS.

A 100-year env I ronmental dose cunml tnmnt (EOC ) was used I n the
EIS rather than an Inf(nlte Em; this prov(des mre meaningful
r-ults bf accmntlng for Impacts over a period of tfme cmpar-
able to thla maxlmm Iltetlnn of an Indlvldual (Section B.5).
Thus, (t provides the measure of risk to an Indlvfdua 1. L0n90r
Integrating parlods or an (nflnlte tltne integral would r~ulre
extremely specu Iatlve Pred let ions abcut rents environment for
thusands of years Into the future.



Table M-2. WE reswnses to Cornmnts on Draft E IS (cent lnu6d)

timant ti~nts Responses
numb.9r

DA-25

released with a 100-year Integration period, 120 man
rem/Cl re I eased wI th a 1,000-year I ntegrat Ion per I od,
and a 537 man rm/Cl released WI th an I“f I n Ite integra-
tion period (Few Ier and Nelson, .Hea Ith Impact Assess-
ment of C-14 Eml sslons Frm Mrmal Operations of Uran-
ium Fuel Cyc Ie Facl I It Ies, ”, EPA 520/5-80-004, June
1979, Figure 5). Using Fowler Is results to estlmte
the Em to the war Id popu Iatlon during the 100-year
period fol Iowlng release of 12 Cl of C-14 frm the
L-Reactor, one obtal ns 336 Mn rem (total body) cun-
pard to the SRP estlmte of 8.4 (for the U.S. popula-
tion). The In flnlte EOC due to the release of 12 Cl of
C-14 to the atnvsphere wou Id k 6,440 man rem, using
Fowl er’s data.

The bloaccumu Iatlon factor used for CS-137 In
~ ~000. Accordl”g to the documn+ +hl, IS a
masur%d va Iue, tut It Is much larger than va Iues gen-
eral Iy used that range btwea” 40 and 1300 for fresh-
water fish. The use of 3000 prokbly Overestlwtes the
CS-137 concentration In fish.

. 4-30, para. 4 - A dl scusslon on pages D-31 and O-32
ndlcates that me est I nwted f I rst-year sed i writ/water

transprt of Cs-137 after L-Reactor start-up was re-
ducd fran a 1981 estlmte of 7.2 Cl to 2.3 Cl hsed o“
a r=ent estln!ate. The latter appears reawnable, Mt
not having the references descrl blng the f I rst estlmte
(DuPont. 1982a) and cons lderlna the Importance o+ thl.
pathway; It would be useful to-explaln- ii Appendix”i
the reason for the 5.4 Ci/yr rsduct ion.

Sect Ion 0.2.2 presents detal Is on the selectlon of the coslum-
137 bloaccumu Iatlon factor of 3000.

Early estimtes of radloceslum transport were ksed on fmdel I“g
predictions (Ou %nt, 1982, OPST-81-241 ). The tra”s~rt estl-
mtes used In this E I S were ksed on masur~nts of radloces-
1“111durl”g cold flow tests. Using empirical tits Is blleved
to be the ktter mthod for determl nlng an~al act Ivlty that
WI I I k transported. The 1981 estlmte of sedlm”t-water
transporf was oWalnd by assuml ng ( 1) that the suspended sol I d
concentrate Ions in the secondary coo 11ng water f 1owl ng 1n Stee I
Creek mu Id b8 qua I to that SUPPI I ed frm the Savannah River
(15 ml I Ilgrams per liter); and (2) that the suspendd creek
s I Its and clays IIOU I d have a ceslum-137 concentration of 1200
plcocurl es per grm of suspended sedlmnt. Bed load trans~rt
was not cons IdBred. Thus, the 198! estimate for sediment-water
transport for the f I rst and second years after restart was
:::cul:~fl to be 7.2 CUrleS Per ye.9r (0.015 gram pe, liter x

liters per year x 1200 picocurles -r gram x 1.0 x
lo-1~ curie per prcw”rle).



Table M-2. ~E responses fu comments on Draft E IS (cont(nued )

Cnfmmnt Cmimnts Responses
number

DA-27

DA-28

DA-29

. 4-34, Table 4.17 - What radlonuclide Is responsible
the relatively htgh *SE to the Ilver? Is (t

a~unmd to b CO-60?

Fran a cmparlson of I Iqu (d pathway doses, that due to
the mabi I fzat(on of CS-137 and CO-60 from Steel Creek
sed I nmnts exceeds the Impact of a 11 other pathways mny
t(mes. This IS clearly II Iustratsd In Table 4-19.
This IS a very s(gnlflcant fact that should greatly
i nf Iuence the Survel I lance prcgram lnlt{ated when
L-Reactor beg( ns operat Ion.

p. 4-35, para. 1 - It states In the tefi that the
maximum popu Iatlon dose Is 27.6 person-rm (n the tenth
year of operation, whereas Table 4-19 I Ists a value of
14.3 person-ran for that period. Is the 27.6
person-rem a comml tted dose, or why the apparent
d I sagre-nt?

p. 4-35, para. 2 - The health effects 1( steal here are
correct ly computed US I ng the valu- of 120.3 fatal
cancers per ml I I (on person-rem given In Table B-49 for
low-LET radlatlon, and 257 genet{c effects per ml I I (on
person-ren given (n Sect(on 0.6.

To ref 1ne these est (mates, ces(um-137 sed l~nt-water transport
was studl ed dur(ng the hrch 1982 test I ng of the s6condary
cool 1rig-water systen w(th discharges of Savannah R~ver water at
near-ambient temperatures and at f lows as h Igh as 6.2 cubic
inters per second (nwre than half that expect6d dur I ng
L-Reactor operat Ion). These test results showed that the
sediment-water transport wou Id b 2.3 i 1.8 curies (Sect Ion
D.4.3. I ) during the f I rst and s=ond years after the restart of
L*eactor. Subsquent manltorfng results for 1983 support this
est lmte.

The radlonuc I (de responsible for the relat fvely h lgh dose to
the If ver Is ceslum-1 37. Cob lt-60 contr( butes less than I
percent to the I lver dose to al I ay grwps.

SW the resmnse to canna”t DA-10.

The 27.6 nerson-rm In the tenth year (s the sum of the
80-kf !onwier popu I at Ion dose ( 14.3 person-rm) and the POrt
Wentworth end Beau fort-Jasper Popu Iat (on dose ( 13.3 per-n-rem)
Ilsted Ir) Table 4-19 of the draft EIS.


