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Comment Comments Responses
number

ZYI-K

E, Summary: Production Options and Proposed Actlon

BL=-22 Wo take tssue with the DEIS clalm that no combinattion of pro- See the responses to comments BL-15, and BL-19 through BL-21,
duction optfons can fully compensate for the loss of material
that would be produced by the L-reactor if restart Is delayed
(DE!S, p, 2-1),

As noted above, DOE has given short shrift to its discussion of
+he comblnation of production optlons by faliing to examine
guantitatively the effect of a 36-month restart delay. The
comblnation of the following alternatives can make up the
1,5-1,75 MT Pu—-equivalent loss prlor to a shortage developing
in the Pu stockplle:

(a) Excess Pu already obtalned by exceeding previcusly planned
producttion goals,

(b) Operating N-reactor to produce 5% Pu-240 product,

(¢) Accelerating Purex by 3 months,

{d) Accelerating Mark-15 core by 1 year,

This combination of alternatives would permit much needed
Improvements in L-reactor enviroamental control technology
while stil! meeting defense nuclear materlal needs,

This conciudes my statemont, NRDC will be submitting to ODOE

more extenslve comments on the L-reactor DEIS prior to the
ctose of the commant perlod In two weeks. Thank you,
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APPENDIX A
Requirements of 10 CFR §100,11

10 CFR $100,11 states, In relavant part:

{(a) As an ald in evaluaﬂng a proposed ?lfe, an applicant
shouid assume a fission product reiease’ from the core, The
expocted demonstrable leak rate from the contalnment and the
meteorologlcal conditlons pertinent to his site to derlive an
exclusion area, a low population zone and population center
distance, For the purpose of this analysis, which shall set
forth the basis for the numarical values used, the appticant
should determine the following:

{1) An exclusion area of such slze that an Individual located
at any point on Its boundary for two hours Immediately follow-
Tng onsef of the postulated fisslon product release would not
recaive a total radiation dose to the whole body In excess of

"The fission product release assumed for these calculatlons
should be based upon a major accident, hypothesized for pur-
poses of site analysis or postulated from considerations of
possible accldental events, that would result in potential
hazards not exceeded by those from any accldent conslidered
credible, Such accldents have generally been assumed to result
In substantial meltdown of the core with subsequent release of
appreciable quantities of flsslon products,
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in 300 rem” t
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the thyrold from lodine exposure,

(2) A low popufation zone of such slze that an individual
located at any point on its outer boundary whe Is oxposed to
the radicactive cloud resulting from the postulated fission
product retease (during the entire perlod of Its passage) would
not receive a totai radiation dose to the whole body In excess
of 25 rem or a total radlation dose in excess of 300 rem fo the
thyrold from lodine exposure,

2The whole body dose of 25 rem referred fo above corresponds
numerically to the once In a Ilfetime accldental or emergency
dose for radlatfon workers which, according to NCRP recommenda-
tions may be disregarded in the determination of thelr radia-
tion exposure status (see NBS Handbook 69 dated June 5, 1959),
However, nelther its use nor that of the 300 rem value for
thyrold exposure as set forth In these site criterla guldes are
intended to Imply that these numbers constitute acceptable
Iimits for emergency doses to the public under accldent condl-
tions, Rather, this 25 rem whole body value and the 300 rem
thyroid vaiue have been set forth In thase guldes as reference
values, which can be used in the evaluation of reactor sites
with respect to potential reactor acclidents of exceedingly low
probabi Ity of occurrence, and low risk of pubiic exposure to
radlatlon,
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Commants Responses

APPEND{X B
TABLE 15-4

Calculated Radtation Dose to a Person at the SRP Site Boundary
Foallowing Four Specltic Accidents

Operating and Calculated Dose, ram
Metaorological Whole Body Thyrold Thyrold

Accident Condltions® (2 hr} {2 hr) {120 hr)
Reference values 25 300 300
for reactor

siting In

10 CFR 100,

D0 Spiii Typlcal 0,007

Yery Untikely 0,14

Discharge Typlcal 0.0038 0,0078 0,018
Mishap Vary Unlikely 0,055 0,12 0,29
{one fuel
assambly malts)

Misloading Typical 0.39 0.48 i.4
Criticatity Very Unlikely 6.6 11,1 31,5
(3% core damage)

Hypothetical Typical 0,13 0,16 0,46
LOCA Very Unlikely 2,2 3,7 10,5

(1% core damage)

*Typlcal conditions are 2500 MW reactor power, average (50%)
meteorology, and 19-month service age carbon fiiters (carbon
fllter age Is dlscussed In Section 15.3.2,2). Vary unllkely
conditions are maximum anticlpated reactor powar of 3000 MW,
very unfavorable meteorology as specifled In NRC Regulatory
Gulde 1,145 (95% slte, 99,5% worst sector), and 19-month aged
carbon fliters, Values shown are maximum for any of the P, L,
K, and C Reactors, The core Invantory of tritlum Is Included
In the whole body calculations,



9v1-H

Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Rasponses
number
APPENDIX C

Evolutlon of the Conflinement Technology
at SRP Production Reactors

The production reactors at SRP were constructed in the early
1950s, The L-reactor, the third of five, began operating In
July 1954, SRP originatly controlied alrborne radlcactive re-
leases by disperslon via tall stacks (DEIS, Vol, 11, p, J-1),
SRP also relled on the fact that the site extended over 300
square mlles, thus permitting greater dispersion of radioac-
tivity prior to reaching the site boundary, The L-reactor is
some 9 km from the SRP site boundary (DEIS, p. 2-10), In 1958,
the AEC's Advisory Committee on Reactor Safequards (ACRS),
after performing an extensive review of the SRP safety phiios-
ophy, concluded:

The butldings In which the SR reactors are
housed do not possass any signlficant con-
talnmant features, such es those now belfng
provided for powar reactors located in more
populated areas., In the event of =& serious
accldent that would breach the reactor tank
and shiald, the building shell In Itself
could not be expected to provide a third
Itne of defense of any consequence on re-
stralning the wlatile fission products,

I+ was recommended that the Du Pont Company
explore alternatlve paths toward obtaining a
higher degree of conflinement that Is now In
ef fect,

DEIS, Voi. |1, p, J=T7.

Also In 1958, the capaclty of the SRP primary coolant pumps was
approximataly doubled (from 78,000 gpm to 150,000 gpm) which
parmitted a doubting of each reactor's power from about 1000
magawatts thermal (MWT) to approximately 2000 MWt (DEIS, Vol,
11, ppe J=3 and J=6), Since the fission product inventory of
noble gases and fodine is proportional to reactor power, thils
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number
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change of fectively doubled the magnitude of the consequences of
a serlous fuel meltdown accident, Since 1958, the power [evel

of the productlion reactors has been further Increased, and the

L-reactor |s currently expected to operate at 2350 MWt* (DEI|S,

Vol, |, p. 2-14),

In 1960-61, In rasponse to the ACRS criticism, SRP began a
malnr' (‘nnflnamnf evatam lmnrovaﬂnnf nr'nim:‘lu This gvgfam
would remove alrborne confam!naflon, parflcularly !odlne-131
through molsture separators, particulate fllters, and halogen
absorbers (carbon) In the process area ventilation exhaust
stream (DEIS, Vol, 11, p, J=T7). This fiitration system, while
lowering the thyrold dose from halogen releases, was, however,
Incapable of removing noble gases, the primary contributors to
the whole body dose,

In the 1950s, there ware no criteria speclfying the degree of
site Isolation or reactor containment considered desirable for
mltigating the consequences of severe reactor accldents, In
1962, atter axtensive public comment, the AEC promuigated the
10 CFR Part 100 site sultablllty regulations for licensed power
reactors. Throughout the remalnder of the 1960s, DuPont and
the AEC examined a number of alternative contalnment/
conflnement proposals, Although soms of these proposals, if
adopted, would bring the SRP production reactors into compli-
ance with 10 CFR Part 100, they were rejected because of their

BXPTIIDU,

Improvemants were made In the conflnement system In the 1970s,
Including the Installation of a Conflnement Heat Removal System
to avold ovarheating the fllter system in the event of a full
core meitdown, Thls system was needed because overheating the
fllters would reduce thelr retention capacity and cause desorp-
tion of the collected lodine (DEIS, Vol, I, p, J=13), thus
defeating the purpose of the filters, This and other Improve-
ments, howaver, offered no reduction in the whole body dose due
t+o acclidental noble gas releases,

*The highest power lavel achieved at SRP was 2915 MWt,
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number
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS MADE AT PUBLIC HEARING ON NOVEMBER 3, 1983
8L-23 Now, let me add one or two other things. | just came, day These comments are outslide the scope of the EIS,

before yesterday, from a conference in Washingtorn, D,C, on the
gicbat effects of nuciear war which was where some of the top
sclentists from this country and also from the Sovliet Unlon met
to release their findings, principally on the thermal effects
following the nucilear exchange,

And they pointed out that the debris and soot that would be
ptcked up by an exchange between the Sovlet Unlon and the
United States would lead to blockage of the sunlight for a

month or more, several months before it cleared up, a year be-
fora It cleared up completely, and the tomperatura at the sur-
face of the earth, average, over the Northern Hemisphers, would
drop about 40 to 50 degrees Centigrade, and the loss of llight

would lead to the toss of photosyntheslis,

And, In effect, beyond the bllllon or sc people you kliled
outright In a nuclear exchange, It would be credible that an
equal number or larger number of the remalning survivors could
not surviva the aftereffects,

Well, another thing they pointed out was that because the
principal blockage of the sunlight comes from the soot that is
produced by fires, that as |ittle as 100 megaton exchange, say,
from a thousand weapons of a tenth of a megaton each, would
have similar effects, | mean, most of the effects could be
produced by this small of an exchange,.

1 Just did a back-of-the envelope calculation, weapons
stockplled has about, oh, In the nelighborhood of 7,000 megatons

In wannane o tdoalé
In Weapons, 1IN ITS8iIT,

This Is in some twenty-six or so thousand weapcns, and these
are produced from about BO to 90 tons of plutonlium and six or
soven hundred tons of highly enriched urantum,

The L-Reactor, over a ten-year period, would prodyce
somewhere on the order of flve tons, more or less,
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Just scallng those numbers, you can argue that the L-Reactor
would effectively produce over a ten-year perlod about 400
megatons, give or take a few hundred megatons of warhead yield,
which Is more than the minimum needed to essentlally produce
this newest catastrophe that has been Identifled.

| ralsed that bacause | think that DOE has an obligation to

Alcaues all faracanabhla famte In +ha Fnuviranmandal Imnas~d
GiSTUSS v TOIGSO0GQUIT TALYS 1l TS CiivVii Uhhmli 4w SLpolh

Statement, and the effects of misuse of these warheads or use
of them eventually is certainly one foreseeabla Impact that
they must discuss,
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BM-1

STATEMENT OF FRANCES CLOSE HART
ENERGY RESEARCH FOUNDAT ION

I am Frances Hart and | represent the Energy Research Founda-
tion, We have not yet had time to analyze the draft environ-
mental impact statement as thoroughly as we Intend, and will
submit more extensive wrlitten comments before November 15th, |
would just like to make some very general observatlions now,

The polnt of an EIS - as we're all aware by now - is to provide
for an assessment of the environmental Impacts of a particular
project as part of the planning to avoid environmental damage
whare possibla,.

wWhether by design or mistake, DOE has glven the Impression that
startup of L-Reactor wll| foliow almost Immediately upon com—
pletion of this EIS., That schedule would preclude implemen—
tatlon of any of the protective alternatives mentioned In the
draft and by other sources. There are a number of technlcal
experts analyzing the draft and possible environmental protec-
tion measures, and we expect DOE to seriousiy consider comments
and suggestions for action., It Is their lsgal obligation to do
so and we conslder It to be a substantive obligation to the
states of South Carollna and Georgla as well. Those of us who
have particlipated in this process find it disturbing that DOE
seams not to be entertalning the possibility that plans could
change In response to comments, Although renovation of the
L-Reactor Is completed, it Is certainiy not too late to make
changes and reassess schedules, and we would remind DOE that it
Is Tncumbent upon them to consider the comments with an open
mind.

The protective measures described in the draft are generatly
dismissed because It Is claimed that thelir implementation be-
fore startup would not allow production schedules to be mat,

The EiIS does not "dismliss™ production alternatives or potential
mitigative measures, Information with respect to meeting

ostablished neads and the technical feaslibllity of Implementing
mitigative measures are factors along with environmental conse-
quences that are essential to making 2 "reasoned™ declislon, In
accordance with the Councll| on Environmental Quality's regula-
tions Implamenflng the procedural provisions of NEPA, the

Nacnrmdmandlse cmafommad aldbameandlignse ama L ol e de T
Uopar 1NRsEIE T3 P OI9 | oAl SIVeINarTives ave 1&Shiv

final EIS,

-~
—

The Dapartment will base 1ts Record of Decision on this fInal
EtS, tncluding the public comments, The Record of Decistion
will| address alternatives conslidered In reaching the declsion,
the environmentally preferable alternatives, preferences for
alternatives based on the technical, economic, and statutory
missions of the agency, and whether all practicable means to
avold environmental effects from the selected alternative have
been adoptad,
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BM-2

BM-3

But recent statements from Dr, George Rathjens of the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology and Dr, Thomas B, Cochran of
the Natural Resources Defense Council have cast doubt on this
assumptlon, According to Or. Cochran, delay In startup of the
L-Reactor for 36 months to Implement necassary environmental
control and safety systems would haws no effect on national
security. Or, Cochran's comments on the draft EIS provide a
detatled Justiftcation of this claim, And Dr, Rathjens stated
that the draft "is totaliy unconvinelng in justifylng the need
for Increased production," and that "there Is not [lkely to be
any need for reactivation of the L-Reactor In the near future,
and possibly ever,"

Glven that the evidence to which we have access strongly sug-
gosts that delay of L-Reactor starfup to allow Implementation
of protective alteraatives would not have detrimental effects
on national security, we would suggest that the following

rhanmac ha mada ITn NNEla alane far Anamadlan Af +that rascbas
CRAngS8s OO WaUS N wol '3 Prdns vOU OpararsOn OV Tnay raacior,

| repaat that we are not yet finished with our analysls of the
draft Ei5 and that these recommendatlons are general ones which
are by no means a comprehensive reflection of our concerns,
However, we belleve them to be sound and jJustiflable,

Ftrst, DOE should implement some kind of coollng water dis-
charge alternative to the presently planned direct discharge
into Steel Creek., Some of the aiternatives described in the
draft would cause as much damage as would direct discharge and
wo would oppose any plan which would In effect make Steel Creek
into a thermal mitigation zone, We would also oppose any
alternative which does not result In compliance with state
NPDES regulations in Stee! Creek, The beneflts from implemen—
tatjon of such a protective measure before startup would
include the avoldance of severe thermal damage and of cesium
remobi I 1zatlion,

See the responses to comments AB-2 and AB-5 regarding
Information In the EIS on need and production alternatives, and
the responses to comments AB-8, BL~15, BL-19, BL=-20, and BL-21
regarding suggested production alternatives and need.

Section 4,4.2 of the £IS, which dlscusses coollng-water mitiga-
tion alternatives, has been revised based on public comments
received on the draft EIS, Specifically, Section 4,4,2 has
been revised to provide a detailled discussion of additliona)l
comblnations of varlous cooling-water systems, In Sectlon
4.,4.2, each of the cooling-water mitigation systems Is
evaluated for attalning the thermal discharge limits of the
State of South Carolina, Section 4,4,2 and a revised Appendix
I, Floodplaln/Wetland Assessment, discuss the wetland impacts
of each of the systems considered.

The Department of Energy has been reviewing and evaluating
altarnative coollng-water systems for L-Reactor, Based on
These reviews and evaiuations, and consultations with
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BM-4

BM-5

Secondly, we belfeve that DOE should complete the phaseout of
all seepage basins at SRP before startup of the L-Reactor,

According to the draft EIS, normal operatlons of L-Reactor will
fnvolve the routine discharge of liquids contaminated with
radloactivity from the disassembly bas(n at the reactor to an
on-s{te seepage basin. This basin Is now empty but remains
contaminated from releases made during previocus operation of
the L-Reactor. According o DOE, the routine discharges "wiil
cause contam(nation of the uppermost layer of the water-table
aquffer (Barnwell Formation)," (DEIS, 4-26) DOE {s assuming
that this contamination will move laterally into Steel Creek
rather than vertically {nto the lower aquifers, But DOE pro-
Jecttions about groundwater movement have proven to be Inac-
curate {n the past, as was the case In the M-area where the
Tuscaloosa aquifer was contaminated by soivents from seepage
basins despite DOE's claims that the aqui fer was protected,

Questions about Increased groundwater use resulting from
L-Reactor operatfons and the effect on head differentlals under
the L-Reactor (which | will dfscuss {n more detall In a moment)
make the reactivatfon of this presently dried-up and st{l}
Irradiated seepage basin an optlon to be avoided,.

representatfves of the State of South Carolina regarding a
mutual ly agreed upon compliance approach, a preferred coo i ng-
water mit{gation alternative (s fdent{fi{ed (n this EIS., This
preferred cooling-water alternative {s to construct a 1000-acre
take befora L-Reactor resumes operation, to redesign the reac—
tor outfall, and to operate L-Reactor In a way that assures a
batanced biologfcal community In the lake. The Record of Deci-

-slon prepared by the Department on this EIS will state the

cooltng-water mitigation measures that will be taken which wi}!}
altow L-Reactor operation to be f{n compliance with the cond(-
Tions of an NPDES permiT To be issued by the State of South
Caralina,

See the responses to comments AJ-1 and BG-4 regarding seepage
basins and ground-water contaminat{on at SRP and DOE ground-
water protection commftments,

Sectfon 4,4,3 discusses alternatives to the use of ths L-Area
seepage basin that are under consideratfon. Studlies of the
hydrostratigraphifc units show that conditions at L-Area are
dttferent from those at M-Area (Sections 3.4.2,1 and 5,1.1.4),
If the L-Area seepage basin Is used, the analyses fndicate that
the filtered delonized disassembly-basin wastewater wil} seep
{nto the shallow ground water and flow taterally to seepline
springs along Stee! Creek,

The upward head differentlal between the Tuscaloosa and Conga-
ree Formations at L~Area 15 presently about 3,7 meters. Pro-
Joctions [ndicate that this an upward head dffferential will
conti{nue to be present for 10 or mre years after L-Reactor
operation resumes; this Includes the ef fects of {ncreased pump-
ing at SRP {(n support of L-Reactor, This head differential and
the clay layers beneath L-Area tend to protect the Tuscaloosa
Aquifer (see Sectfon 4,1,2,2 of this final £15),

The SRP has discharged contaminated wastewater to seepage
basins fn the central part of the plant stte since the
mfd-1950s, To date, there has bsen no contamination of the
Tuscaloosa Aquifer {n this area. Also, see the response to
comment AJ-1 regarding seepage basins and ground-water
contamination at SRP,
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BM=5 There Is known to be serlous contamination of groundwater from DOE is committed to perform mitigative actions at SRP to reduce

seepage basins presently In use at a number of support facliil-
tles whose workload will Increase with L-Reactor startup. The
M-area | just mentioned and the chemical separations areas face
a 33% increase In activity, 1t Is presently planned to phase
out use of seepage basins over a perlod of time, estimated In
the case of the M-area basins to be by March 1985, To increase
the load on these basins before protecting our groundwater from
further contaminatlion is unacceptable environmental practice -
as Is the use of seepage basins for waste disposal In general,

Increased use of groundwater followlng L-Reactor startup adds
to our concern In that possible Impacts on head differentials
at varlous places under the Savannah River Plant ralise ques-
tlons about deeper aqulfer contamination In the future,
According to the draft EIS:

“incremental ground-water pumping from the Tuscaiocosa
Formatlion, required to support the resumption of
L-Reactor operation, will occur in flve areas on
SRP.ss The Incremental withdrawal of water from the
Tuscaloosa Formation at X-Area and The Central Shops
wil! not affect the protection of the Ellenton and
Tuscaloosa aqulfers afforded by the upward head dif-
ferential betwsen the Tuscaloosa and Congaree Forma-

tlons. In F- and H-Areas, this head dlfferentlal no
longar exlsts at the producing wells, and the
downward head dlfferentlal at these wells wili be
Increased when the incremantal pumping for L-Reactor
starts., However, the hydrostratigraphic properties
of the overlyling wells will continue to offer
protection to the Ellenton and Tuscaloosa aquifers at
the pumping wells, At the seepage basins the head
differential between the Tuscaloosa and Congaree
Formations wlll be reduced by drawdown to about 3.6
meters In F-Area and to near zero in H-Area,"

"This Is not the case In M-Area where the
nydrostratigraphic characteristics of the subsurtface
materials are different from those fn F~ and

H-Areas, In addlitlion, the downward head diffarential
betweean

pollutants released to the ground water and to establish with
the State of South Carollna a mutually agreed-on compllance
schedule, Studles are befng conducted on the phaseout of seep-
age basins at SRP, Also, see *the responses Yo comments AJ-1
and BG-4 regarding seepage basins and ground-water contamina-
tlon at SRP and DOE ground-water protection commitments, Sec-
tions 5.1.1.2 and 5.1.1.4 have been expanded to Include a mre
thorough discussion of incremental ground-water impacts and the
protection of public health and safety,
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the Congaree and Tuscaloosa Formations will be
Increased by about 2,6 meters at the M-Area seepage
basins as the result of Increased pumping to support
the L-Reactor,"” (DE!S, 5~9, 5-12)
BM-7 According to Dr, A, R, Jarrett of the Department of Agricul- See the rasponse to comment AW-1 which addresses Dr. Jarrett!s

tural Engineering at Peansylvania State Unlversity:

"Page 3-25 and Appendix F [of the draft EIS] reveal
an extensive review of the total heads existing at
various locations withlin the SRP, These results are
summarlzed several places, particularly Flgures 3-8
and 3-9, which show most of the SRP to be In a zone
ot upward hydraulic gradlient from the Tuscaloosa for-
mation to the Congaree formation, The equal poten-—
tlal map, Flgure 3~9, reveals the magnlitude of these
head differences ranglng from an upward head differ-
ence of greater than 30 feet in the swamp reglon near
the Savannah River where the Congaree |s drawn down
to support the flow tn this river, As one moves
northward, the upward dl fferential decreases until it
reaches an equal head condition near Par Pond and
then a reversal Implying that there Is presently flow
from the Congaree into the Tuscaloosa Tn the area of
Par Pond, Flgure 3-9 does not quantify the megnitude
of this downward gradient but does suggest that Par
Pond and the surrounding area is a recharge zone for
the Tuscaloosa, This entlire analysis is done using
wall data from the area, but nothing Is said about
the condition of pumping or the pumping history of
wolls used In the analysis when the head data were
taken, It must be assumed that these data are under
condltions of no withdrawal, The only pump drawdown
data | could find In the report was on page 3-36
where drawdown values of 6 to 12 meters are suggested
as typical for the existing withdrawal rates of the
Tuscalocosa, If one superimposes these drawdowns to
the stagnant well levels from the Tuscaloosa, the
area of downward gradtent enlarges as shown In

remarks,
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BM-8

Figures 1 and 2,,,, Even using the 6 meter data
enlarges the recharge area to Tnclude the L-Reactor
area and during discharges creating a 12 meter draw-
down essentially the whole SRP becomes a recharge
area,"

I am not a hydrologlst, but i do know *that such considerations
are vital to an understanding of groundwater flow and therefore
possible aqul fer contamination, It Is obvious that questions
about hydrology remaln unanswered,

in concluston, the priorlty assumed In the following Iflustra-
tive statement from the draft EIS 1s most disturblng: "if an
engineering alternative coolling-water system Is implemented
after the restart of L-Reactor, successional recovery of the
Steel Creek system would begln as soon as the alternative Is
implemented, Any alternative that postulates a delay of the

ractartd naraccarilv roaculte In a loee nf nrnduction that cannot
TESTArT NeCeSsarily resuTE 1n & [Q08S OF proQueTion That cannoed

be recovered,"

Let us make It clear that we South Carcollntans conslder the
protection of our environment to be a vitally important prior-
tty; Tndeed, It is part of our natlonal security, We are very
aware that damage to the environment cannot be undone easily,
frequently not at all,

We are being asked to accept the destruction of a large area
of wetlands, the remoblllzatlon of curie amounts of ceslum,
further contamination of the groundwater and possibly of ocur
sources of drinking water ~ all severe and essentlally irre-
versible Impacts, [In expressing concern about the Impacts we
have frequently been told that the incremental dangers they
represent are small and that we shouldn't worry, DOE also
wants us to accept without question the assumption that a two
percent Increase In the plutonium Inventory s worth the
damages we must pay,

We submit that the burden of proof 1s theirs; that it Is to DOE
to prove thelr case much more convincingly than has baen done
so tar.

In Section 4,4,2, the EIS compares the Implementation of
cocllng-water alternatives before and after restart., This com-
parison encompasses a number of factors. A loss of production
Is a factor that wlll be consldered in preparing the Record of
Deciston, The Record of Decision wil| state the decislion and
any mlitigation measures DOE will undertake, Also see the re—
ennneac +n cammante Blal and BT ranavAdAl s $ha Danaemd 8

PRPWIIWI W WAATIRSHI IS LT dNid LTS Bygar By Tne noLoia OF

Decislon on this EIS and coollng-water mitigation alternatives,
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NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY
Southeast Reglonat Office
P.0. Box 1268, Charleston, S.C., 29402 (B03) 723-6171
STATEMENT OF TERRENCE C, LARIMER
SOUTHEASTERN REGIONAL REPRESENTATIVE FOR THE
NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY
ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL {MPACT STATEMENT
FOR L-REACTOR, SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT
AIKEN, SOUTH CAROLINA
AT THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY PUBL IC HEARING
BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROL!NA
November 3, 1983
My name is Terrence Larimer., | am the southeastern reglonal
representative for the National Audubon Soclety, Previous to
my employment with Audubon | worked with the University of
Georgla's School of Forest Resources, U,S. Forest Service and
the U.5. Fish and Wildllfe Service,
The National Audubon Soclety Is a private, nonprofit membership
organization, We are dedlcated to the conservation of wildiife
and other natural resources and for the sound protection of our
natural environment, Audubon has roughly 500,000 members and
nearly 500 local chapters, We operate 75 wildlife sanctuaries
and we publish AUDUBON magazine and AMERICAN BIRDS,
OQur concern with the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DE1S) on the Savannah River Plant L-Reactor centers primarily
BN=1 on its possible effects on wildlife habltat, Speciticatly, we See the response to comment AD-1 regarding the wood stork and

are concerned with Its effect on wood stork foraging habltat in
Beaver Dam and Steei Creak Swamps. The DEi5 acknowiedges that
watlands In the Savannah River Plant (SRP) are Important forag-
Ing sites for the nearby Birdsvitie Rookery of the endangered
wood stork. However, the effect of the loss of these foraging
areas, due to L-Reactor piant operation (high, hot, polluted
water), on the colony s not discussed, We balleve that these
areas are critical to the contlnued success of the Birdsvilile
Rookery and that thls problem has not been adequately
addressed,

foraging sites.
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BN-2

BN-3

LST-H

BN-4

[u ]
Z
1
W

It Is a known fact that wood storks have high food requlrements
during the nesting season, 201 kilograms per nesting pair, I+
Is also known that wood storks will abandon nests when food
becomes a limiting factor,

Tha DE!S acknowledged the swamps of Beaver Dam Creek and Steei
Creek are Important foraging areas for the wood stork, Is it
not likely that ellimination of these foraging areas will reduce
the food resource to a polnt where colonies might be abandoned
durlng what wouild have previocusl|ly been only moderately adverse
natural conditions? That is, wlll not the colony fall much
more often during periods of moderate siress after the loss of
an [mportant feeding area than It would have before that loss?

Along these samo !ines, not only are foraging areas along

Beaver Dam and Steel Creek In Jeopardy but current management

practices on the SRP may bae reducing other nearby foraging
Al 200 e vars wars +rannad 1n a +thras.

- |l memd sommm mo
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month period on the SRP at a cost of $15,000, Essentially all
beavers were kii{led on the area, No Informaﬂon on the number
of beaver traps, the number of trap sites, or trap site rela-
tion to actual beaver damage to rallroad bed or roadway beds is
mantloned,

| raise these questlons because of the concern over *the
retationship bstween beaver ponds and foraging areas for wood
storks., It Is a well known fact that beaver ponds provide
valuable wildlife habitat for many species., It Is likely that
they provide excellent foraging habitat for wood sterks. This
Is a question that has not been addressed and should be.

The question of mitigating loss of critical foraging areas Is
not adequately discussed in the DEIS, It should be, How will
this habitat be replaced?

See the raesponse to comment AD-1 regarding Incldences of
foraging at SRP locations and incluslon of mre detalled data
In Appendix C, Sectlon C,3,2 of this €15, and the responss to
comment AD~Z regarding abandonment of colonles.

Due In part to a lack of natural predators, the beaver popula-
tlon on the SRP has increased markedly In recent years., Be-
cause besaver activity has had adverse Impacfs on (1) 750 acres
of Hmbe." {2} snvironmsntal monltort 1 g ot strs SSiNS, and \JJ'
damaged roads and railroads, consultatlons were held with the
U,S. Fish and Wildllfa Service and the South Carolina wWlldiife
and Marine Resources Department, An evaluation of several
alternative actions recommended that a selective trappling pro-
gram be Tmplemented at 34 areas, During a 3-month perlod, 196
beaver were trapped and removed at a cost of $16,231,50, This
management approach has not etiminated the enflre beaver
population on the SRP,

Wood storks from the Birdsville colony commonly used black gum
(Nyssa sy!vatica) and cypress swamps for foraging. Black gum
swamps comprised 33 percent of the toraging sites, Beaver
probably used many of these sltes sometime In the past, The
most productive stork foraging site In torms of flsh resources
(blomass per square meter) was a recent beaver-dammed bHlack gum
swamp, Wood storks probably benefit from foraging habitat
created by beaver dam construction,

Mitigation of foraging areas In the Steel Creek swamp might be
accompiished through the implementatlion of the alternative
cooling systems discussed in Section 4,4,2,
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BN-6

BN-7

BN-8

Surrounding foraging areas are primarily on private lands which
are under Increasing pressure to draln and clear for agricul-
tural use, Indeed, the annual flooding and concurrent resupply
of forage t!shes to the waters associated with the Savannah
River Swamp System make the Beaver Dam Creek and Stas! Crask
areas especial iy valuable to foragling wood storks, More valu-
able than nearby wetland areas which are not annually flooded

by the river,

The supposition that wood storks wiil sTmply move Into “other®
areas [f Beaver Dam Creek and Steel Creek are lost fto them Is
at best wishful thinking. Cumulative loss of wetlands to agri-
cuttural use and L-Reactor operation witl likely prove fatal to
this Tmportant segment of endangered specles population, This
question shouid be more carefully examined Tn the final
Environmental Impact Statement,

Indeed the entire question of the effect of L-Reactor start-up
of the Birdsville Rookary needs further sxaminatlon, The
majority of the DEIS information on wood storks Is based on
data gathered during less than half of last year's breeding
season, This Is obviousiy not a large enough data base to form
any sound conclusions.

In conclusion the DEIS for L-Reactor operation on the Savannah
River Plant is woefully Inadequate In Its handling of possible
impacts on the wood stork population of the Birdsville

Rookery, The Importance of foraging habitat In Beaver Dam
Creek and Steel Creek and the effect of thelr loss on the
rookery needs further examinatfon, Possible mitigation schemes
should be explored and enhancement of alternative feeding areas
consldered,

See the response to comment AD-10 regarding habltats for the
wood stork,

See the response to comment AD-3 ragarding inclusion of more
detalled data In Appendix C, Section C,3.2 of thls EiS,

Sea tha rosponse to comment AD-2 regarding the use of foragling
sites at SRP versus sltes not located on the SRP,
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R, !, (BOB) NEWMAN
388 Wahoo Drive
Fripp Island, S.C, 29920

PREPARED STATEMENT
PUBL IC HEARING
DRAFT ENYIRONMENTAL STATEMENT, L-REACTOR OPERATION,

- sy

SAVANMNAH RiVER PLANT

November 3, 1983

| am Robert |, Newman, residing on Fripp 1siand, here In Beau-
fort County and a consumer of water from the Beaufort-Jasper
water system, | am a Chemical Engineer, registered In South

Carolina and New Jersey, | worked for Allled Chemical Corp,
far 37 years==tha last 15 In various nuclear-related projects

LA LRLLA LI L) Fhdl § WFaF P § wAAa . b
(including 7 yaars with Allied-Genaral Nuclear Services}. |
was elected a Fellow of the American Institute of Chemical En-
gineers and a Diplomate of the American Assoclation of Environ-
mental Engineers, | served one year on the Clemson Unlversity
Board of Yisitors.

Before endeavoring to counter some of the most often woliced ob-
Jectlons to the restart of the L-Reactor, | would I1ke to put
forth several baslic considerations., [, personally, feel these
are factors which should be taken Into account in the making of
any decislon affecting, among other things, our environment, |
think they are Important to the future of the natlon, | hope
they are considered Important to the DOE in this matter, |
wish they were in the reasoning process of those opposing the
restart,

First, our resources of both monesy and peopla {both technlcally
tralned and leaders) have a finite timi+, Any wastage of
either must divert resources away from ofher, maybe more impor-
tant, activities, We hear often that other countries are get-
ting ahead of us In technolegy, We all know our government Is
running with enormous deficits, | think we would all like to
sea our people In Congress spend more time constructively act-
lng to stop the arms race; but there are only 24 hours in a day

Comments noted,



091-K

Table M=2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comments

Responses

and unnecessary time spent on one matter Is time not avallable
for other matters,

Second, we can never achleve the "best" solution to any prob-
lem, Regardless of what remedy Is developed, some ambltious
research person Is golng to come up with an idea that might be
better, What we must strive for Is solutions which are ade-
quate to serve the necessary purpose-~—~not the most elegant,
Qur declislon process must conslder the alternatives and their
costs In dollars, time (which often equates to dollars) and
other resources,

Third, fry as we may, we can never achleve perfection or an
activity In which there Is no risk, Yel, we see time and time
again the spending of enormous resources to avoid miniscuie
risks bacause of emotion or unfounded crles of concern,

Fourth and finally, one must compare one risk {both magnitude
and likellihood) with others we may better understand and ac~
cept. |, personally, cannot accept the argument that nuclear
risks are dl fferent because they are not our personal cholice,
while flying in an alrplane (for instance) fs an acfivity In
which we do not participate unlass we choose to do so, When |
walk down the sidewalk, If a drunken driver swerves off the
street and hits me, that is not by my choice, but I am sure
statistics show mora pecple have been killed by such an accl-
dent than by the handling or manufacture of nuclear materlals,

Now | would like to comment on several of the objections to
the restart of L-Reactor as voiced in the record | have seen,
These are not necessariiy In order of importance but rather in
the order | noted them as | read the absurdly lengthy tran-
scripts and letters on this matter,

LOSS OF WETLANDS HABITAT AND DANGER TO ENDANGERED SPECIES

This may be the most plcayune obJectlion ralsed agalnst the re—

start, Of Tthe SRP area, only some 12% of the wetlands will be

affected, Llooking at I+ another way, only some 2,5% of the

sito witl be affected by the hot water from the operation of

the L-Reactor. Maybe those obJecting do not know that wild-

lite can walk or fly to unaffected areas, Maybe they do not
L
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wildtl fe refuge In South Carolina--keeplng even the “econuts®
from disturbing the wlldlife, Do they know about the Savannah
River Ecology Laboratory which 1s doing such a fantastic job
because of the efforts funded by the DOE and the lack of people
on the site? There Is an artificial lake on the site-—Par
Pond. This lake recelves hot water from reactor operatiocns,
When | llved In Barnwell, | heard many times of local fishermen
sneaking Into Par Pond (sometimes caught) to catch the large
fish in The pond--thermal poiiutioni To carry ouf many addi=-
tional studles, to bulld coocling towers to avert a non-problem
is a lovely example of waste of resources,

IMMED{ATE OR CUMULATIVE RADIATION EFFECTS

1 have no quarrel that an excess dose of radiation will harm
me=-or anyone, But | compare this with balng hit with a
wheeted vehicle, 1'd be dead If it were a 10 ton truck golng
50 mlilas an hour, | would not be hurt so much If I+ ware a

tricycle ridden by a four-year-old. Simllarly, a radiation
dose of 500,000 mlilirem might kill me. One millirem won'+l |
touched above on comparisons, Let's loock at some here, The
ostimated impact on nearby residents from afrborne releases
will be less than 0,5 milllrem per year, The dose fo consumers
of Beaufort-Jasper water might reach less than 0,05 millirem
per year, These are above background radiation levels-—the
natural radiation we are all exposed to In thls area, Now
fet's look at the comparisons, Should the Rocky Mountain area
{like Denver) be posted "TO ENTER TH{IS AREA 1S DANGEROUS TO
YOUR HEALTH"? Its radlation level is 100 millirem higher than
the good people of South Carolina will be exposed to because of
L=Reactor restart=-and Denver does not have a high cancer In-
cldence, Our worthy Legislators spend a lot of time In the
State House in Columbla, Columbia Itself has a higher back-
ground radiation level than Barnwell or Beaufort because of
higher altitude {cosmic radlation) and the composition of the
ground (more radioactive), But also, a radlation survey of the

State Houss has shown that, bacause of the radiosctive granite

used In its construction, radlation levels are qulite high—as
much as 500 millirem above background outside the Governor's
Offlice. There are many areas of South Carclina where radiation
levals are higher than those to which the good people of Beau-
fort might be exposed from the restart of L-Reactor because of
altitude or rock {(radiocactive) outcropping. | cannot
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understand why some people of Beaufort wilti travel to Alken or
take so much other time to protest an activity which might sub-
Ject them to an exposure to a carcinogen (radloactive material)
at a level of, say, 1% of the federal limit when they are
silent on the fact that thelr water company requlariy delivers
water to them with trihalomethane (another carcinogen) content
exceeding the federal 1imlts--over 100%! Such misdirected
concern can only lead=-or try to lead--to a real waste of reo—
sources If this miniscula exposure Is requlired to be reduced,

CONSEQUENCE OF ACCIDENTS

One fundamenta!l conslderation In the assessment of the con-
sequence of an accident In nuclear activities Is the "stored
energy” which can disburse radicactive materiai, Uniike a
nuctear power plant, L-Reactor wit! operate at low pressures
and temperatures, Accordingly, there is not the high tempera-
ture nor the high pressure potential to spread fission products
intfo the environs as one might befieve, Howaever, there is a
real consideration that most people like to overlook, There
are natural processes, not a functlion of englneering or con-
struction that cannot be Tgnored, though they have occurred re-
peatedly In nuclear mishaps., There have been reactor accidents
In tha U & _ in Canada, In England, In gvary casse, the actua!
release was a factor of 1,000 to 100,000 times less than what
had been predicted to result {(using models similar to those on
which the minimal releases from L-Reactor were calculated).
This 1s really not surprising when one appreclates the natural
phenomena such as agglomeration, condensation, Implngement,
etc, which take place regardless of design., Another factor
which comes Into play--and certainly did at TMI=-~i5 that two of
the radlonuclides of most concern, cesium and ladine, are both
volatile, However, they also have a great affinlty for each
other and promptly combine chemlically to form cesium fodide,
which is not wolatile and settles out on surtaces or Is caught
in the filter system,

CONTAMENATION OF THE TUSCALOOSA AQUIFER

| was responsible for the hydrology studies for the Barnwefl
nuciear plant, downstream from the SRP above the Tuscaloosa,
Our studies clearly showed that the Tuscaloosa was under a
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hydraulic head higher than the overlying aqulfers, so that any
ftow between them would be from the Tuscaloosa up, not from the
upper aqulfers down Into the Tuscaloosa, The L-Reactor Envi-
ronmental Assessmant supports this on page 3-16, Granted there
are holes In the aguiclude above the Tuscaloosa, but that
aquifer Is so immense that any loss of its water through these
holes, or abandoned wells, Is Insignificant,

fat
NEED FOR PUBLIC PAR

When NEPA was enacted over a decade ago, | cheered it because !
parcelved that It would require that declislon makers would have
to take Into conslderation some of the basics | earlier listed
like walghing of alternatives and conservation of resources in
a realistic manner. My current parception [s that NEPA has
been prostituted and Is being used by those opposing any actlion
they do not favor to delay and delay the actlon--In many cases
kitling it Just by the passage of tlme, not for any real,
proven or demonstrated reason, Here, with L-Reactor restart at
stake, the public record of operatlons at the Savannah River
Plant--aspeclal ly the reactors--clearly refutes the crles of
opposition, Publishing of the Envircnmental Assessment gave
further support. Yet poorly founded objectlions have resuited
In the aexpenditure of large sums of money {some of It supplied
by me in taxes), the waste of many hours of time of highly
qualittied paople who could have been working productively, and
+he diverston of the ef forts of Members of Congress, State
ieaders and federai and sfate reguiatory agency pecpie. | can
see no evlidence that any objector has shown and proved there
will be any slgnificant Impact from the operation of L-Reactor
when judged agalnst rational criteria, |In this regard, it is
notable that, with no exceptlon | have found, the people of
nearby communlties glve full support to the restart-opposition
coming from those with less famillarity with SRP operation,
Nearby residents work at the SRP, have relatives or friends
working there or have retired, 1n good health, from working
thare, |f any chlector wishes to counter this by saying thay
are dolng this, knowing there is danger, let them say so, face
to tace, to these people, telling them they are deliberately
Jeopardizing the future of thelr frlends or thelr children,
Many of the Health Physics professlonals working at the plant
are parents, they know the effects of radiation. Does anyone
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really think they are disregarding the future of thelr own
chl tdren?

CONCLUSTON

This has not, obviously, been a technical presentation, The
record Is replete with technical facts, But many people elther
do not understand or they prafer to Ignore facts In preference
to emotion,

Let mo close by mentioning an article | wrote which was pub-
lished last December In THE STATE and in THE BEAUFORT GAZETTE,
It compared many of the obJectors to nuclear activities to
Chicken Little~-the misquided creature which, after being hit
on the head, went around saying, "The sky Is fatling." While
unfounded, Its cries alarmed many others, The article lad off,
"why can't South Carolina get away from the 'Chlcken Little
Syndrome' (the sky Is falling)? Many reporters and editorial
writers grossly distort the picture of nuclear activities from
the factual situation, The same goes for a number of our lead-
ing politiclians,®

Thank you for letting me participate In thls waste of time.

R. !. Newman, P,E,
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BP-1

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE HARRIET KEYSERL ING BEFORE
THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY HEARING NOVEMBER 3, 1983

| apprecfate the opportunity to appear before you today, I do
not have a scientffic background, so as | read the Draft En-
vironmental Impact Statement, | was exam{ning the process by
which you will make your decisions more than the sclentiffc
data, | am glad that others here wi{ll speak with knowiedge and
authority on the technical and sclentiffc aspects of the EIS,

At your May 27, 1983 hearing, | stated that [t was my opinton
that nuclear hazards are nuclear hazards, whether thoy be re-
lated to commerclal or defense facilitfes; and thereforae,
nuclear safety criterfa and standards should be the same for
all, For that reason | supported an EIS for the L-Reactor,
For the same
sponses and Yestimony submitted Yo you this week, to make deci-
sfons which will requfre of the L-Reactor the same standards
for the protection of health and safety as are required of com-
mercial factl{ties,
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As | read through the Draft EIS | had an uneasy feeling that,
as alternatives were evaluated and wefghed, the overriding

cons (derations waere time and expense, and that alternatives
which could not meet the January t, 1984 start-up were not
serfously consfdered, | sincerely hope this (s not so, for the
health and safety of the people of South Carclina and Gegrgia,
now and for future generations, must be considered equally,

Chapter 7 of the EIS presents the Federal and state environmen-
+a)] protection requlations that are applicable to the restart
of L-Reactor, The restart of L-Reactor wili comply with al] of
these regulati{ons, For example, the proposed restart of
L-Reactor wi{l] be In compliiance with an NPDES permit {ssued by
the Stata of South Carolina, and the restart of L-Reactor will
be in compliance with DOE radliation protection standards that
are comparable to those of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(10 CFR 20) for a production facliity (i.e., 500 m{ljfrem to
the whole body In any one calendar year),

With respect to englneered safety features such as a contafn-
mant dome, the need for specific engineered safety features {s
based upon limiting potential radiologfcal consequences. The
potentlal radiological consequences are related to the design
and operation of the spectfic type of reactor being considered;
for example, Yhe Fort St, Vrain reactor, which s a gas—cooled
commercial reactor In Coclorado, has no containment dome and was
ifcensed for operatfon by the NRC,

The purpose of the EIS {s to evaluate the environmental conse-
quences of the proposed restart of L=Reactor. In accordance
with the Counci] on Environmental Quality's requlations I(mple-
menting the procedural provisions of NEPA, the Department!s
preferred alternative (including mitigation aiternatives) are
identi{ffed in this finai EiS,
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The Record of Deciston on thfs EIS wi]] state the alternatives
to be (mplemented. The Record of Decisfon wil] address the
aiternatives consfdered In reaching the decision, environmen-
tally preferable alternatives, and preferences for alternatfwes
based on technicai, economic, and statutory missifons of the
agency, and whether ajl practicable means to avold environmen-
tal of fects from the selectad alternative have beeon adopted,

| would lf{ke to say, {n closing, that | was pleased to read of

the broadening of the health studies of cancer and fnfant

death, a subjact of great concern here, We wiil be walting

anx{ously to learn the results,
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STATEMENT OF THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF NORTHERN BEAUFORT
COUNTY AT A DOE HEARING ON THE DRAFT EIS OF THE
L-REACTOR AT THE SRP
Nov, 3, 1983

| am Dr, Zoe Tsagos. | appear before you for the third time as
the representative of the LWVNBC where | hold the Energy Chalr,

Since today's meeting ts about the Draft EIS on the restart of
the L-Reactor at the SRP, we have decided that we would concen-
trate on the Draft EIS response fo the flve recommendations
which we presented at the Scoplng meeting In August. Having
read all the presentations made by Individuals and by organijza-
tlon representatives at the four scoping meetings as published
by DOE, we fee! sure that other aspects of the L-Reactor
start-up will be covered, either here or at the other hearings.

At the scopling meeting our fourth recommendation concerned
ttself with safety planning and the steps to be taken during a
sorious accldent at the SRP, onsite and offsite, We stressed
the importance of letting people know how an emergency would be
hand led.

Both In the body of the EIS {4,2,1,3,) and In Appendix (H) a
carefully dellnsated program of safety measures Is presented,
We quote from Appendix (H.2.1.) the following two statements:
"The DOE-SR Is developing a set of 11 Emergency Management
Plans for managing emergencles on and of f the SRP (DOE, 1983
a=k)" and "JOE~SR has recently entered Into agreement with lead
agencles of South Carolina (DOE, 1983m) and Georgia (DOE,
1983n) to prepare such plans,"

The polnt we wish to stress here is that although In the +hlrty
years of operatlon there was apparently some llalson with key
persons in Georgia, South Carolina and the South Carolina
counties within BO kilometers of the SRP in case of an emer-
gency, the concept of carefully developed step by step actlon
apparently Is a recent program from the dates cited above., We
find this clear cut response encouraging. There was no indica-
tlon of any of this In the EA,
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Wo are disappointed that nothing is planned before start-up
about the problems of ground water usage and contamination, We
had presented as our one recommendation that the seepage basins
be replaced by other means of contalnment of radloactive and
nonradioactive chemical wastes,

tnstead, we have the following (Draft EIS 5,1.1.2.): "The
chemlcal separations of product and waste from the lrradiated
L-Reactor fuel and target assemblles wlll result in additional
af f luent dlscharges to the seepage basins at the chemical
separations areas, Based on past experience, about 1,5 kilo~-
grams per year of mercury ... and targer quantitles of other
chemicals ..., are expected to be discharged to seepage basins
L-Reactor ... In addition, approximately 7 kilograms per year
of the chlorinated degreasing solvent (1,1,1 trichioroethane)
and quantities of other chemicals ... will be discharged to the
seepage basin In the fuel and rarget fabrication area ,,."

in an intervies on July 1, 1983 with Roger E. Davis, Assistant
Deputy Commissloner of Environmental Quallty Control at the
South Carolina DHEC by a member of the staff (see Research
Exchange publishad by Energy Research Foundation, July-August

, DPPe 4, 5, 6, 12} Mr, Davls spoke of the Clean Water Act
of 1977 and about the permitting system which passed Into the
Jurisdiction of the states, Before April 1, 1983 the SRP per-
mits had been issued by EPA, When SCOHEC was asked for permlt
renewat, |t was found that SRP was In violation of water quai-
ity standards, Asked about hls maln concern, Mr. Davis named
ground water contamination through seepage basins, lagoons, and
other disposal sites, SRP Is asking for a variance so that it
can operate the L-Reactor whlle at the same time develop a
study on alternative means for nuciear and non-nuclear waste
storage, Until the study Is completed, the ground water
pollution wlll worsen,

See the response to comments AJ-1 and BG-4 regarding sesepage
basins and DOE's commitments for ground-water protection, and
the response to comment BA-5 regarding disposal of high- and
low-level radlioactive waste.
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BQ-2 We are also disappointed that no cognizance has been given to DOE-owned, contractor-operated faclilities, such as the Savannah

our third recommendatfon to the need for an outside, {ndepen-
dent group to oversee S5RP operations along with government
agenci{es such as DHEC and others,

There are universities and colleges in both South Carotlina and
Gaorgia from where knowledgeable, good citizens can come to
perform this publlc service, There are other citizens' groups
which can ba called upon. There (s one othar factor which must
be taken (n consliderat(on--the lack of funds to do an effective
Job of monltoring such as (nstallatlions at SRP,

In the aforementioned i{nterview with the DHEC Deputy Commis—
sfoner, Mr, Davis responded to a question on funding the work
of DHEC at the SRP by saying that {t+ has been hampered by lack
of funds because the South Caroilfna Legislature fesls that part
of the monay should come from the federal government and added,
"*So far we have not recelved any Indicatlion that the federal
government (s goling to provide these resources."” (reference as
above p. 12.)

A dedicated group with sclent(fic know-how could be of assist-
ance to augment the limited forces that DHEC now commands.

River Plant are excluded from NRC licensing requirements under
Section 110(a) of the Atomic Energy Act as amended, ODOE (s

therefore responstble for protecting the safety and health of
the publfc and the eaviromment from the effects of activities
at DOE nuclear facflitles, To assure the health and safety of
the public and to protect the environment, DOE provides an ef=-

factive, [ndependent health and safety overview function
through the Assistant Secretarv for _Pg!!mu Safetv and
Envlronmnf who has no program responsiblllﬂes with respect
to the nuclear programs of DOE. The health, safety, and envi-
ronmental protection requirements and programs of the Assistant
Secretary are (mplementad through a ser{es of Orders and regu-
lations by DOE program personnel, The DOE program personnel
are then responsible for assuring contractor compliance, W{th-
{n DOE, the health, safety and environmental protection respon-
sibllitlies are a line management responsibility assuring clear
lines of authority In i{mplementing requiremsnts, and also
assuring that health, safety and environmental protection is an
Integral part of each program maximizing the sensitivity of al)
program personnel to requlrements,

In addition to the health, safety and environmental protection
programs of DOE, oversight {s also provided through the roni-

toring of SRP activities and jolnt participation (n studfes by
saverail stato and Federal agencfes as discussed (n Chapter 6 of

this EIS. These programs and studlies include 1he Georgia
Dapartment of Natural! Resources (radiocanalysis of fish near SRP

and crabs and oysters near the seacoast and monthly analysis of
13 water—quality parameters), South Carolina and Georgfa (air-
mon(toring network, {ncluding eight sampling stat{ons near
SRP), U.S, Geological Survey (continuous monltoring of river
flow and temperature above and below the SRP), Nati{onal Centers
for Disease Control (eptdemiological studies), and the Academy
of Natural Sciences of Phltadelphla {long-term aquatic and
water—quality studies in the Savannah River near SRP). The
current reports documenting the radiation monf{toring programs
of the states ars Environmental Radiation Surveillance Report,
Summer 1980-Summer ¢, beorgla Department of Natural Re-

sources, and Nuclear Facllity Monitoring, South Carolina
Department of Health and Env{ronmental Control.
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DOE responses to comments on Draft E15 (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

B80-3

BQ—4

Wa sti{il would Tike to see the L-Reactor on a stand-by basls,
as we Indicated in cur flfth recommendation, until the vitri-
flcation of high level radioactlive waste be made possible, It
is a plty that the bulliding of the Defense Waste Processing
Facllity had not been started earlier to perform this very
needed operatlion, The Draft EIS states that 1+ will be put on
stream In 1989. (Draft EIS5 5.1.2.8.}

Flnally, we coma to cur first recommendation made at the
Scoping Hearling; a recommendatlon of part{cufar {mportance to
us who drink the Savannah River water, This has to do with
thermal effluent which wlll further degrade the Savannah Rlver
as soon as the L-Reactor goes in production,

Other independent oversight activities initiated by DOE Include
long-term aquatic and water—quality studies In the Savannah
River near SRP by the Academy of Natural Sclences of Phlladel-
phia, epidemiologlcal studles by the Los Alamos National Labor-
atory and by the Oak Ridge Assoclated Universities, Independent
environmental studles of the SRP site by the University of
Georgia's Savannah River Ecology Laboratory, and the conduct of
consu ltations with the U,S5, Fish and Wildlife Service and
Nationa! Marine Fisherles Service on endangered species,

DOE has also Initiated a 2-year program to detaermline the
environmental effects of coollng-water Intake and discharge of
the SRP production reactors, The States of South Carolina and
Georgla, the U.,5. Environmental Protection Agency, the U,S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, and the U.5. Army Corps of Englneers
are particlpating In thls program.

Ses also the response to comment CX-3 regarding DOE's response
to the GAO report entitied "Better Oversight Needed for Safety
and Heaith Activitles at DOE's Nuclear Facl|lties,”

As stated in Sectlon 5,1,2,8, the volume of high-level radle-
active waste to be generated by chemical processing of
L-Reactor material was considered In the EIS for the Defense
Waste Processing Facllity (DWPF}; thils facility Is presently
under construction at SRP, This waste wil! be stored temporar-
ily in Type=11] double-walled tanks, which have experienced no
leakage, untll the DWPF beglins to immobilize SRP high-level

wa 51'3.

Also sae the response to comment BA-5 regarding high-level
waste disposal,

See the response to comment AA-1 regarding coollag-water
mitigation alternatives and issuance of an NPDES permit for
L-Reactor,
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Comment
number

Comments

Responses

We here quote our recommendation, in part, as we presented it
tn August. ",.. we strongly recommend that a method of coolling
the reactor ef fluent be Introduced either by recycilng, by
cooling pools or by any other acceptable method which will cool
the emisslons to the standard of 90°F acceptable to South
Carclina DHEC."

Since 1977 with the passage of the Clean Water Act there has
haan furthar enahlling lagislatiaon., Ona of thagse laws ls con-
nected with permit Issvance to companies that are not polluting
and quallfy under the Clean Water Act, This Ils the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), Since SRP does
not qualify under NPDES, it has asked DHEC to al low the L-
Reactor start-up and to run for five years durlng which time an
alternative method of cooling the effluent would be worked

out, It Is our understanding that DHEC with some modiflications
will grant the permit, or at ieast that was Mr, Davis' position
In July before the issuance of the Draft EIS,

We wish to end this presentation with a quotation from a draft
position paper which was prepared by the staff of the Natural
Resources Defense Council and was to be sent to OOE in Its
final form in July, On page 5 under "Production Alternatives"
occurs the following statement:

The Draft £1S should consider as a reasonable alter-
native a delay In the operation of the L-Reactor for

an avkandad aarlad $a allre dha Tmolameandadian Af
Qi BATONUDW POl 10U TV dailew T aiT i Sirai i g 1A U

"mitigative alternatives" combined with, If neces-
sary, the alternatives of (1) boosting throughput at
the SRP reactors and the N-Reactor and (2} Accelerat-
ing the recovery of nuclear materlials from the re—~
tirement of obsolete warheads, In regard to the
first, DOE now plans to install the Mark 15 core In
one of the SRP reactors, which will Increase Its plu-
tonlum production by approximately 25%, The Draft
ElS should address the posslibillty of the use of such
cores In one or more additional reactors,

Although the Draft EIS shows no inclination on the part of DOE
to delay In starting the L-Reactor, parhaps a reconsideration
may be possible at what {s proposed above.

Ses the responses to comments BL-15, BL-19, and BL-21 regarding
production alternatives,
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Comment
number

Comments

Responses

We do not find what we have learned from the Draft EIS reassur-
Ing, We are aware that with the start~up of the L-Reactor
there will be four polluting sources In the SRP rather than
three and they will be under less riglid control than say the

A

S A S e v -
commarciai Georgia Fowar Yogtie plant neariy,

Thank you, Mr, Chalrman.

See the raesponse to comments AA-1 and AA-3 regarding Issuance
of an NPDES permit and DOE's commltment to comply with ail

applicable Federal and state environmental protection requlire—
ments, and the response to commant BQ-2 regardling Independent

o B W oo oA AT
WRTIGTIM] gilu S1UUiTS.
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Commant Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF SISTER ELLEN ROBERTSON
BR~1 I'm Sfster Ellen Robertson, |'m an Adrtan Dominican sister, The Department followed the Counci) on Environmental Quality

BR-2

8R~3

BR~4

and | speak as an {ndividual, | would ltke to brlefly address
a couple of concerns on the environmental! aspect, and basically
| belfeve that the whole thing {s being rushed, and with the
knowledge we have of things that have happened {n other parts
ot the world concerning nuclear--the materials that go tnto
making nuclear arms,

The rushing Into something that can potentially have an [mpact
on people's lives, | belfeve, has to have serfous cons(dera-
tion, and | would hope that the time would be gtven to study
particularly those areas that were brought up In the study and
have baen brought up by other people as beling very questionable
concerning the effects on the groundwater and the Savannah
Rivaer water and the environment that affects the pecople I(n the
Savannah River Plant area, not just tn the immediate area, but
downwind,

There has been a recent study on the effect this has on the
unborn, and | would just like to make that recommendation.

My other concern has to do with the need, which (s addressed (n
the document, the need for reopening the L-Reactor. | belleve
(+'s a mora! questifon, and the bishops, the Nat{onal Council of
Cathoifc Bishops in the peace pastorai, #God's peace and our

reguiations [40 CFR 1506,10 (c)] for the comment per{od on the
Draft EIS. The Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 1984, allowed the Secretary of Energy to reduce the com-
mont perfod to 30 days. The Secretary chose not to exsrcise
this optfon and allowed the full 45~day review period as re-
quested by several comment letters submitted during the scoping
period,

DOE has made every effort to fnvolve the public fn the NEPA
process for L-Reactor through several public hearings and pub~
tic comment pariods, (ncluding the opportunity to comment on
the adequacy of the EIS and the mertts of the alternatives dfs-
cussed {n the EIS before (t issues the final EIS, DOE will

consider all substantive comments before (t {ssues {ts Record

nt Namlatam ~n +hie TIC
MY O LUTRI I W 11D widg

As stated in Chapter 6 of +he EIS, DOE has maintained an inten-
sive survelllance program both onsite and offs{te, I(ncluding
beyond the mouth of the Savannsh River. DOE matntains sampling
stattons for afr quallty, sediment, sofl, ground water, vegeta-
tton and food, drinking water, aquatic biota, and radfonuclide
and heavy-metal concentrations downriver from SRP to the mouth
of the Savaanah River and in several cities and countles in
both South Carolina and Georgla ‘o assure complliance with both
state and Federal statutes and regutations (n env{ronmental
protection,

See the response to comment AY-~8 regarding health effects
studies of the population around SARP,

The national policy on nuclear weapons, their deployment, and
the need for increased weapons fs beyond the scope of this EIS.
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Comments
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response,” | would like to briefly read from the peace pastoral
ragarding the use of nuclear weapons for which the L-Reactor s
being restarted 1n order to provide plutonlum for more weapons
that are going to be made.

This 1s a dlirect quotatlon,

"We do not percelve any situation In which the
deliberate Initiation of nuclear warfare on howaver
rastricted a scale can be morally justifled,
Nonnuclear attacks by another state must be raesisted
by other than nuclear means, Therafore, a serious
moral obllgation exlsts to abolish nuclear defense

strategles as soon as possible.™

Thank you,
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Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF SISTER MIRIAM BAUERLIN
1'm Sister Miriam Bauer|in, a Francliscan, from Maryland,
| Just want to speak to two points, They are in the area of
health and safety,

BS~1 i read in the newspaper that materiais from nuciear weapons See the response to comment BL-19 regarding utilization of
that are either unused and wlll always be unused because they material from retired weapons to meet new defense nuclear
are outmoded can be used for future weapons, | just would like matarial requlrements,
to see that commented on, if that Is a possibility,

The person who spoke, and | don't remember his name, was a
person who Is Involved Tn nuclear weaponry,

BS~2 Secondly, In regards to the environmaental! safety, what atten- See the response to comment BG-9 regarding emergency response

ni

tion has been glven to the securlty and safety of the states of
South Carolina and Georgla In light of the recent Belrut trag-
edy thls country has suffered from a terrorist attack? |+t
would seem To me that although 1+ may be somewhat far reaching
to think about that, 1t could be a possibi!ity of an air,
Kamikaze-type suiclida! attack or other modes that the terror-
Ists can dream up, and therefore, really put Georgla and South
Carollna and a few other states totally out of commisslion,

That's It.
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Comment
numbear

Comments
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THE GEORGIA QONSERVANCY

Coastal Office
4405 Paulsen Strest

Savannah, Georgia 31405
(912) 355-4840

STATEMENT OF HANS NEUHAUSER
AT THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY'S PUBLIC HEARING
ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
ON THE PROPOSED RESTART OF THE L-REACTOR
AT DOE'S SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT

Savannah, GA
November 4, 1983

Mr. Chalrman, | am Hans Neuhauser, Coasta| Director of The
Georgia Conservancy, | appreclate the opportunity fo present
additional testimony on the proposed restart of the L-Reactor,
These comments are being made on behalf of The Georgla Conserv-
ancy. They ars also Intended 1o supplement comments made
eartier at previous hearings on this issue and in other

commun ications,

Central to the final decision on the restart of the L-Reactor
Is the question of need, We would like to make it clear that
we are not debating the Issue of whether there Is or s not a
need for all the products of the L-Reactor at this time, Nor
are we debating the United States' forelgn pollcy, particularly
in regard to the rele that nuclear weapons play in determining
the credibllity of this country's ralationship with the Soviet
Union, We can only assume that the needs are legitimate and
that appralsals Tndependent of the Department of Energy and the
Administration will verify the concluslons presented In the
classifled Appendix A,



LLT-K

Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)
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BT-1

BT=-2

BT=-3

Assuming that the needs truly exist, then we have to ask
whether the (mmed{ate restart of the L-Reactor (s the only
means by which those needs can be met., Are there other ways

in which the needs can be met and have less impact on the
health, safety and welfare of the citlzens of Georgf{a and South
Carolina, and which witl have less adverse fmpact on the
environment?

After all, we should not have to accept the contamination of
our surface and ground water with cesfum, cobalt, tritfum, and
other radiocactive and toxic materials (f there {s a reasonable
alternative,

We should not have to accept the destructi{on of 1000 acres of
watlands and fmportant, (f not critical, habitat for at least
three endangered speclfes (f there (s a reasonable alternative.

Sea the responses to comments AB~2 and BL-15 regarding
need and production alternat(ves,

ROE {s committed to conducting [ts operatfons (n a way that
ensures the health and safoty G6f tha public-and_the protection

of the environment,  Thus, consideratfons affecting the decl-
slon To eactor operation will (nclude practicable
mitigation measures to mi{nimize adverse effects and st{l| meet
nat{onal defense nesds,

As noted (n Section 4,1,1.5, water quality samples from the
Savannah R(ver (ndicate little varfation in measured {ndicator
parameters and chemical consti{tuents between monitoring sta-
tions upstream, adjacent to, and downstream from SRP. The EiS
assesses nonradiological liquid releases directly to ons(te
streams and those released to onsite streams via a ground-water
path from seepage basins (Sections 4,1,1,5 and 5,1,1.,2). Sec-
tion 5,1.2,7 of the EIS discusses the doses to the public from
L-Reactor-related radfologfcal liquid releases, Any radfo-
cesium and radiocobalt that is remobflized {n Steel Creek and
transported to the Savannah River will be withfn EPA drinking
water standards (Section 4,1,2,4), Also see the response to
comment AA-1 regarding cooling-water mitigatlon alternat{ves,
the response o comment AA=-2 regarding radiocesfum and rad{o-~
cobalt concentrations, and the response to commant AJ-1
regarding seepage basfns,

Impacts to wetlands and endangered specles are addressed In
Sections 4,1.1,4, 4,4,2, 5,2,4, and Appendix | of the EIS,
None of the habltats that will be Impacted by the restart of
L-Reactor have been designated as "critical"™ by the U,5, Fish
and Wildlffe Service. Also see the response to comment AA-1
regarding cooling-water mit{gation alternatives and the
response to comment AY-2 regarding presentation of current
i{nformation on the status of endangered species In this EIS,
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8T-4

BT-5

BT-6

We should not have to accept the release of radioactive
substances Into the afr we breathe (¥ there (s a reascnable
alternative,

We should not have to accept Increased r{sks *to our health, our
safety and our environment {f there is a reasonable
alternative,

Is there such a reascnable alternative? The Draft EIS, which
{s supposed to thoroughly dfscuss alternatives, does not pro-
vide encugh Information on the viability of alternat{ve ap-
proaches, Several alternatives have been presented by others
that appear to be able to meef, or approxlmafe, product lon
ngads whils :funu‘uaﬁeﬁualy reducing the environmental [mpacts
and risks. One promising alternative (s that presented by Dr,
Thomas Cochran, a senlor staff scientist with the Natural
Resources Defense Councll, Dr, Cochran's alternative, pre-
sented earli{er (n this sequence of hearings, has four major
components:

(1) acceterate the timetable for the use of the Mark-15
fue! lattfce at SRP by one year,

(2) Intt{ate productfon of "less than 6 percent plutonium
240" at the Hanford, Washington N-Reactor,

(3) accelerate the starting date for the Purex reprocess—
ing ptant at Hanford, Washfington by two months and

(4) Include [n production calculations the excess ptuton-
fum that has been produced over and above goails,

The radicactive matarials produced and utflized at SRP are con-
tafned and handled {n an environmentally safe manner. Any
radloactive releases to the environment that do occur as a re-

sult of normal operatlons are malfntained well below allowabla

limtts, The SRP operating philosophy Is to reduce such re-

leases to levels "as low as reasonably achlevable™ fn accord-
ance w!th DOE gufdellines contalned In DOE 5480,1A, Environ-
mantal Protection, Safety, and Health Protection Program for

DOE Operations,

The E1S contalns thorough discussfons of risks to the public
health and safety and to the environment as a result of the
restart of L-Reactor, As contalned In the EIS, any exposure of
the publlc to radiatifon resulting from L-Reactor restart would
be mintmal compared to the exposure from natural or cther
manmade radiatlon sources, The risks due *o poss(ble reactor
accldents are also small.

Sea the resiponses to comments BL-15, BL-20, and BL-21 regarding
production alternatives, Section 2.1,2.2 of the EIS provides
add{tional (nformation on the environmental effects of
N-Reactor aperating at a 5-percent plutonium=240 content,
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BT-7

Would this or some ofther combination of productfon programs
meat the needs? The Draft EIS Is (nsufficlent {n that {t does
not discuss these alternati{ves thoroughly enough to aliow a
prudent judgement. (For example, the Draft EIS notes that the
environmental {mpact of the Hanford N-Reactor operation wouid
have no incremental effect (p, 2-5), Is this true or {s this
statement made (n the same spirit as the 'no significant
impact”" due to the restart of the L-Reactor, which was rejected
by all three branches of our government? The detalls necessary
to decide are lacking.)

The Draft €15 (s also (nsufficlent because {t {s contradictory,
Examptas: Tha Draft clai(ms {page 5-5) that the withdrawal of
water for SRP will not affect the avallability of water for

of fs{te users, But data presentad later {e.g., page 3-28)
clearly Indfcate the growth of a cone of depressfon (n the ag-
ulfers under SRP., Savannah has a cone of depression and citi-

zansg ars wall aware that the cone of depression affects the

availabl ity of water,

Every pumping well, onsite or offsite, has a local cone of
depression, At SRP, these local cones for wells pumptng #rom
the Tuscaloosa Aqulfer might reach depths of about 12 meters,
Howaver, the cones at SRP diminish (n depressfon very rapldly
with distance from the pumping wells (Sectlon F,4,3); they are
reduced to very small levels before reaching the nearest

[ =" ) nmd L
ctfsite consumers of Tuscaloosa ground water,

As noted In this EIS, the ground-water flux flowing through the
Tuscaloosa Formation at and near the Savannah River Plant (Sec-
tions F,3,1 and F.4,2} has been conservatively calculated to be
51 cubtc meters per minute (Section F.4,2), The total! pumpage
rate tor this area In 1989, (ncluding the withdrawal for
L=-Raactor operation, the FMF and DWPF would be about 37.9 cuble
meters per minute (Section 5,2.3). The expected ground-water
usage {n the area will not exceed ava{lable (nflow In the
forseeable future, Thus, the SRP usage Is unlikaly to
appreciably affect water levels {n offsite Tuscaloosa wells,

The decif{nes In water levels In Tuscaloosa monltoring wells are
related primar{ly to Increased pumping at SRP, although some of
these daclinas are apparently assocliated w!th reduced winter
precipitatlon, Because pumping rates at SRP are expected to be
relatively stable over the next six years (23,8 cubfc meters
par second In 1982, compared to 25,4 and 26,4 cubic meters per
saecond projected for 1985 and 1989, respectively {Section
S.1.1.4 and 5,2,3)1 the dectines (n water levels (n the Tusca-
loosa Aquffer at SRP are expected to be arrested, As pumping
rates change at SRP, new equi{!(brium plezometric surfaces will
develop very rapldly; near equitibrium levels are expected to
occur (n about 100 days, Thus, pumping at SRP does not appear
to have been depleting the aqulfer,
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BT-8

BT~9

BT-10

Likewlse, the Draft EIS claims (p, 4-4) that safety considera—
tlons override production consf{derations, Yet, on page 5-9,
safety system altornatives are rejected because their applica~

Py hoadii loas 4w be —ood
tfon will not allow production schedules to be met,

The Draft EIS {is fnsufficlent because |t does not contafn
adequate data, Examples: the Impact of a major accfdent on
water quality downstream {s not adequately described,

Nor are the operating detafls of the Reactor Safety Advisory
Comm{ttee, Who are they? Are they Independent or are they
toadies of DOE? wWhat authorities do they have?

The Draft EIS is inadequate because it makes assertions and
reaches conclusfons without adequate justification, Examples:
the adequacy of protectfon of the publfe from transportation
accldents (p, 4-68) s asserted but without sufficlent datafl
to justify the conclusion,

Ground-water withdrawal due to L-Reactor restart, Including
(ncremantal pumping by support facilitfes and other SRP factli-
tles, (s expacted to decrease the water levels {n municipa)l
wells at Jackson and Talatha below 1982 levels by 0,4 and 0,1
meter respectively, These projected declines are about one-
half the water level fluctuations In Tuscaloasa wells that were
observed fn 1973 due to Increases {n winter precipation,
Long~term cycl{c changes In Tuscaloosa Aquifer water levels of
2 meters have bean observed (n wells near SRP (Sect{on
F.2,3.2),

The safety system mitigat(on alternatives fdentified In the EIS
are for the mitigation of potential consequences from hypothe-
tical reactor accldents, which have a very low estf{mated proba-
bi tity of occurrence and associated risk, Based on banef(t,
cost, and technical feasibllity, thts final EIS has (dentifled
the referance case conf(nement system as the praeferred safety
system alternative,

The {mpact of potential accidents {s discussed {n Section
4,2, of the EIS,

The Reactor Safety Advisory Committee fs comprised of two
members of the corporate management of E, |, du Pont de Nemours
and Company from the Wilmington, Delaware, off(ces, two members
of the management of the Savannah River Laboratory who are not
directly responsible for SRP reactor operatlons, and three
Independent consultants who are knowledgeable [n the fileld of
nuclear reactor safety, The committee meets several ti{mes a
year to advise du Pont management on polictfes and practices
retated to the safety of SRP reactor operatfons,

Sactton 4,3,1 of the EIS discusses the transportation of
material to and from the L-Area, and to and from the 5RP site
as a result of L-Reactor operation., Safety of the public is
ensured through attention to (1) contalnment of radloactive
mater(al, {2) control of radiation loads, (3) preventlon of
criticalfty, and (4) protectfon against theft or sabotage,
Criteria vary according to the mater{al belng shipped and are
covered fn the appropriate Department of Transportation, NRC
and DOE rogulations. Also see the response to comment AY-10

o P
regarding transportation of radloactive mater{als.
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BT-12

B8T-13

BT-14

BT-15

* BT-16

Detalis ot the cost and time requirements for bullding cooling
towers are not presented,

The Draft €15 Is Inadequate bacause it does not conslider all
the prudent and logical alternatives, Examples: the alterna-
tive sources of productlion has aiready been mentloned.

Alternative oversight mechanisms and avthorities are not
identifled or discussed,

These and other Inadequacles of the Draft EIS clearly indicate
to us that DOE has not done i+s job. Perhaps things would be
different 1f DOE befteved in th legitimacy of the £!S process
Instead of having to be dragged into It kicking and screaming
by Congress, the Administration and the Courts,

What would we 1ike to see In the Flnal €157 In addition to the
correction of the above-mentioned deflclencies, we would recom-
mand the following commitments be adopted by DOE.

(1) Accelerate production from other alternative sources,
assuming that the environmental rlsks are negligible,

(2) Defer the restart of the L-Reactor until such time as
the following can be implemented:

(I) construction of a cooling water alternative such
as coolling towers that would eliminate scalding water discharge
Into Steel Creek and the numerous environmental impacts that
such a discharge creates,

(il) Increass the laval of contalnment at the
L-Reactor, especially to provide containment for radicactive
gases that can currently escape unaffected by exis*ing

controls,

The EIS Tn Section 4,4,2 provides data with respect to costs
and Implemantation schedules for all cooling-water mitigation
alternatives constdered, The cost and schedule data presented
are the best estimates currently avallable,

Alternative sources of weapons grade plutonium are assessed in
Section 2,1 of this EIS, As discussed in Thils section, no
production options or comblnatlions of optlons can provide the
needed dafense nuciear materiais in the near-term time frame,
See also the response to comment BL-15 regarding the L-Reactor
restart and partial production optlons,

Seo the response to comment BQ-2 regarding existing oversight
mechan!sms,

DOE has prepared this EIS in compilance with the requirements
of the Energy and Water Deveiopment Appropriations Act, 1984,
and the Natlonal Environmental Pollcy Act of 1969, as amended,

See the response to comment BM=1 regarding the Department of
Energy's Record of Decision on thls E1S. All of the commi+-
ments suggested will be considered by the decislonmaker fn
arriving at the Record of Deciston, Sufficlent Informatlon on
environmental Impacts of the alternatives and optlons Is pro-
vided in this EIS to enable the decisionmakers to make a
reasoned decision, Aiso see the responses to commants AB-Z and
BL=15 regarding need and productlon options, the response to
comment AA-1 regardlng cooling water mitigation alternatives,
the response to comment BF-7 regarding contalnment, and the
response to comment BQ-2 regarding exlsting oversight
machanisms,
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BT-17

BT-18

(Ifi) accelerate the closure of all the seepage
basins and provide alternative treatment for the L-Reactor
waste, so as to avold further contamination of tha ground
water and

(iv) establish an Independent oversight group con-
sisting of Federal, State and cltizen representatives who
would work 1o insure that both the L-Reactor and SRP as a
whole would operate in the safest and most environmental by
benign method possible,

In concluslon, let me state some of our dlsappolntments. We
are disappeinted In the fnadequacy of the Draft EIS, The pres-
ent one Is not adequate to make wlse judgements, We are dis~
appointed In the continuation of the double standard for the
L-Reactor, 3Safety and environmental control standards for the
commercial nuclear power Industry are not required for the
government!s L-Reactor, This is especially Ironic when one
reallzes that plans for a new production reactor tnclude cool-
Ing towers and a containment dome, but the ancient L-Reacter Is
deemed not to need them,

We are disappolnted in the cont
I T T . P NN R T SR -~
mneg L moagac 1ol Fiygnt away wnon o
available,

ra of DOE to restart
f

T S .
arives appoal 10 s

And finally, we are disappolinted that DOE has not participated
In the EIS process In good faith, Many cltizens with many
different viewpoints have particlpated In good faith, Is it
too much to ask that our government, as represented by DOE, do
the same? We do not seek to delay for the sake of delay. We
seek delay only untll such time as needed safety and environ-
mantal quality contrals can be implemented,

Thank you,

See the responses ‘o comments AF-1 and BF-7 ragarding
di fferences between SRP and commercial nuclear reactors

he response to comment BT-13 regarding production
aativas,
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SAVANNAH AREA
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
""Wo Mean Buslness™
301 West Broad S5treet
Savannah, Georgla 31499
(912) 233-3067
STATEMENT FOR THE DEFPARTMENT OF ENERGY
PUBLIC HEARING ON
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
ON REACTIVATION OF L-REACTOR
OF SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT
BY KEN MATTHEWS
for SAVANNAH AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
Novamber 4, 1983
| am Ken Matthews, a member of the Natural Resources and Energy
Management Committee of the Savannah Area Chamber of Commerce,
On behalf of our organization, | want to thank you for this op-
portunlty to react to the Draft Environmental impact Statement
prepared by the Department of Energy for the proposed restart
of the L-Reactor at the Savannanh River Fiant near Aiken, South
Caralina,
As we have told you on previous occasions, wa have grave con-
cerns over the Depariment of Energy's plans for the reac-
tivation and expansion of facilitles ot the Savannah River
8u-1 Plant. As lay people, howaver, we feel that we may be unable In accordance with the requirements of the Councii on Environ-

to adequately evaluate the detailed sclentiflc and technical
information contalned in the draft Environmental impact State-
ment,

mental Quallty DOE has attempted to make this EIS as readable
as possible for the lay reader, glven the technlcal complexity

af +tho subjact, In addltion ha Summarv hac hoan rovlced

.......... SDLUC T IRN, % 2WTRRTY S

speclfically to be readable bty the lay publlc,
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BU-2 Cleariy, an independent, credlble analysis Is needed to allay Section 5,2 of the EIS describes the cumulative of fects of
our concerns. As you will recall, these concerns centered present and proposed SRP facilities and those of other nuclaear
around the cumulative effects of the present and proposed operations in the vicinity of SRP,
facllities of the Savannah Rlver Plant as well as those of
contiguous operatlons such as Georglia Power Company's Plant
Vogtle and the Allled General Nuclear Processing Facllity In
Barnwel!l, South Carclina,

BU=3 We are also concerned about the effective control of radio- Releases of radiocactive materials from L-Reactor and its sup-
active substances En the existing facility as they might affect port tacilities are described In Sections 4,1 and 5,1 of this
the quallty of groundwater, riverwater, and the alr, EIS. Releases from the entire Savannah River Plant are con-

trolled to the extent practicable, Materlals that are released
have a very small| radliologlical Impact on the offsite popula-
tion, The amounts of releases and thelr radlologlical impacts
on the population within an B0-kilometer radius and on down-
stream consumers of Savannah River water are published In an
annual serles of reports avallable to the public, entitled:
Environmental Monitoring In the Vicinlity of the Savannah River
Plant, The most recent of these reports, for 1982, Is DOE
document DPSPU=-83-30~-1,

BU-4 We have theretore asked that the Georgla Environmental Protec- The Georgla Department of Natural Resources, the South Carolina

tion Division and the federal Nuclear Regulatory Commisslon be
requested o review The draft Environmentai impact Statement.
We feetl that these organizatlions have the technical expertise
and political Independence to make an Informed evaluation of
the EIS that could be accepted by lay people as well as pollti~
cal leadership., Until these agencles have had the opportunity
to conduct the Independent analyslis of the EIS that we have
proposed to allay our concerns, we would ask that the reactiva-

tlon of the L-Reactor be delayed,

Once agaln, we appreclate this opportunity to express our vliaws
and assure you that we recognize and fully support the In-
terests of the Unlted States with regards to national defense,
Howaver, we ask that the nuclear development in and around the
Savannah River Plant nat be expanded further without a very
thoughtfu!, Independent analysls of the Issues that have been
ralsed and thelr potential effects on the communities and
peop le of tha Savannah River Basin,

Department of Health and Environmental Control, the Nuclear
Requiatory Commission, and other Georgia, South Carocllna, and
Federal agencles received copies of the EIS, As required by
the Enargy and Water Development Approprlations Act, 1984, the
EIS was developed In consultatlon with the States of Georgla
and Souvth Carollna. DOE provlded workling dratts of the EIS to
the states, met with thelr representatives, and Incorporated
their comments into the EIS,
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Comments

STATEMENT OF

SISTER CHARLENE WALSH, R,S.M,
207 £, Liberty St,
Savannah, GA

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT,
L-REACTOR OPERATION, SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT
November 4, 1983

I would Ifke to make two comments under the heading: Health and
Safety.

In the DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, L-REACTOR OPERA-
T!QM' SAVANNAH RIVER PLAMT=Val 1 Cantamhae 18T +haeas 1= a

Sy NhFe T TYO ety SOSPTOSMOST , 1FWS, THSTS 1D

twalve (12) page sectlon devoted speclfically to STUDIES AND
MONITORING PROGRAMS connected with the Savannah River Plant,

Here are I1sted hundreds of monitoring sites and programs for
tracing the radionucllide content of alr, water from five
streams that flow to the Savannah River, ground water, soll,
grass samples, other vegetation, miik, food, drinking water for
Port Wentworth and two South Carcollina countlies, atmosphere,
ralnwater,..

Besldes these hundreds of checks for radicnuclide content,
there are foederal and state monltoring programs for harmful
nonradiologlica! materials in the alr, surface water, aquatic
organisms, and ground water,

There Is mentlon of ongolng studies relating to coollng-water
Intake and discharge, wetland effects, effects on fisheries,
endangered specles, and five archeological sites,

All this and more to reassure us that we have Mother Nature
well under contrel., | am not reassured! Why this great
expenditure of money, time, and sclentiflc expertise, | ask,
uniess the dangers to us are equally great?
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BY-1 One paragraph from this section of the Environmental mpact At the levals of radiation exposure recelived by Savannah River

Statement stays In my heart and contributes to my oppositfon to
the restart of the L-Reactor and to the SRP, The last para-
graph on 6-8 refers to two studles being conducted on SRP
workers—-a morbldity and mortality study of radiatlon workers
and a health effects study of plutonium workers, | quote:
"Both ... are In the early data collection and validation
phase., Because these are comprehensive studles, resutts will
not be avallable for several years,”

When the studles are compl!ete, the damage will have been done!
Citizens of Georgla and South CarolTna need oniy recall the
reassurances glven the citizens of Nevada, Utah, and Arlzona,
and the errors exposed by a subsequent Congressional Oversight
Committee., | caii for such an oversight commiitee to be

asslgned this project.

My second polint relates to Health and Safety also, |t has to
do with the dally health and safety of the poor, The plutonium
produced by the restart of the L-Reactor will be used Yo carry
out the Pentagon's plans for producing weapons with flrst
strike capabllity., Billions of dollars will continue to be
spent as the arms race continues! The virtue of patriotism
causas me to challenge the restart of the L-Reactor with the
words of the Pope and Cathollc Bishops of the world at the
Second Vatican Councll: "The arms race ls one of the greatest
curses on the human race and the harm it inflicts upon the poor
is more than can be endured.”

Plant radiation workers, no detectable health effects are
expected; this bellef is based on studies by the National
Academy of Sclences Committee on the Blological Effects of
lonizlng Radiation (The Effects on Populations of Exposures +o

Low Levels of lonizing RadTatfon, Natfonal Academy of Sclences,

Washington, DC, 1980). However, to ensure that no unexpected
health effacts are overiooked, studlies are under way of the
morbldity and mortatity of SRP workers and of health ef facts of
plutonlum workers, Appendix B of the Ei15 addresses the effects
of low-lavel exposure to radiation.

DOE has asked the Centers for Disease Control, Atlanta,
Georgla, to convene a panel to revlew the SRP epldemiologlcal
studies. This panel, which Includes epidemiologists from the
health departments of Georgla and South Carolina, held I+s
tirst meeting to review ongoing studies on October 25 and 26,
1983, DOE plans fo continue the ongoing studles and to
implement any additlional studles recommended by the panel,
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES MILMINE, INDIYIDUAL

Good morning, 1 am here this morning to address this hearing
because | fesl 1t is the responsible thing for me to do, 1 am
atraid that | do It with the fesling that the DOE will Iittle
note nor long remember what | and some others will try to
contribute to the decislon-making process.

| address you again with a feeling of Inadequacy. | make no
claim to belng a nuclear physicist, That is not to say that |
do not seek better understandings and fruth in this area,

Education and communication are two of my interests. As one
vitally Interested in the decislons you make, | am iperhaps as
Interested In the decislon progess as | am In the decisions
themselves,

We live Tn a time of great technological change., Quite often
decislons regarding the use of this technology are made by men
and women like yourselvas who have been entrusted with the
authority, whether by political deslign or political detault,

The assumption of this authorlty carrles with 1t the assumption
of Implied power, It Is the arrogant display of this power
that promotes my Intarest In the environmental consequences of
the restart of the L-Reactor. 1| am still of the ballef that
our government Is Instituted among men deriving its power from
the consent of the governed. | am concerned that as a result
of our actlons and inactions we may become a goverpment of
technocrats, by technocrats and for the people.

| flnd that | must repeat my request for a genulne effort on
your part to reach the technologically disenfranchised, The
cltlzens who ere not here because they have (I++le comprehen-
slon of the start up of the L-Reactor are the critical mass )
wish you would concern yourselves with,

I am not suggesting that you contlnue to passively respond to
requests for Information, | maintaln that most citizens are
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elther too intimidated by that process or just don't know how
BW-1 to formuiate a question, | would like to see an act!ve educa- To the extent practicable, due to cost and securlity, DOE has
tional effort using existing facllitles, such as science cen~ attempted to distribute Information to the public about the
ters, schools and public television, The objective of your activities of the Savannah River Plant, During the last 6
educational efforts would be to achlieve a critical mass of years, DOE has published four EIlSs and two EAs with numerous
people that Is capable of asking intelligent questions and pro-~ references that are publicly avallable, as well as many studles
viding constructive suggestions, by the Savannah River Ecofogy Laboratory and the Savannah River
Laboratory,
| feel that this educational effort has to be a positive one,
Sitting back and answering requests for Information is cer-
talnly the path of least resistance. However, It Is bound to
lead to frustration within the critical mass and the result
could be counterproductive from your polnt of view., | wonder .
If the return on your investment would not be greater on an
active education program than on the passive Invesitment In
education you are now making.
BwW-2 "To avold the criticism you fear from people who think you are Ses the response to comment BQ-2 regarding existing oversight

"promoting nuclear energy and promoting nuclear matters,™ what=
ever they are, | repeat my suggestion for the formation of a
cltizen's committee given the rasponsibility of overseeing the
sducaticnal effort,

i aiso beiieve that this or amother citizen commiitee shouid be
involved in reviewing your environmental! monltoring program. |
see too much In-house or closaly-controlled monlitoring pro-
posed, | also see the names of a select few outside organiza-
tions doing repetitlive monitoring, | understand that some of
the data from the monitoring find thelr way into sclientific
Journals where sampling techniques and resuilfs are scruti-
nized. | am more concerned ahbout those data that do not make
It to the journals for, perhaps, national security reasons. |
am aiso concerned that the monitoring of the citizens (health,
etc,) Is not done on a regqular sclentific baslis,

You have sald that you did not think it was a wlse use of the
taxpayers' money to have one government agency review the work
of another, One person commented haere back In May that she did
not mind her money being used for that purpose, and | concur.

machanisms,

The States of South Caroiina and Georgia and the EFA conduct
monitoring In the vicinlty of the SRP , The results of thelr
monitoring are consistent with SRP data, Sectlon 5.2 describes
cumulative of fects from SRP facilities and other plants within
the Immadiate vicinity of SRP,

All documernts referenced In thls EIS are available for public
review In the DOE public reading rooms In Alken, South Caro-
lina, and Washington, D.,C, Also see the response to comment
Bw-1 and the response to comment AR~2 regarding dlsclosure of
ctassitied Information,

OOE will comply with all applicable Federal and state regula-~
tlons on environmental protection, DOE Is committed to con-
sider, evaluate, and Impfement measures fo improve safety and
health protection at SRP; thls includes long-term
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Bw-4

Bw-5

| always thought that a system of checks and balances was a
good idea In our gqovernment,

| wonder if the cltizen's committee could not assist in review-
Ing the data from the monitoring program, |'m talking about
reviewing fieid sampiing technigues and inferpretation of

data, 1| notice, for Instance, that you say that the Environ-
mantal Assessment tlsted a fligure of 46 curles of ceslium that
would bo washed out of Steel Creek in the first 14 years of
operation, Now, improved estimates indicate there would be on
the order of 14 curles, | would like to know why the estimate
was changed, | woutd also like to know how and why the
estimate was changed, 1| would feel better that there will not
be similar changes In estimates in the future, | would just
teal better 1t an Independent reviewing authority was Involved,

In sum, | remaln concerned about the critical mass of people
who are not here today. | have two constructive suggestions to
remedy the situation, One: Embark on an active and balanced
educational effort almed at involving more Intelligent people
In the decisions you are enfrusted to make. Two: | repeat my
suggestion of a cltizen's committee with oversight responstbil-
itles for some of your opsrations with the objective of lending
cradibi ilty to your declsions,

Respectful ly Submitted,

Charles E, Milmine

2427 Easy St.
By

a R1ANE_A DO
p-1a1 FIFUGTYLLS

(912) 355-5522

epldemiclogical studies that currentiy are being evatuated by
the Centers for Disease Control, Atlanta,

Also ses the response to comment BQ-2 regarding existing
ovarsight mechanisms,

See Section D,4.3 of the £15,

Ses the response to comment 8W-1 regarding publicly avaijable
Information and the response to comment BQ-2 regarding
Independent monitoring by the States of South Carolina and
Georgla,
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BX~1

BX-2

STATEMENT BY

JAMES O, HOWARD
P.0. Box 13687
Savannah, Georgia 31416

4 Novembar 1983

Concerning The
L-Reactor Environmental Impact Statement

1 am deeply troubled as are many others In coastal Georgla with
the operations at the Savannah River Plant (S5RP}, Although |
am speaking in response to immedlate concerns about the restart
of the "L¥ reactor, this also relates to the overall SRP
operation,

| do not bellieve the present modus operandl of SRP is as sate
an operation as it easlly could ba, Specifically, | beliave
the L-reactor and all other reactors should be retroflitted with
containment domes and cooling towers and an adequate permanent
waste storage facllity,

You of the Department of Energy (DQE) clalm the towers and
domes are not needed because of the size and type of reactors
at SRP, However, we both know that if any agency other than
the federal government put a reactor In operatlon they would be
forced to take these safety praecautlions, Surely 1 It is
nacessary to have a multi-billlon dollar defense budget, part
of which will create more nuclear weapons material and assocli-
ated high~level nuclear wastes, It Is reasonable to expect that
the production of that material be done In the satest way
possible,

A second point that concerns me Is the propensity of your
agency (DOE) and Its predecessor organization (AEC and ERDA)
for not telllng the truth to the American people, In the case
of the SRP operation you clalm the operation s safe and clean
but there Is very little in your past history to justitfy
believing you can ba trusted to tell! the truth or to bsileve

See the responses to comments AA-1 and AB-13 regarding
Informaticn provided In the EIS on cooting-water mitigation
alternatives, the response fo comment BA-5 ragarding hligh-level
radioactive waste, and the response to comment BF-7 regarding
dl tferences betwaeen SRP and commerclal nuclear reactors,

Sea the response to comment BQ-2 regarding Independent
monitoring,
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that vou witl not mislead us 1f It Is more convenlent, For
this raeason | belleve there should be an [ndependent oversight
commi ttee established to oversee and monltor the present and
future oparations of the SRP,
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Statement of the League of Women Voters of Georgla
at the Public Reglonal Review of

DRAFT ENYIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
EACTOR OPERATION  SAVAMMNAH RIVER P ANT

PR TNy e IuNERI ML PN TR § nsuv

AIKEN, S,.C,

1 =8

| S oY 8

Held at the DaSoto Hilton Hotel
Savannah, Ga, November 4, 1983
9:00 a,m, and 6:00 p,m,

GENTLEMEN:

Introduction of myselif

| am Geraldine LeMay, chalrman of the Natura! Resources Com-
mittee of the League of Women Voters of Savannah-Chatham County
and formerly chalrman of the Energy Committee of the League of
woman Voters of Georgla, Mrs, Lee Wash, president of the
Georgia League, has asked me to represent her in speaking for
the state League at this hearing. Care for the snvironment s
a major concern of the Lusague, and the League of Women Voters
of the U.S. In its policy toward energy developmant and imple~
mantation takes the positlon that "anvironmental protection Is
a primary consideration,'

My previous appearances at Savannah River Plant hearlings

This 1s my fourth time to reprasent the Georgia League of Women
Yoters at a public hearing on the proposed reactivation of the
L-Reactor at the Savannah Rlver Plant, My ear!ler comments
wore concerned wilth the need for an Environmental Impact State~
ment (E{S) and recommendations on the process of lt+s develop-
ment and desirable goals for the EIS. Today | am pleased that
the draft £15 has now baen issued, | have some comments on Its
findings,




Table M=2, DOE responses fo comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comments

Responses

8yY-1

BY-2

L61-H

BY-3

Comments on the findings of the DEIS

1, Need for the operation of the L-Reactor

The report provides very little Information related to the need
for the oparation of L-Reactor at this time, Statements re-
garding the need to produce more plutonium are based on clas—
sifled Information contalned In Appendix A, which 1s not avalil-
able to the general public, s0 no definfite substantiation of
need Is provided by the DEIS.

2, Productlon alternatlives

The study of production alternatives was not adequate, The
dratt did not even consider such an alternative as speeding up
the recovery of obsolete warheads, a proposal advenced by Sen,
Nunn and Rep, Thomas and approved by President Reagan. Recov~
ory of plutonium from commsrclal power reactor spent fuel also
was not consldered as a viable alternative bacause of timling
conslderations and legisiation prohibiting such use of fuel
producad in commarcial reactors, These alternatlives deserve
consideration slnce they might help to alleviate two problems
connected wlth the nuclear energy program, by 1) Increasing the
supply of weapons grade materials and 2) reducing the size of
the nuclear waste noW In storage,

3, Water pollution at the SRP

The DOE states that organic solvents have sesped from chemlcal
settling basins at the SRP and have contaminated groundwater
supplles at the plant and that fraces of the contaminants have
also been found in the Tuscaloosa Aquifer, a major source of
drinking water for Georgla and South Carolina, The Senate,
with Senator Thurmond as princlpal sponsor, has ordered the ax-
penditure of funds to clean up the pollution, to phase ocut some

See the response o comment AB-2 regarding information on need
tor defense nuclear materlials Iin the E!S and the Informatlon
available to declsionmakers,

The converslon of spent commerclal reactor fue! Into weapons-
grade plutonium is currently prohibited by law [Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, 42 USC Sectlon 2077(e}l, Leglslative
removal of this prohibition 1s not considered a reasonable
altarnative to tha restart of L-Reactor as a source of weapons-
grade plutonium, This policy determination was passed by
Congress in Decembar 1982 which reatfirmed the position of
strict separation of nuclear defense and commercial activities
established by the Atomic Energy Act In 1934, Moreover, when
the House of Representatives was specifically asked In Dacember
1982 to reject the prohibition drafted by the Senate, the House
overwhelmingly refused to do so by a vote of 281 to 107 {(U.S.
Cong, Rec,, Volume 128, pages HB816-8817, December 2, 1982),
The anticlpation that such a strong and recent statement of
palicy would be reversed In the near future Is unreasonable.
The recovery of material from retired warheads lIs Included in
the annual Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum, Additional
information on production options has bean added to Sections
1.7 and 2.1 of this £1S5,

See the responses to commants AJ-! and BG-4 regarding the use
of seepage basins and DOE commitments for ground-water

protection.
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BY-4

BY-5

BY-6

BY-7

seapage basfns now {n use and to build & new treatment plant
properly to process waste water, this to be done within
twanty-four months of the final approval of the project., In
fine with this directive, If {t {5 decided to placa the
L-Reactor back in operatlon, the DOE, with proper concern for

the hsalth of the peopls of the area, should delay Its start-

up, with the added volume of waste water thfs will bring, unti!
after the waste water freatment plant (s operable and the use
of seepage basins (s reduced,

4, Public safety and environmental protectfon

The DOE s required by law to constder serlously all options to
minimize damage to the public health and to the environment,

To this ond it has been suggested that cooling towers and a
contalinment dome should be buflt at L-Reactor, and Senator
Mattingly earifer expressed concern about an L-Reactor without
such safety features, The draft EI5 dismisses such suggested
alternatives, saying efther they will not allow DOE to meet
production schedutes or that they are too costly. Congress
has, however, shown by Its actlon on the wastewater treatment
plant that [t considers just(flable the expanditure of funds to
enhance public safety and environmental protect(on,

[+ P N

Requasts for ac

1, To provide the protection which ts due to all clttzens in
South Carclina and Georgfia living (n an area whaere afr and
water quality could be affectad by the L-Reactor reactfvation
the DOE facti{tles should be reguired to meet the federal and
state environmental standards which apply to commerclal
reactors,

2, |f the final deciston (s to reactlivate L-Reactor, befcre
start-up al! feasible steps to avofd damage to the environment
should be taken,

3., To avoid the criticism or the actuality of a bfased ap-
proach DOE should establish an fndependent oversight committee
tn line with the recommendatlions made by the plalntiffs (n a
lawsult about the EIS, Such a committes would overses studles
and mitifgation measures, The need for such a commf{ttee (s made

The EIS presents the analyses for all mitigatfon alternatives,
Including cooltng and safety systems, fn Sectfons 4.4, and

4,4,2 of the EIS. Also see the responses to comments AA-1 and
AB-13 regarding Information contatned in this EIS on cooling-
water mitigation alternatives, the response to comment BF-7

regarding a containment dome, and the response to BM~1 regard-
fng the Department of Energy's Record of Decfslon on this E1S,

See the responses to comments AA-3, and BF-7 regarding DOE's
comm[tment to comply with applicable federal and state regula-
tions and the di fferences betwson SRP reactors and commerclal
ltght-water reactors,

Sea the responses to comments AA-1 and AA-3 regarding
cool{ng-wzter alternatives and DOE's comm{tment to comply with
applicable federal and state environmentat protection
regulations,

Sea the rasponse to comment BQ-2 regarding [ndependent moni~
toring by the States of South Carolina and Georgla, and the
response 1o commant AB-~20 regardfng the opinfon of the U,S,
District Court and the preparation of the Finding of No
Signif{cant Impact,
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Comment Comments Responses

number
aspecially deslirable because the DOE used for the preparation
of the DEIS the same company which conducted the earller
environmental assessment, whose conclusien of no significant
Impact from the reactivation of the L-Reactor was termed by
U,S. Cistrict Judge Thomas P, Jackson “unreasonable® and an
"abuse of discretlon,”
My conclusion

sY-8 If tha ELS does palnt to the llkelihood of serlous harm to See the response to comment BM-1 regarding the Department ot

paop le and to the physlcal environment, the L-Reactor should
not be put back Into operation, The health and safety of the
people who (ive and work in the area should be accepted as In-
finitely more valuable than the millions of doltars Invested In
an ldle nuclear reactor., The L-Reactor should not again be
placed In operation If doing so will lower the quallty of life
for the people who live In Its Immediate area In South Carolina
and Georgla and along the Savannah River below the plant site,

Garasldine LeMay

Enargy's Record of Declsion on this EIS,
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Comment
number

Comments
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BZ~-1

Statement of Virginia Brown, citizen, before the
Departmant of Energy at a Publlc Hearing at Savannah,
Georgta, November 4, 1983, on the Environmental Impact

Statement regarding the restart of tha L-Reactor at
the Savannah River Plant, Alken, South Carollna,

| am not reassured by the message in the recently reteased EIS
on the reactivation of the L-Reactor, It seems to me to ac-
cept the fact that reactivation will damage the surrounding
environment; to send the message that {ittie can be done about
1t; and to say that, even If something could be done, nothing
will be,

Recently, | read, in the Christlan Sclence Monitor, a page and
halt of Interview’ with a modern Amerlcan farmer. Better

than | can, myself, his words express my consternation with the
drift of philosophy that Is evidencing Itself In recent years
among certaln sagments of Unlted States soclaty,

NOTE 1: Letters from an American farmer, 1983, Wendef| Berry,
Port Royal, KY, to Christlan Sclence Monitor staff writer,
Robert Marguand, Jr.

The purpose of the Environmental Impact Statement Is to analyze
the environmental consequences of the proposed restart of
L-Reactor In accordance with the Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Act, 1984, and the National Envircnmental Policy
Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended,

DOE wilt prepare 1ts Record of Declision besed on the EIS and on
other studles on tha need tor defense nuclear materials, DOE
will consider all alternatives in reaching Its dacision, In=
¢luding environmentally preferable alternatives and preferences
for alternatives based on the technical, economic, and statu-
tory mlssion of the agency; DOE will also determine whether ali
practicabls means to avold environmental effects from the
selected alternative have been adopted, DOOE will comply with
all applicable Federal and state regulations on environmental
protection,
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Commant Comments Responses
number
Bz~2 Thls farmer was assessing the Impact that an energy producing The Savannah River Plant Is owned by the U.S5, Government and

piant would have on his locality, He sald, In part,

"(The peopta who are In charge of the plant)} activities do not
Itve hare and so do not have to worry about its safety., Thelr
Indl fference to its Impact, and thelr indifference to Its
safety has been a matter of public record from the baginning.

NCafa uca of any ?echpnlm¥ chould ha Qnrcnnal v quarantead b

T;;-;a;;;r; of the boéF&'gf trustees anE'E?:;é%érs::;;;f-;;,"
they should be perscnaliy liable to prosecution \f thelr
guarantees fall,

"(The fact} that dangerous power=--nuclear and otherwl|sa-~-can be
used without such guarantees not only constitutes an
Intoterable threat to public heaith and welfare, but Is a kind
of technological pollitics that 1s totatltarian In Implication,

"Frge enterprise |s defensible only when used by people whote-
heartedly committed to the weifare of thelr nelghbors, nelgh-
bors belng any who llve within reach of the consequences of
one's acts., The Interest of nelghbors should take precedence
over tha Interests of stockholders, business partners and
allles, prefarred customers, etc. One of the dutles of our
government, as constituted, Is to assure that precedence,™

operated by Du Pont without fee, NIinety-seven percent of the
SRP employees, including DOE and Du Pont management personnel
reside In the 13 countles surrounding the Plant. Safety and
environmental factors are major components of operating the
SRP, The SRP Is operated In the safest possible manner with
releases controlled to as low as reasonably achlevable levels
that are well within applicable standards. The owners/

operators understand the responsibllity for safety and

CEY

operatlion of the SRP,

safety and prudent
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Ca-1

861-H

CA-2

CA-3

THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN YOTERS OF SAVANNAH-CHATHAM
321 €, York St.
Savannah, Georgla 31401

STATEMENT BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AT A PUBLIC HEARING

AT SAVANNAH, GEORGIA, NOVEMBER 4, 1983, ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT STATEMENT REGARDING THE RESTART OF THE L-REACTOR AT THE
SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT, AIKEN, SOUTH CAROLINA

! am Virginia Brown, member of the Environmenta! Quallty Com=
mittae of the League of Women Voters of Savannah-Chatham,

The League of Women Voters "beileves That government should e
responsive to the will of the people,..allowlng them to share
In the so{u?%on ofseproblems which affect the general
wolfare,"

The Savannah-Chatham League belleves that, in the case of the
Savannah River Plant, the original declision to tulid this plant
In our area was not made locally; that the declislion was made
wlthout the participation of those who would be directly
atfacted environmentallv. That lack of clitlizen Input on
decislon-making should not continue, the League believes.
Further development of the plant, such as reactivation of the
L-Reactor should only be accompiished atter local peopie have
shared In that decislon,

The League also wonders 1f the manufacture of additional
nuclear fuel for weapons of war is conduclve to the promotion
of world peace to which principle the League Is committed,

in Aprii of 1982, a national pubiic opinion poli reported that
58 percent of the sample surveyed agreed with thls statement:

"Protecting the environment Is so Important that
requirements and standards cannot be too high, and
continulng environmental improvements must be made
regardless of cost,™

Any declsion to operate L-Reactor will be made in accordance
with the provisions of the National Environmental Pollcy Act
including those which involve public participation,

The national policy on nuclear weapons, their deployment, and
the need tor Increased weapons Is beyond the scope of this
EIS,

The Uepartment of Energy wiii consider aii factors--cost,
schedule, environmental impacts Inciuding health and safety,
national securlty, and DOE's statutory mission in formulating
its Recor¢ of Declslon, )
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number
The Leaque urges decision makers to heed thls expression of
concern,
CA-4 The League of Women Voters belleves that “special attention The impacts of nonradiological and radiologlcal releases from

must be given to solving wast? disposal problems assoclated
with nuclear energy sources,"

Weo are concerned about the "waste" that Is to come out of the
plant as heat In water discharges to pollute nearby streams;

the "waste” that comes out of the plant of both chemlcal and

radioactive discharges to pollute the air and water; and the

"waste" that comas out as radioactive solids with no proved,

safe storage technlques to keep It from eventually po!luting

t+he environment,

To lessen the Impacts of the above listed environmental
Impacts, the League supports the use of adequate safeguards
Including contalnment of air and water pollution; cocling of
discharged hot water before being channeied info The naturai
water courses; and, delaying of the restart unti! some
reliable, safe way Is found to store nuclear wastes,

V\MPACT ON ISSUES, 1982-1984, the League ot Women Voters of
the United States, copyrighted 1982,

L-Reactor are described In detall In Sections 4.1.1 and 4,1.2
of the EIS, The "wastes," In the form of heat In water dls-
charges and chemical and radioactive discharges, are reguiated
by state and Federal permits, As noted In Sectlion 5,1.2.8, the
volume of high-level radloactive waste to be generated by chem—
Ical processing of L-Reactor material was considered In the EIS
for the Defense Waste Processing Facltlty (DOE, 1982), DOE
wiil comply with all applicable state and Federal reguiations
on environmental protection, Also see the response to comment
AV-2 regarding hligh-level radioactlve waste,
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cB~1

€B-2

cB-3

STATEMENT OF WOLFGANG BENGTSSON

The Savannah Rlver Plant doesn't have to restart L-Reactor
operations, My reasons for this statement are:

The plutonium produced during L-Reactor operations is supposed
to be used as nuclear explosive In mostly middle range Euro-
missiles, To me the resumption of L-Reactor operations means
an intimidating attempt during the stili lasting Geneva negoti-
ations, |t anticipates a fallure tn those negotiations between
the United States of America and the USSR, The responsible
party for the restart of the L-Reactor, currently the Reagan
administration, seems to prepare a bulld up of nuclear war-
heads to hasten the deployment of missliles In case of a fallurs
of the US-USSR-negotliations on Euromlsslles, This might--In my
opinlon=-harden the position of the Russlan party and goad +hem
to prepare simllar action to produce more warheads. This path
Is well known as a part of the so called arms race and might
well precipitate an evitable disaster,

Even after a temporal fallure In Geneva In serious and genutne
negotiations there is no need, in my opinlon, to restart L-
Reactor operation, By the way, from my point of view, there Is
nefther a sign ot fallure nor one of ganuine negotiations at
Geneva, But nuclear material might be gained by reworking dis-
carded warheads and reprocessing the aged nuclear explosives,
Reprocessing nuclear waste of working nuclear power plants wli)
give an additional amount of plutonium, From my knowledge ali
the requirements to match thls scenaric are fulfiiled. There~
tfore enough nuclear exploslves for truly necessary missliies are
avallable without restarting a very special plutonium producing
reactor,

Another factor might provide agalnst the L-Reactor's restart,
The more M™fresh™ plutonium Is produced for nuclear warhesads the
more aged material due to the radlcactive decay has to be taken
care of, Care in this case means storage over centurles, But
there 15 no secure storage possibility, Even after glassifica-
tion=~which by now Is stil]l in a process of research and ap-
proval and has led to no reassuring results--the radloactlive
waste stil!| produces heat and, thus, is able to change geologi-
cal properties of the storage site, Storage in water basins or

The national policy on nuclear weapons, thelr deployment, and
the need for increased woapons Is bheyond the scope of this EIS,

See the responses to comments BL-19 and BY-2 regarding
utilization of material from retired weapons and commerclal
reactors,

The plutonium from retired weapons systems |s routinely reused
In new weasons systems,

As dascribed In Section 5.1.2,8 of the £1S, the high=lewel
radfoactive wastes assoclated with L-Reactor operation will be
stored temporarily In existing multibarrier waste tanks at the
Savannah River Plant, The concentration of fissionable mate—
riat in SR? waste is balow that required to produce a critical
mass. Beginnlng In 1990, this waste wll! ba solidifled Into
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number
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artificlal pools Is not a secure possibi!ity, either. This Is
obvious because of 1ts dependence on stirring and cooling which
again may fail related to electrical and other problems, If
the coollng and stirring system or elther of them faiis to work
properly, the critical mass of radionuclides Is readily
achieved,

All this leads to my opinlon that a restart of L-Reactor
operations In general and especially at thls very cruclal
period of this century Is unnecessary and might even be
disastrous,

borosilicate glass waste forms in the Defense Waste Processing
Facllity, The engineering design and assaessment for the waste
forms and for the DWPF are essentially complete; groundbreaking
for the DWPF was held on November 8, 1983, The boroslllicate
glass waste forms will be placed in temporary storage onslite
and then placed In a deep-mined Federal geclogic repository,
Heat production from the relativaely dilute SRP high-lavel
wastes Is quite low, about 100 to 500 uafts for aach ton-and-

-t & nunc hoasmmm T 0L WYY ey
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numbe:
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cec-1

cc-2

cc-3

all other nuclear facllitles,

STATEMENT OF WIEBKE BENGTSSON

| am worrted about the environmental aspects and the affection
on public health, that a restart of the L-Reactor would have,
Moreover | am very concerned about the emergency plans which
witl come Into action after a reactor accident,

A high radlocaeslium concentration in surface sediments of the
Steael Creek down to the delta are raported In the EIS (_>_10
pCurie per square meter), At the Savannah River, sediments
have essentially higher concentration of radioceslium downstroam
ot the SRP than upstream, It Is not very reasonable to belleve
that the concentration will drop with the resumption of L~
Reactor operations. in natura! habltats there is an snrichment
of radlonuclides tn plants and animals as passing along The
food chain, As a mother of a three month old baby | am worried
about the effects of radloactive nutrition on my chlildren and
on their children, Our knowledge about the critical level of
radionuclides In food equals almost zero, but we know that
nuclear radlation has a powerful Impact on lethal and subiethal
mutations In animais, Moreover the authors of the €15 admit
that the radlation released from SRP at normal operation
without a working L-Reactor Is more than double the amount of
After a restart of the L-Reactor
the tevel of radlation is not |lkely to decrease, Although
thls Is so~called low level radiation there Is no proot that
this radiatlon Is not dangerous, !n the vary few research
studies on thls subject there is an indicatlion, that long term
exposure to low lavel radlation affects the genotype of ani-
mals, The alteration In chromosomal appsarance and behavior
during cell division may occur not untlil the flrst generation
after the exposure. In a situation when we do not know 1f low
level radlation,,....ancther low radiation source.

| think there is stil] another very Important reason to--at
least=--postpone the restart of the L-Reactor, What | learned
from E1S about the emergency plans which come Into actton after
a reactor's tallure Is that they are classifled or at least not
easy to get for the public, In case of an accident people will
panic if they do not know the proper emergency plan, I1f there
should be the need of an evacuatlion authorities might not be

Bioaccumutation is discussed in Appendixes B and D and Is also
taken Into account In the dose calculations presented in Sac-
tion B,3. According to the practice of the Nuclsar Regulatory
Commisslon, Infants are assumed to eat small amounts of flsh
and should recelve a negliglble dose from this pathway,

See the response to comment BF-6 regarding radlation protection
standards and the estimated maximum annual health effects
associated with L-Reactor and Its support facilities,

All emargency plans developed for offsite responses to SRP
Incidents are readlly avallable from cognlizant Federal, state,
and local agencles. Federal plans encompassing the responsi-
bl1tties of the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the Inter-
agency Radliologlcal Asslstance Plan, and Emergency Managemant
Plans for the Department of Energy can be obtalned from the DOE
Savannah Rlver Operations Office, State general and
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able to handle the throng, According to the EIS there Is only site-speclflc plans for the SRP can be obtalned from the

one hospital whare the personnel might be able to deal with Georgla Emergency Management Agancy or the South Carolina

radloactive decontamination, Emergency Preparedness Divislion, County plans can be obtained
from each county emergency preparedness director, None of
these plans Is classified, Persons residing within the emer-
gency planning zones will be Informed of the planning for
responses to radiological emergencles in thelr areas, Work-
shops will be conducted to delineate responsibilitles and
appropriate actlons to be taken., Each plan will Include the
idantiflcation of services avallable, includling decontamina-
tion, first aid, shelters, hospitals, and security. Agreements
with and fraining for organizations providing special services
are part of the plans, Several hospltals In the SRP area are
capable of handllng contamlinated patients,

cC-4 But 1 want to stress the fact that there Is no possiblilty of No acute offslte effects should result from either routine

dealing with radiation diseases. There s no cure from operation of L-Reactor or hypothetical accldents, See Section

exposure to radlation In case of an SRP-accident, How are G.3.3.1 of the EIS,

peop le supposed to be treated who hava a radiation diseasa?

They should know it, But by now there are almost no

information about that according to the EIS.

cc-5 The pubtic should have full access to all emergency and See the responses to comments AY-11 and CC-3 regarding

avacuatlon plans, As long there 1s no full Information about
those plans the restart of the L-Reactor should be put off,

... 8nd how a possible accident may affect thelr personal
heaifh, v

emergency response plans and where these can be obtained.
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CD-1

cD~-2

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM McLAUGHLIN ON DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL {MPACT STATEMENT L-REACTOR OPERATION

[ PPy S A 1anx
MOV w, 1700

DeSoto Hilton Hotel
i

My name (s Willfam MclLaughlin, | have presented testimony on
the need for a complete and environmentally sound Environmental
Impact Statement on the L-Reactor {n Augusta, and hera In
Savannah, | congratulate the Department of Energy for (ts
thoroughness In complying with the letter of the law, That law
being the Nationa! Environmental Policy Act of 1969-NEPA. |
continue to be (mpressed at the great amount of effort that has
gone fnto the rebuttal of those speaki{ng in favor of the
Environmental mpact Statement, as well as those speaking (n
tavor of specific Environmental Impact Statement
recommondat{ons,

But | am very frustrated and angry at what | percelve as a
total violation and disroegard for the splrit of this same law,
| fes! as {f the Department of Energy has decided that the
L-Reactor wil] re—commence operation as soon as humanly
possibla==w(th no real regard for i(ts effects on the land and
people of South Carolina and Georgla, All of the legitimate,
publ({c generated, environmental and health concerns have been
negated and nullifled on paper, in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, | am sorry to Inform this committee that [t
Is not golng to be that easy.

The results and recommendations of the Environmental Assessment
wore not adequate, Nelthser are the results and recommendations
mnb Fhoa Crvimanmantal lmnand Céhadamand whinh arsa roamambahla
A ] P =T JF W A LAl =L ] JIGIV‘IIV!II’ AR R 11] AL A ] ] l'\ﬂlli’

simitar to the Environmental Assessment,

Once agaln, ! come before this committee, Now, however, | feeil
completely powerless and disenfranchi{sed from the act of
presenting any seriously considered environmental input {nto
the proposed decisfon to restart the L-Reactor,

The Department of Energy has prepared the EIS to analyze the
environmental impacts of the proposed restart of L-Reactor,
Subjects for the scope of the EIS that were substantive and
relevant to the proposed action were {ncluded in the EIS,
Comments that were outside the scope of the EIS or not related
to the NEPA process were not included,

Also see the response to comment BM-1 regarding the preparation
of the Departmant of Energy's Record of Decision on this EIS,

Many areas of dlscussion in the Environmental Assessment have
been expanded In this EIS, Including production aiternatives
and nesd, 5 dsiasy of L=Rsactor restart, currsnt fisheriss dats,
data for accident calculations, safety mitigation alternatives,
and detatlad data on cooling-water alternatives, DOE w!l) base
I¥s decfslon on the restart of L-Reactor on the final EIS and
on other studies on the need for defense nuclear materials,

The decision process will consider the environmental ly prefer-
able alternatives and preferences for aliternatives based on the
tochnical, economic, and statutory missions of the agency,
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With that In mind, | present the following, within the context
oniy of the letter of the 1969 NEPA law,
Co-3 | _teel that the environmental integrity of the ecology of SRP Sea the response to comment AA-1 regarding coollng water

demands t) cooling towers, 2) a contalnment dome, 3) proper
waste storage facllitles, and 4) an independent oversight com-
mittee of total SRP operations, The Dapartment of Energy has
not found any of these to be necessary for a safe startup,

On that last polnt, an oversight committee, | would like to
publicly offer myself as a potential member of that committee,
Representative Lindsey Thomas first proposed this committee and

| have personally made this same request of him, | shall be
walting to hear from both of you,
Wa are all here to face up to a responsibillity, A responsi-

bllity to ourselves and future generations., We must not allow
the L-Reactor to commence operations without adequate safety
precautions.

alternatives, the response to comment BF-7 regarding contaln=-
ment, the response to comment BA-5 regarding waste storage
facllities, and the response fo comment BQ-2 regarding exlst-
Ing oversight mechanisms,
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STATEMENT OF MIRIAM LITCHFIELD
My name ic Mirlam Litchflald | tectlflaed at the tast hearlng
in Savannah concerning the Environmental Assessment of the L-
Reactor startup. This evening | find myself having the same
doubts, fears, and frustrations as | had last May, It seems
CE-1 lHttie has changed., Yes, you did comply with the law and com- See the responses to comments AA-1 and AB-13 regarding cooling-

plete a draft Environmental Impact Statement, but what major
changes did you make after hearlng our concerns? You made no
provislons for coolling towers, a containment dome, waste stor-
age facillties, or an Independent oversight commlttee, An En-
vironmental Impact Statement is not jJjust a formality made to
appease concerned cltizens, |1 congratulate you for finally
submitting a draft Environmental Impact Statement, but wish !
could also congratulate you tor taking cur concerns and making
them a part of that statement,

water mitigation aiternatives, the response to comment BF-7
regarding contzlinment, the response to comment BA-5 regarding
waste storage facilities, and the response to comment BQ-2
regarding existing oversight mechanisms,
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STATEMENT OF L, NOREENE PARKER
November 3, 1983

I, L. Noreene Parker, strongly object to the restarting of the
L-Reactor,

CF=1 ! believe that at least the responslbility & the accountabiilty See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-1 regarding DOE's
of the DOE on this project, should be to strictly adhere to the commitment to comply with applicable Federal and state
present regulations governing nuclear tfacilities, since even environmental protection requirements and the dIf ferences
these are, at best questlonable and poor In protecting and in- batween SRP and commercial reactors.
forming innocent citizens,

CF-2 The environmental and health damage that we know will occur Is Routine and accidental radloactive releases have been docu-
totally unacceptable and inexcusabla, but fhe admitted pro- mented, and potential radiation doses to the public have baen
Jected damage that will occur Is only the Tip of the iceberg. calculated, In all cases, the radlatlion doses have been within
The unadmitted and unmonitored accldents, the lack of proper radiation protection standards, Over the years, increased in-
inspactiaons, and the total unwillingness to properly Inform the strumentation, Improved mitigation devices, and stricter pro-
public and to adhere to even the necessary precautlons for en- cedural controls have reduced the magnlitude and frequency of
suring environmental and pubtlc safety 1s an ongolng horror such releases. An annual report on the magnitude and dose sf~
+hat should not be forced on to the pecple of this or any other fects of both routine and accidental releases Is made avallable
araa, to the pubiic, “axh_\

/ B

CF=3 There 1s no acceptable excuse for such a harmful and dangerous %oe the response to comment AA-! regarding coollng-water miti-
development to be glven any exemption or any lentent cons idera—~ gation altaernatives, and the response fo comment BF-7 regardl
tlons when it comes fo precautlonary measures regarding release containment and radlation protectton standards.
of contaminants, containment domes, or cooling towers., In re-
opening even the simplest of commercial facllitles, the current Ailthough L-Reactor was constructed about 30 years ago, the
building codes and regulations must be adhered to; and old +hick concrete walls of the main reactor bullding and the
facilities must be brought up to standard, This simple rule stalnless-steel equipment inside have shown [ittle or no
shouid not aiiow for the release of harmful contaminants, ths deterioration, About 60 percent of the 204-mililon-dollar
destruction of the environment and the naedless endangering of restart cost Is for Improvemants In the safety and operating

the public on a slow and continuous basls,
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CF—4

CF=5

CF-6

| urge you to live up to your public responstbilities to pro-
tect the public from this type of {ntentional, Irreversible
destruction that we are powerless to protect ocurselves
agalnst, We are struggling to protect and bulld on our natura)
rosources In this prolific marine area, Bullding contaminants
(n our rivers, reefs, fish, and wildlife (s not only harmful
and fignorant; but also very dangerous to the economy of this

area which depends on the aquifer for [ts water, and the rivers

and ocean here for seafood and recreation,

| wish to continue to live In this area and | bel{eve that It
(s the responsibility of all of us to protect and rebufld our
environment for future generations and not to create f(ncurable
contam{nants and horrors for future generati{ons to face because
of our negt{gance and lack of concern for the future.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS MADE AT PUBLIC HEARING OM NOVEMBER 4, 1983

Another thing | would Ilke to ask (s: What will happen In case
of an accident? Do we know (n case something should occur?
Witl we have to pay for an accldent, should |t occur? What (s
the DOE doing to educate the public?

{ am a scuba diver, | am not pleased with the solutfon, !
would lfke to find cut exactiy what happens to the sediment
when 1T {s pumped out into the ocean? What happens to the iow
teval radf{ation and to the low level waste (f they are dumped
In the ocean?

systems and ef fluant controls that have been devaloped and
fnstalled in the other SRP reactors since L-Reactor was placed
on standby, These Improvements, along with the restoration and
upgradfng work, will bring L-Reactor up to the standards of the
other reactors. {nspections and testing before startup will
ver{fy equipment performance and relfabflity.

The Department of Energy wlil] take all reasonable measures to
assure that the environment (s protected, The releases from
L-Reactor operatlion, as identified in Chapter 4 of the E1S, are
wel} within applicable standards and are monftored by DOE, the
EPA, and the States ot South Carolina and Georgia, MNo effects
on the marine lffe {n the Savannah River estuary, or the Atlan-
tic Ocean, and no offsite contamination of ground-water aquf-
fars have boen detected., The ground-water protection program
at SRP is heing extensivaly studied; & for
S program w T

indemnlfication of ilablltty resulting from nuclear accldents
fnvolving 0OE contractors would be (n accordance with Secti{on
170 of the Atomic Energy Act as smended. See also the response
to comment AY-11 regarding emergency response planning.

An evaluation of the .fate of radioactivity released from SRP to
the Savannah River upon reaching the ocean can best be done by
examining ihe fate of failout radioactivity resuiting from past
nuc tear weapons testing, The amount of rad{oact(vity from SRP
reaching the ocean {s only a very small fraction of that due to
fallout, The total input of Cs-137 and Pu-239/240 to the
Savannah River watershed from fallout is estimated fo bs 2800
and 55 curfes, respectively, while the amounts of Cs-137 and
Pu~239/240 released from SRP operatfons In The past are ap prox-
tmately 500 and 0.3 curfes, respactively. Most of this radio-
activity {5 retained by the watershed bound to soll or
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Rasponses

Commant Comments
numbef
CF=7 | boelfeve this will continue up the food chafn and could

possibly harm us, def!ntely harm us, according to many
blologists, (n the future,

a i

i don't want fo see This occur,

sediment, and only a small fraction reaches the ocean,
Measuremants of radloactivity I(n water, sediments, and marine
tife along the coast of the eastern United States Indlcate that
radloact{vity assoclated with the Savannah River outflow is
similar to that of other rivers, reflecting the domi{nance of
fallout radloactivity, Off-shore corings reveal sed(ment pro-
files of radloactivity that parallel the periods during which
nuclear weapons testing occurred, The natural sedimentation
processes occurring at the cutfiow of a river into the ocean
and the assoclated delta formation tends to continucusly cover
older sed{ments with the newer sediments, Addi{tional (nforma-
tion has been fncluded (n Sectfon 3,7,1,1 of this Final EIS,

The dose models used at SRP are generally accepted by agencies
involved (n dose calculatfons--EPA, DOE, NRC, and ICRP. These
mathemat{cal models trace the dfspersion of radloactlvity (nto
the atmosphare and waters unt(l the radlicacti{vity {s taken up

by a plant or anima! {or directly by man) The models then

account for any biotogical reconceatration that occurs through
subsequent food chain elements to man, and any human organ
discrimination factors, Also sea the response to comment AA-2
regarding the relat{onship of radloceslum and radlocobalt
concentrations to EPA drink{ng water standards,
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Comment Comman?s Responses
number
STATEMENT OF AMY DARDEN
My name (s Amy Darden, | am speak{ng tonight as a concerned
cltizen and as a blologlist, The Department of Energy has been
blatantly negligent (n assessing the environmental Impacts of
restarting the L-Reactor.
CG~1 In the entire history of the Savannah River Plant there has As dfscussed fn Section 6,1,5 of the £15, a serfes of health

naver been an f{ndependent study of the aenvironmentat and health
effacts of the radl(oactive [(sotopes released (n fhe forms of
gases and effluents., The Environmental Impact Statement Is
largely based on data collected by the DuPont Company., How can
cltizens be assured of the accuracy of data collected by the
oparating concern?

ef fect studfes of the populatfon around the Savannah River
Plant have been made by Profaessor H. J, Sauer, who was orig(-
nally wfth the Unfversity of Missour( and (s now an (ndapendent
contractor, Epfdemiologfcal studfes of the SRP workers are
befng made by Oak Rfdge Assoclated Universittes and the Los
Alamos Nati{onal Laboratory, The Centers for D{sease Contro!
has also made some studlies of the occurrence of a rare blood
disease, Polycythemia Vera, in response to newspaper reports,
since retracted, that this disease was unusually prevatent (n
the vicinity of SRP, Further, the Centers for Disease Control,
fn responsa to requests from OOE, has formed an f(ndependent
panal to dotermine the need for any addftional! studfes,

The potential health eftects due to SRP operations are pre-
dicted to bDe too small to bs statistlically dstectabls by haalth
aeffects or epldemlological studies, partfcularly fn the popula-
tion outsiide SRP, Hence, primary relfance {s placed an radia-
tlon monftoring and the calculation of expected health effects
from mon{tored exposures, The States of South Carolina and
Georgfa and the EPA provide {ndependent radfation mon({toring

of fsite (see the response to comment BQ-2 for titlas of the
states' publications}, As described {n Appendix B, radiatfon
doses are determined on the basis of the International Counci)
on Radf{atlon Protection Guides ICRP-2 and I1CRP-30, while ax-
pected health effects are determined from those doses using the
Natfonal Academy of Sclence's BEIR || and BEIR 111 reports,
Sfmflarly, the computer codes used to make necessary calcula-
tlons are ‘the X0QDOQ, GASPAR, and CRAC2 codes developed by the
U.S. Nuclear Regutatory Commisslon,
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CG-2

11Z-H

CG-4

CcG-5

Nuclear facliltles, whether bomb plants, commercial power
plants, or government-owned reactors, have naver been known for
voluntarily releasing accurate and prompt information regarding
accldents. The DuPont Company has been involved In the weapons
Industry since the early days of our nation's history when the
manufacture of gunpowder was the primary defense industry,
Savannah River Plant Is operated to produce a caplta! galn for
the operating concern., Can we entrust the safety of life In
Georgla and South Carclina to self-inspection by the operating
company? 1sn't that a little like askling the fox to guard the
chickan house? But it lsa't chicken that is at stake; It Is
+he well being of Life In this area,

Savannah River Plant is known to release more radioactive
material per year than has been released by all commercial
nuclear power plant accidents in al! of time, Why Is a facli-
ity that makes weapons grade materlal exempt from the same
safety guidelines that commerclal power plants are held to?
Since 1968, when the L-Reactor was decommisslonad, what new
safety measures have boen Introduced and what new safety
measures have been applied to the L-Reactor? Why are cooling
towers and a containment dome doemed unnecessary?

The draft Environmental Impact Statement states that the radla-
tlon exposure to people from the L-Reactor operation is less
than exposure from natural sources, The Increase of cancer is
Insignificant, Yet according to the South Carolina Bureau of

Mldoal Chadt~41 1 s
Vital Statistlics infant mortallty rates and cancer rates in

countles adjacent to Savannah River Plant are four to ten times
higher than other areas of the State,

What is an acceptable dose of radiation for plants, animals, or
people? |t takes only one radioactive particle, one ceil, and
one gene to Inftlate the cancer and/or the genetic mutation

See the response to comment BQ-2 regarding independent
monitoring., The Savannah River Plant Is owned by the U,S,
Government and operated by Du Pont without fee,

Appandix J In the EIS describes the ewolutlon of safaty systems
for SRP reactors. See the response to comment BF-7 regarding
the need for a contalnment dome, the response to comment BF-6
regarding radioactive releases and standards, the response to
comment CF=3 regarding resteration and upgrading of L-Reactor,
and the responses to comments AA-1 and AA-3 regarding cooliing-
wataer mitligation measures and DOE's commitment to comply with
all applicable Federal and state environmental protection
ragulations,

Analysls of 1980 South Carolina fetal and necnatal daath rates
by countlies demonstrated that the extreme high and low values
observed occurred in countles with iow populations and are,

theraefore, statistical anomalles not assoclated with distance

from tha Savannah Rivar Plant
Trom The aavannah siver Fiant,

Studles conducted by Professor H, |, Sauer of the University of
Missouri-Columbla (now retired) have revealed no evidence of
unysual death rates from cancer or genetlc effects, either for
areas near SRP or for counties using downstream Savannah River
water,

Also see the response to comment CG-1 regarding prlor health
effects studles, ongolng epldemiological studies, and a review
of these studles by an Independent panel formed by the Natlonal
Centers for Disease Control,

See the response to comment CF-7 regarding radiation dose
methodologlies and biologlical reconcentration and the response
to comments CG-1 regarding health ef facts and epidemlologlical
studles,
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CG~6

cG-1

cycle, Can the Department of Energy assure the citizens that
there will be no Increased Incidence of genetlic mutatlions and
cancer from the radicactive matter released by the L—Reactor?
With a half-iife In the hundreds of years these particles are a
direct threat to all types of Ilfe--whether they are inhaled or
ingested, As humans, we are high on the food chain-==is there
any guarantee that the food produced in this area, the fish and
shel1fish In the Savannah River, will be free from cancer
causing contaminants?

The Savannah River Plant has been described as "the bomb that
has already been dropped,™ Indeed, It is a disaster area and
we are in the contaminated zone, We go through each day won-
dering how much more radicactive gases have been released Into

+ha alr wa hrastha haw mash le in e wddar In +ha fond wa
e 3i7 W8 OrSding, Now MUCHh 15 1N QUM wWaver, 0 Tiag 7000 W

eat; how much cesium, plutonium, and other harmful elements
have made thelr way into our hodies and the bodies of others,
The L-Reactor has produced plutonium and tritlum for nuclear
warheads to defend our nation's cltizens from forelgn
aggresslon,

BUT WHO WiLL PROTECT THE CITIZENS FROM THE L-REACTOR?
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS MADE AT PUBLIC HEARING ON NOVEMBER 4, 1983

Since 1968, when L-Reactor was decommissioned what new safety
measures have been Introduced and what new safety measures have
bean applled to the L-Reactor? Why are cocollng towers and
contalnment domes deemed unnecessary? What about the Integrity
of the reactor vessel Itself?

See the response to comment BF-6 regarding radloactlive
roleases and standards,

Appendix J of the E15 summarizes the evolution of SRP reactor
safety. About 60 percent of the upgrading and restoration
costs for L-Reactor has been expended for Improvements In the
safety and operating systems and effluent controls thet have
been developed and Installed In other SRP reactors since
L-Reactor was placed on standby, Stainless steel equipment,
including the reactor vessel, have shown little or no deterlor-
ation, Also see the responses fo comments AA-1 and AB-13
regarding cooling-water mitligation aiternatives, and the

response to comment BF-7 regarding containment,
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CcG-8

| would Ilke to guote just a 1ittie bit+ about plutonium
itself, This from Dr, Helen Caldicott!s book, Nuclear Madness.
i highly recommend 1t to the DOE,

"Plytontum Is one of the most carcinogenic agents In the world,
named after the god Plute, god of the underworid, Less than
one-ml 1 {itonth of a gram 1s enough to cause cancer,"

To put this Into paerspective, a gram is 1/252nd of a pound. In

other words, 252 grams to a pound, and one-militionth of a éram
Is carnogenic.

"Bacause plutonium has properties similar to those of iron, it
combines readily with the Iron-transporting proteins In the
blood and Is conveyed to the storage celtis In the 1lver and
bone marrow, Here, too It Irradiates nearby c¢ells, causling
liver and bone cancer and laukemla,™

It is essentiat an Independant oversight committee bo estab-
lished to monitor the operation of the L-Reactor, not only to
restore public confldence in the DOE, but also to assure the
satety of people and the ecosystem of South Carclina and
Georgla,

The decisions made by our generation regarding the startup of
the L-Reactor wlll undoubtedly outiive us, (t's a legacy that
requires our complete and most sincere and del!lberate

ot e e B e
QY IRy Uy

Ses the response to comment BO-Z regarding existing oversight
mechanlisms,
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Ch-1

CH-2

STATEMENT ON THE REACTIVATION OF THE L-REACTOR

My name Is Carolyn Tucker, |'m a resldent of this clty and am
very concerned about the quality of Iffe here, in partlicular,
as well as about the quality of our entire environment in
general,

it seems to me that the reactlivatlion of the L-Reactor ¢an In no

way be advantagsous to the residents of Savannah, 1f the
L-Reactor begins operation, | can't help but think that the
radioactive pottution In our river will ultimately Increase. |

also don't think that this additlonal reactor wiil In any way
Improve our groundwater supply, Slnce ths L-Reactor has no
cooling towers or containment domes, | can't help thinking
that, in the event of an accident, our alr quality will surely
not be helpad. Probably not many people In cur area, If any,
will find employment at the plant. In short, i+ seems that we
have nothing to gain and qulte a bit to lose if this restart
begins as scheduled,

But these are small conslderations in the large scheme of
things., The reason we're here tonight is because the L-Reactor
Is scheduled to be restarted after a decade and a half of moth-
ball +ime. The reason the Reactor is belng restarted is
because we need more plutonfum, We need more plutonium becauss
we nead newer and more modern nuclear weapons. We need more
woapons because.... Thls Is where the line of reasoning breaks
down, is there a need for bigger and better bombs? Don't we
have more than enough now? It soems to me that the questlon of
genulne need for additlonal plutonium should be addressed, The
outrageous expense of the arms race and the cataclysmic results
of nuclear war are two facts that should be dealt with when
thinking about the L-Reactor, in additlon to cooling towsers and
contalnment domes., Because In this Instance, too, It seems
that we have nothing to galn and everything to lose,

Thank vou for your attention

Carotyn A. Tucker
November 4, 1983

See the responses to comments AA-1 and AB-13 regarding coolling-
water mitigation alternatives, the response o comment AA-Z re-
garding concentrations of radiocesium and radiocobalt, the re-
spanses to comments AJ-1 and BG-4 regarding see basins and
DOE commitments for grou & response to

¢ adloactlive waste disposal, and the
response to comment BF-7 regarding contalnment,

The natlonal policy on nuclear weapons, thelr deployment, and
the need for Increased weapons Is beyond the scope of thls EIS,
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Statament Yo the
Department of Energy
on the
Draft Environmentat Impact Statement
on the restart of the L-Reactor, SRP

Savannah, Geoargla
November 4, 1983

t am Steve Johnson, a resident of Savannah, Georgla, |
apprecliate the opportunity for public comment and opinlon In
the decislon-making process to restart the L-Reactor at the
Savannah River Plant (SRP), | take very serlousiy my rights
and responsibilities as a United States citlizen, 1| see today's
opportunlty to comment as a privilege, | hope to offend no one
today but | am compelled to speak out against the Department of
Energy's handling of +his major Federal action, which may have
a very slignificant, long standing environmental Impact without
additional safequards,

Thanks to an act of Congress, specifically in my opinlon to the
actions of Senator Mack Mattingly, the DOE has conducted an
"axpedited" environmental Impact statement in accordance with
NEPA, 1969, Citizens of Georgla and South Carolina, who, Iike
mysel|f, have contributed so much to U,S, defense efforts
throughout hlstory, have always recognized what is involved In
maintaining a sound defense posture, | agres wholeheartedly
with Senator Sam Nunn who stated that "defense posture must be
bulit on a firm foundation of publlic support and understand-
Ing," The previous actlons of DOE to Inlitially forego an EIS
has not served this goal., MWy trust and confldence In thelr
assurances of publlic safety Is simply not there, There are too
many questlons which people who are experts in the fleld are
not In agreement on, In terms of some of the publlic health and
safety aspects of the proposed L-Reactor restart. This clearly
erodes the tenuous support for the current Administration's
desire to bulld up the natlon's supply of nuclear defense
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Ci-1

Cci-2

$1Z-H

Cl=3

materials in an ef fort to demonstrate to the Soviet Unlon, our
resolve to defend freadom,

Pracedence does exist demonstrating that our national security
requirements and our public health and safety/env{ronmentail
concerns can be met simultaneously., However, there are widely
published historical examples to the contrary. The DOE has
broken with (ts traditfons of self regulatfon, In the EiS, §t
seems to say that the SRP operations do not have to by law
comply with publfc healith and safety regulations of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, as commercfal nuclear facilitfes do,
Therafore, to use a suphemism, the cook cleans hls own kitchen,

Informed public confidence must be restored. Continued debate
on ajternatives within the existing proceedings will fafl as
fong as DOE argues alternatives with the overriding consldera-
tions on production goals--"ti{me and expense" to quote §,C.
State Rep, Harriet Keyserling., Clearly, even the need for such
productfon fs now open for questfon, And why not? S5en. Sam
Nunn taiks about a "byfld down" proposal for arms control
nagotiations, As | understand [+, two nuclear warheads (made
of piutonfum) wfll ba disassembled for avery one modern{zed
warhead bullt, What would happen to that plutonium? | do not
have the classt{fled (nformation fo make an educated opfinfon;
does Sen, Nunn?

| have been to each of these public heartngs and reviewed the
published records, | am proud to see that 5tate and Federal
offlcfals representing the citizens of Georgia have volced
thelr concerns, and suggestions as to how 1o restore public
confldence, | strongly support Congressman Lindsay Thomas'
proposal for an independent oversight task force, The current
proceedings certainly aid (n the examination and assurance of
public safety but too much, much too much doubt has been cast
onto the rellablitty of existing mechanisms that assure
nat{onal securlity requirements (production goals) and public
satety concerns are and can be simultaneously met. Further-
more, Congressman Thomas s right in his concern that there {s
no long range plan for the study of the cumulati{ve effects of
all the nuclear facllftfes within the Savannah R{ver Basins, |
have the hope to settle In this region, raise a family and In-

vest my money fn busfness here., | belteve | have a right to

See the response to comment AA-3 regarding DOE's commitmant to
meot al] applicable Federal and state environmental protection
requirements, the responses to comments BF-7 and BF-8 regard-
ing the differences between SRP and commerclal reactors, and
the response to comment BQ-2 regarding existing overs(ght
mechanisms,

The national policy on nuclear weapons, their deployment, and
the need for Increased weapons (s beyond the scope of this
EIS, Also see the response %o comment BL-19 regarding use of
matertal from retired weapons,

See Sactfon 5,2 of the EIS, Thase are the known plans for
addittonal nuclear faci{lities {n the Savannah River Basin,
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Cl-4

know about the L-Reactor's Impact, 1 Intend to ask Congressman
Thomas to follow through with his proposal, and | will ask
Senators Nunn and Mattingly to back such efforts, My trust,
conflidence and understanding In this matter of natlonal defense
Is confused by and lacking tn the DOE's own evaluation of Its
operation's impact on my safety and surrounding environment and
more Importantly my children's,

tndependent oversight Is essential In my opinion, Wwhy else
wouid we be sitting here iistening to such pubiic and expert
concern and obJection to the restart of the L-Reactor at SRP,
Thank you for your time and again | hope | did not insult
anyone here today with my comments.

Raspectfulty,

Stave A, Johnson, Ph D,
atave A, Johnson s Thb

608 East 57th St,
Savannah, GA 31405

See the response fo comment BQ~2 regarding existing oversight
machani sms,
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CJd-1

STATEMENT OF EDWIN LONGWATER

Let me begin by sayling that | do not feel the least bit honored

,,,,,,

| testiflied on May 26, 1983 and stated that | was a !(fe time
res{dent of Chatham County, | dfd consume a lot of shellfish
and fish from near the mouth of the Savannah River at Tybee
Island,

In response DOE asserted that fish and crabs near the coast are
routinely sampled for radloactive contaminatfon as contained In
the 1982 Annual Renort.

Looking through this report, shelifish were omltted! Why?
Were they too radioactive all too often? |t also gave the
whole body dose for an adult I(n 1982, 1 was an (nfant (n 1952
and grew up along this coast, What about my contamination? Iin
this report (t stated that these studies {ncluded 8 crab and
four {4) oyster samples, Are you Trying to get me to belleve
that this small of a sample along ocur fw{sted Savannah River fs
representative of all oysters along the river or were these
samples picked because lower radiation would be found fn some
areas? | want a larger study done not by DuPont or DOE but an
fndependent agency, After all, over and over In the Draft £IS
are the words: "The responsibl{l{ties of DOE,,..to develop and
maintain a capabllity to produce all nuclear mater{als required
for the Defense programs of the U.S5....As a matter of policy,
nati{onal securi{ty requirements, not arbitrary constraints...
shall be the limiting factor,

Current levals of radloact{vity (n oysters and crabs taken from
the Savannah River Estuary are summarized (n the 1982 annual
raport {(Environmental Monltoring In the Vicinity of the Savan-
nah River Plant, DP5PU 83-30-1, page 12), As stated i{n the
report, ces{um=137, other gamma emi{tters, and stront lum-90 were
balow detection timits, The oysters were collected at Fort
Pulaksi, about 5 kilometers from the mouth of the Savannah
River at Tybee 1sliand, and the crabs were purchased from a
shrimp boat that operated (n the mouth of the Savannah River,
Relatively large sample sizes were required because of the ‘tow
levals of radloactivity, Each of the four oyster samples con-
tained about 500 grams of oysters (approximately 400 oysters
per samplel), Fourteen crabs were combined Into the eight crab
samples, The results of the 1982 analyses on shellfish from
the Savannah Rlver Estuary are the same as for previous analy-
ses on shel ifish published i{n earlier annual reports of this
serles,

The 1982 annual report referred to above (DPSPU 83-30-1, page
11} gave the whole body dose to a hypothetical adult who con-
sumed fish containing 0.57 plcocurie per gram of cesfum-137
{the average cesium concentration in fish taken from the river
Just below SRP}, The calculated doses to hypothetical teen-
agers and chi{ldren eating fish with this same concentration of
ceslum=137 are smal ler than for the hypothet{cal adult by fac-
tors of about 2 and 5, respectively, Shelifish taken from the
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Savannah River Estuary In 1982 contalned less than one~fifth as
much cesium=137 as the river fish assumed In the dose
calculations,

CJ-2 Are wo to aliow DOE to clean thelr own kitchen? When DOE The 400 jobs dlscussed in the sacond paragraph of the Environ-
begins to talk about thair environmental consequences why doas mental Consequences Sectlon of the Summary is only a part of
the second paragraph deal with the 420 new jobs the L-Reactor the National Environmental Pollcy Act requirements to dlscuss
wlil provide and the Increase In money coming through the sur- the impact of this project,
rounding area around SRP? 1 feel the people of Georgia and
South Carolina do not deserve ‘o have more contamination pushed SRP operations are closely monitored by both state and Federal
down our throats, agencies to ensure compliance with all applicable statutes and

regulatlons concerning environmental protectlion, See the re-
sponse to comment BQ~2 regarding existing oversight mechan!sms,

CJ=3 Golng back to this study 1f that 98% of the 300 fish had no The 1982 edition of the Environmenta| Monitoring in the
maasurable amounts of radlation, What about those other 6 Viclnity of the Savannah River Plant provides the datas concern-
fish? Where were they found and how much dld they contain? | ing the measured levels of concentration in fish Including the
might have eaten their brother or sister for lunch last year! Z parcent for which there were detectable concentrations, As

contalned in Chapter & of the EIS, flsh provided by the Gsorgla
Department of Natural Resources are also analyzed,
CJ=4 In previous testimony | also stated that In 1974 In a single See the response to commant BA-4 regarding the reoleases of

day 479,000 curies of tritium were raleasad into the
atmosphere, An Arizona facility 5 years later released a
I{ttle more than half this amount; its license was revoked,
Furthermore, between May 30 and Jtune 3, 1961 SRP released the
single largest amount of radioliodine ever reported In
scientiflic {iterature for a U,S5. facility, a release of 10 x
that of TMI, What did DOE say to make mo feel secure? "Some
add!tional radlioactive releases have occurred from reactor
support operations. These have been documented and potential
radiation doses to the publlic have been calculated, IN ALL
CASES THE RADIATION DOSES HAVE BEEN WITHIN DOE STANDARDS--WHICH
MEANS THAT RADIOLOGICAL HEALTH EFFECTS HAVE BEEN NEGLIGIBLE,

EITHER DOE STANDARDS NEED REVISING OR DOE IN MY ESTIMATE iS5
REGLIGIBLE,

Thank you,

Edwin Longwater

tritium,
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cJ-5

Cl-6

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS MADE AT PUBLIC HEARING OF NOVEMBER 4, 1983

DOE then goes on to assure us, "which means that radlologlcal
health effects have been negliglble."

| state this not In agreement with all sclentists, There are
many scfent(sts who feel that these effects are not negligtble,
that they are not safe at all,

Etther DOE standards need revising or the DOE, (n my est(mate,
is In {tself negligible,

3

The EIS represents nothing more than an (nvalld conclusto
LYy

a
b LY PN . — s,
bassd on unproven sssumptions and faulty documsn fon an

collection, gross generalfzations,

[+ 9

Antn
LHHE= no LaEva

In short, the Draft EIS is not sufficlent., In talking with
saveral (ndividuals at the document table tonight, | asked
about studles done on shellfish {n this area, particularly
oysters, since they are stationery along the riverbank, They
don't move around such as crab and things lfke that,

| found out three things: E(ther the studies were not con-
ducted; thelir results were not publi{shed; or they did not know
where | could find this {nformation,

See the response to comment BF-6 regarding radfation protection
standards,

The purpose of this £15 s to analyze the potential environmen-
tal consequences of the L-~Reacator restart and {ts alterna-
tives, The assumptions used {n the DEIS for relevant standards
and for data colliection and analysis are based on existing
Fadaral regulations; almost all were derived ocutslide DOE,
Chapter 7 discusses these laws and regulations. Appendfx B
discusses the assumptfons for radlatfon exposure and radfatfon
dose analysis; (T points out that exposure standards are based
on recommendations of the Internatfonal Counci| on Radfation
Protection, the former Fedaral] Radiation Councti, EPA, and NRC;
health eftfects assumptfons are based on the recommandations of
the Natfonal Academy of Sclences; and computer analysis assump—
tions are based on computer codes developed by MNRC, An exten-
sive refarence list backs up the EIS,

Except for a smali amount of classiflied materfal, all the docu-
mentation has baen made ava{jable,

See also the response to ClJ=1 regarding the sampling and
analysts of shellfish,
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127K

STATEMENT OF JANIECE BRODHEAD

November 4, 1983
9677 whiteflald Ave,
Savannah, GA 31406

To whom It may concern,
As a mother of one chlld and another on the way, | feel It is

my personal responsibl ity to speak out agalnst the restart of
the Savannah River Plant L-Reactor, We are already dealling

cK-1 with the severe ecological Implications that nuclear bulldup Ses the responses to comments AA-Z and BT-2 regarding radio-
has placed on our environment with nuclear waste and storage, cesium and radiocobalt concentrations and water quality, and
Restarting the L-Reactor will escalate these problems aspe- the response to comment BA-5 regarding radicactive waste
clally to those living downstream from Barnwell and drinking disposal.
water In the Jasper-Beaufort, South Carollina area, The con-
tinued buiidup of nuciear arms is insane when you reaiize that The nationai poifcy on nuciear weapons, Their depioyment, and
In nuclear war nobody wins, |'m sure that a world In which a the need for Increased weapons is beyond the scope of this EIS,

nuclear bomb has been dropped, no matter what hemisphere or
country, will be virtually uninhabitable, considering radlation
faltlout, temperature change, mutation of the food chain, etc.

Please, for the sake of my children's safe future do not re-
start the L-Reactor and add to an arms race where everyone
will lose,

Sincerely,

Janiece Brodhead
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CcL-1

cL-2

Statemant on the L-Reactor Draft Environmental Impact Statement

November 4, 1983

As a citizen and business person from Savannah, Georgia, | wish
to reglister my concern wlth the Draft E15., | feel that there
Is a great need for an Independent study of the effects of
starting the L-Reactor on the environment of the surrounding
area, There neeads to be an assessment done by people who do
not have a vested Interest [n thls reactor's operation. There
are grave questions to be answered about the unusually high
Incidence of soma health problems In the area surrounding the
Savannah River Plant as It now operates, There Is too great a
risk to the population and the environment to start the reactor
without such an Independent study.

| am very concerned that there ba adequate coolling towers, a
containment dome and waste storage facllities before the reac-
tor Is started again, | have heard the Savannah River Plant
cal led "the bomb that has already been dropped on Scuth Caro-
Ilna" because of the amcunt of radltation that the SRP already
releases Into the environment and | have every reason to be-
iieve that those of us down river could make the same state-
ment, I+ is very Important that there not be an Increase in
the pollution being released and something needs to be done

about what already Is coming our way.

Agaln | ask that the seriousness of the poteatial problems of
the restart of the reactor be gliven the most careful and reil-
able study and that the health of the 1lving things, humans,
animals, and plants, of our area be glven the value we deserva,

Sincerely,

Linda M, Jeanne
103 S, River Street
Savannah, Georgla 31401

See the response to comment CG-1 regarding health effects and
epidemliological studles, and the response to comment BQ-2
regarding existing oversight mechanisms.

Radlation tevels and doses In the vicinity of SRP and down to
Savannah are glven In Sectlons 4,1.2, 5,1,2, and 5.2.6 and In
Appendix B of the E!S, They are shown to be a very small per-
centage of background radliation, Also see the responses to
comments AA-1 and AB-13 regarding cooling-water mitigation
alternatives, the response to comment BF-7 regardling contaln-

Fho mae +, vy po, -
tha rasponse to comment BA-S ragarding radicactlve waste

T
lll’lll,
dlsposal, the response to comment BQ-2 regarding exlsting over-
sight mechanisms, and the response to comment BM-1 regerding

DOE's Record of Declsion,
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CM-1

CM-2

CM-3

STATEMENT OF DEBBIE KEARNEY

"Stnce the splitting of the atom, everything has changed save
our mode of thinking ... and thus we drift fowards unparalleled
catastropha," |'m paraphrasing Albert Einstelin, He obviously
recognized the dangers Inherent In nuclear power, Yat DOE
treats the reconstructlon and restart of the L-Reactor |lke
It's the opening of a shoe store., No big deal. What's the
publfc uproar about?!

I'm testifying at this hearing because | think it Is a big
deal. I'l1l refraln from a repetitlon of the major concerns |
have, like heal|th and safety hazards and ecosystem losses,

i've delineated them In other testimony. You're aware of my
concerns and | suspect you give the same pat answers, And then
say "Trust us," Well--you've given me no reasons to trust you
and many reasons to doubt you,

My understanding of the conclusions drawn In the draft EIS Is
that greater safety features and better cooling alternatives
cannot be Implemented because they cost too much in time and
money, In other words, the health and safety of thousands of
people downriver and downwind from SRP aren't worth such and so
miiltan § and a fau vanrc.

millton § and a2 fow years,

| strongly object to a value system that puts +ime and money
considerations before people conslderations!!

what's even more outiandish is that we discuss thls issue as If
woe know exactly what the costs of restarting the L-Reactor wlli
be~-1 mean costs In terms of environmental damage and subse-
quent consequences, human heaith and safety, as well as time
and money, The fact Is that we don't., We DO NOT KNOW what the
cumuiative effects of the nuclear operations at SRP are and
witl be, Wea continue to produce more plutonium and tritium
without knowlng what to do with the radloactive waste we

From the outset, DOE has emphasized the protection of the pub-
Ilc heaith and safety In conjunction with the restart of
L-Rgactor. As described In the EIS, DOE has expended about
$204 mitilon in modernizing and renovating L-Reactor, The
Department has also spent more than $5 milllon In environmental
studlies and reports, Twelve public hearings have been held in
South Carcllna and Georgla, to ellclt public comments,

Afso see the responses To comments AA-!, AA-3, and AB-!3 re-
garding cooling-water mitigation alternatives and DOE's commit
ment to comply with all applicable state and Federal environ-
mental protection regulations, the response to comment 8F-7

regarding containment, and The response to comment BQ-Z regara-
Ing exlsting oversight mechanisms, ’_,,_fr””ﬁ

See the response to comment BM=1 regarding DOE's Record of
Decision on this £18,

Saction 5,2 of the EIS5 describes the cumulative effects of
present and proposed SRP facilitles and those of other nuclear
operations in the vicinlty of SRP. Also see the response to
comment AV-2 regarding radioactive waste disposal, and the
response to comment CG-4 regarding Infant mortality rates.
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CM-=4

already have., We allow SRP to continue production without
questioning the fact that the counties south of SRP have an
Infant mortality rate 5 times greater than the rest of 5,C, and
5.C. has the highest Infant mortality rate In thls country!l!

If the L-Reactor is golng to be restarted (and it seems that no
matter what we do, It will go on-lIne), | fee!l | have a right
as a clttzen to ask--demand=--that certailn protective actlons be
taken flrst, |1'd like the restart contingent upon a cooling
alternative llke cooling towers, greater safety mechanisms (|'d
ITke to see a contalnment dome bullt), and an Independent over-
slight committee composed of government offliclals and concerned
citlzens as suggested by Rep. L, Thomas, Most Important, | want
a long-term study of the cumulative effects of SRP on the
environment and on the people,

Please spare me the argument that there's no time. There are
alternativas [f the plutonium and tritium must be produced
Immadiately which | also question,

1¥ you think {'m angry you're right, And 1f you detect cyni-
cism and a sense of futrility, you're right about that too. |
desperately want Savannah and this coastal area to be a safe,
heaithly, besutiful and bountiful place, The SRP Is a major
threat, If we must start new reactors, let's at least require
that they have the maximum health and safety features. And

glve consideration to the real costs of starting a reactor.

See the responses to comments AA-1, AA-3, and AB=13 regarding
cooling-water mitigation alternatives and DOE's commltment to
comply with all applicable state and Federal environmental pro
tection requiremants, the response to comment BF-7 regarding
contalinment, and the response to comment BQ-2 regarding exist
Ing ovarsight mechanisms,
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CN-1

CN-2

Ch=~3

STATEMENT OF MS, JAY

| come here because | am a health care worker and a parent and
a concernaed cltizen of southeastern Georgla,

The startup of the L-Reactor is a concern of those from the
surrounding countles because we know nuclear accldents are
possible, as was |earned from the Three Mile Island incident,

A similar accldent at the Savannah Rlver Plant L-Reactor would
be catastrophic to this area because of the lack of the cooling
tower and contalnment domes In the aging facilitles, and the
release of Increased temperature water would change the local
ecosystem of the streams and riverbeds In the area of the
plant,

| am of the flrst generation who have had to live our entlre
lives with the threat of the ultimate annihllation of humanklnd

Into the world with this over thelr heads, In some ways, |
feel gulflty for bringing my daughter into a world where a
computer foulup or a flock of geese could cause a full-scale
nuc lear war,

To me, the ultimate question of the L-Reactor startup Is: Do
we need more nuclear weapons,,.? | request the formulation of
an oversight committee for the operation of the Savannah River
Plant L-Raactor and tha Instaliation of contalnmant domas_

Coollng towers are not related to the mitigation of potential
reactor accldents., See the response to comment BF-7 regarding
contalnmont domes and safety system mitigation alternatives,

The national pollcy on nuclear weapons, thefr depioyment, and
the need for Increased weapons {s beyond the scope of this E!S,

See the response to comment BQ-Z regarding existing oversight
mechanisms, and the response to comment BF=7 regarding contain-
mant domas_
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co-1

co-2

97T-H

co-3

STATEMENT OF JUDY JENNINGS

November 4, 1983

My name Is Judy Jennlngs. | am a housewife and | have Iived In
Savannah, Georgla, for slix years.

| apprsclats the opportunity to speak to you but | admit | am
somawhat puzzled, 1 read every day that many cltizens and many
Congressmen oppose further bulld-up of nuciear weapons and
support alternatives such as the Build Down Proposal and the
Nuclear Freeze, |If we are really dedicated to reducing the
threat of nuclear war, why do we need another facllity such as
the L-Reactor at the Savaanah River Plant to produce more fuel
for more nuclear weapons?

However, if It Is inevitable that the L-Reactor operate and

1f 1t operates as indlcated in the draft Environmental Impact
Statement, | feel that my health and l1lfe, my frlends' and
famlly's health and lives, and the environment will be in con-
stant jeopardy., | would feal safer If the L-Reactor had a
contalnment dome and cooling towers and if an Independent over-
sight committee were established 1o overses L-Reactor opera-
tlons,

Baslically, | would like to see the EPA or NRC raview the draft
Environmental Impact Statement, Thank you,

The national policy on nuclear weapons, thelr deployment, and
the noed for Increased weapons Is heyond the scope of this EIS,

See the respenses to comments AA-1, AA-3, and AB-13 regarding
cooling-water mitigation alternatives and DOE's commltment to
comply with alt applicable state and Federal environmental pro-
tection regulations, the response to comment BF-7 regarding
contalnment, and the response to comment BQ-2 regarding exist-
Ing oversight mechanlsms,

The Gaorgia Department of Natural Resources, the South Caro~
IIna Department of Health and Environmental Contfrol, the
Nuclear Regulatory Commisslon, and other Georgia, South Caro-
lina, and Federal agencles recelved copies of the £15, As
required by the Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 1984, the EIS was daveloped In consultation with the
States of Georgla and South Carolina. DOE provided working
drafts of the EIS to the states, met with thelr representa-
tives, and Incorporated thelr comments into the EIS.
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cP-1

COASTAL CITIZENS FOR A CLEAN ENVIRONMENT
4405 PAULSEN ST., SAVANNAH, GA 31405

STATEMENT BEFCRE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
BY REBECCA R, SHORTLAND
FOR OOASTAL CITIZENS FOR A CLEAN ENVIRONMENT
ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL [MPACT STATEMENT
ON THE RESTART OF L-REACTOR

Savannah, GA.
November 4, 1983

My name Is Rebacca R, Shortland and | am here on behalf of
Coastal Citizens for a Clean Environment (CCCE), This (s the
third occasion during which CCCE has presented testimony In re—
sponse to the Department of Energy's (DOE) mandate - to restart
the L-Reactor at the Savannah Rivar Piant without certain safe-
guards, which we feel, and have felt since August 1982, are
vehemently necessary, Our commants are directed to the Dratt
Environmental Impact Statement (DE!S), which exists because {t
was required by an act of Congress and the courts, not because
DOE chose to voluntar{ly follow the NEPA process,

In reviewing this document, we find that the overall attitude
{s preclisely that which was the result of the Environmantal

Assessmont (EA) conducted by OOE and raleased {n 1982 - no sig-

nificant Impact as the result of the proposed operation of
L~Reactor. Our concerns have been expressed many numbers of
times since the EA was released, and echoed by many others in-
clud(ng our Congressmen, focal offfcfals and various organiza-
+tons and Individuals in both Georgla and South Carolina. The
concerns and quest{ons remain the same,

Again, we ref{terate the need for an alternative and adequate
system for recycling of the cooling waters other than that pro-
posed by DOE (direct discharge Into Steel Creek), The result-
tng destruction of 1000 acres of wetlands, the subsaquent ruin
of wildi{fe habitat (including that of endangered species), and
the resuspension of radloactive caes{um and cobalt into the
Savannah Rlver are unacceptable, The construction of an
alternative, such as cooling fowers with complete recycling, Is

See the response to comment BM-1 regarding DOE's Record of
Daclision on this EIS.

See the responses to comments AA-1, AA-3, and AB-13 regarding
L-Reactor coocolling-water mitigation alternatives and compliance
with applicable environmental protectlion requirements, and the
rasponse to comment AA-2 regarding resuspension of radiocesi{um
and radfocobalt, The EIS has been revised to reflect the
current status of consultations on endangered species,
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cP-4

CP-5

necessary and possible In order to e!iminate this rufnous
fmpact and the threat that [t poses to human heaith,

Additlonally, an alternative and adequate system for contain-
ment of L-Reactor fs mandatory. The existling contalament would
not shield the environment and its people from distributfon of
radloactive gases in the event of an accldent at L-Rsactor,
The DEIS emphas{zes the "low" probab(lity of such an {ncident,
Howevaer, that low probabllity Is a far cry from no probabtitty
when so much [s at stake,

Because there {s a demonstrated conflfct of Interest between
DOE's production and safety goals, we bel!leve an (ndependent
oversight committee should be established., "independent™ (s
defined as outside of DOE, DuPont or NUS Corp.; however, a rep-—
resentative would be Included {n the Committee, Other proposed
participants could {nciude representatives from the states of
GSaorglis and Scuth Carclina, the U,S, EPA, +he Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission (NRC), as wall as citizen representation, This
later element couid, perhaps be fllled by choosing representa-
tivas from the platntiffs (those {nvolved {n the lsgal action
over L-Reactor's restart), and representatives of regional
commun Ty organfzations or local off{cials. We belleve that
such a committes could succeed {n (mproving the public's confi-
dence (n DOE's operations and create needed guidelines,

We also call for the cessation of the use of seepage basins at
SRP as the method for disposa! of highly toxlc and radloactive
substances, which then leak {nto our water supplies, both sur-
face and ground water, And, in part(cular, we object to the

in{t{at{fon of yat another seepage basin for use with L-Reactor.

The above pofnts are but a few of the concerns which we have
expressed to date, but those which we belf{eve must, and can, be
implemented prior to the restart of L-Reactor, The DEIS does
address many of the varlety of polnts posed by CCCE and

The existing SRP airborne act(vity conflnement system (s

ufates that would be refeased as a result of a reactor acc(-
dent, Noble gases and triti{um releases would not be trapped
but would te dispersed by a 61-meter stack, W{th the SRP con-
finement system, the consequences of all credible acclidents are
v;g(l); with{n the NRC reference values for reactor siting (10 CFR

Also, see the response to comment BF=-7 regarding contalnment,
Neither a contatnment nor I(mproved confinement system would be
capable of eliminating potentlal consequences from alt very-
low=probabl t ity accidents,

See the response to comment BQ-2 regarding existing oversight
mechanisms,

See the responses to comments AJ-1 and BG-4 regarding the use
of seepage basins and DOE comm{tments for ground-water
protection,
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CP=6 others, However, we bal{eve the DEIS {s {nadequate. One ex- DOE based [ts preparation of the draft+ EIS on comments recelved
ample Is the material gathered in the scoping process, The fn the Environmental Assessment from August 1982 to August
DEIS scope (s based upon information from hearings {n February 1983; on the February 9, 1983, Senate Armed Services Comm{ttee
and May of this year, as well as other sources, However, there Hearings; on the 90-day public review and comment poriod on the
are errors and deletions of oral testimony ¢n these documents, record of the Senate Armed Services Committee hearing from
which tead us to belteve the scoping process {s {ncomplete, April 18 through July 17, 1983; and on a 22-day scoping comment
period snd hearings on the DEiS that ended August 14, 1983,
This EIS addresses the substant{ve comments that were re-
cefved, Al! hearinge and meatings conducted by DOE In May and
August were recorded by cert{ffed court reporters verbatim and
published (n hearing records/scoping reports, DOE knows of no
errors or daeletlons of oral test{mony,
cr=-7 As the DEIS stands, DOE's conclusf{ons can be summarized (n one The statement gliven on page 4-82 of the draft EIS represents an
statement (p, 4-82) - "Any alternative that postulates a delay "{mpact" from the [(mplementation of a mitigation alternative
of the restart necessarily results i{n a loss of production that and is one factor I(n evaluation of the alternatives, Alsc see
cannot be recovered.® The l!oss in question is the production the response to comment BL-18,
of nuclear materials, plutonium and trit(um, for our country's
nuc lear weapons program, We dispute DOE's claim for the need
based on ava{lable documents and occurrences since the mandate
was datermined {n the Carter Adm{nistration, But, further,
should we accept these claims, whether the "need" {s In the
form of actua! deterlorating warheads, surplus, or In the form
of a statemont to the Soviet Unlon, there are aiternatives,
This administration and DOE directiy have proposed the {ncrease
of cutput of nuclear materfals through several alternat(ves to
be implemented fn the near future, one of which {s L-Reactor,
We beiiove it is possibie Yo shiff the focus of impiementation
which would create the drastically needed time to affect the
above safeguards, so that the Impacts on cur lives [n this
reglon would be less detrimental,
CcP-8 Because the DEI1S does not adequataly (nvaestigate all of the See the responses to comments AB~Z and BL-15 regarding Informa—-

alternatives, we view this document as {nsuffliclent and
fncomplate,

expedited sources so that {altiatives toward the proper control
machani{sms can bagfin as soon as posslibte, and thereby avoid the
possibliftty of aven further delays (n restarting L-Reactor,

k4

Wa raquest that DOE reavaluate the feasibil{ty ot combined and

tion contained i{n the EIS on need and productfon alternatives.
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N
crP-9 Throughout the DEIS, as was the case In the EA, the {nflexible Sea the response to comment BL-15 regarding the naed for

Meod” for nuclear materiails {s repetitively pitted against cur defanse nuclear materlal, the response to comment BM-1 regard-
health, our safety and the quallity of our environment, Assum— fng DOE's Record of Declisfon on this EIS, and the response to
fng that the above requiraements for proper controis could (n- comment AA-3 regarding DOE's comm{tment to comply with alt
deed be met without the fmmedfate restart of L-Reactor, and the applicable Federal and state environmental protection
DOE chooses to turn Its back on this possibflity, can they Jus- requiremants,

tify the probabllity of accelerated contamination of our atr
and water suppllies, the destructfon of our vital wetlands
(which are balng eliminated woridwide at an alarming rate}), and
the Impacts on the health and safety of the people (n this re-
gion, And, further, can you Justify the cost with which we the
taxpayers wil! be charged {n the aftermath of your decislions,
cP-10 For example: How (s [t possible to justify the use of a seep-~ As noted {n response to comment BG4 and (n EIS Section 4,4,3,
age basin for L-Reactor when this same method of dfsposal (in use of the L-Area seepage basin would reduce the radiological
The M-Area) has ied To contamination of The aguifer and a d To users and consumers of Savannah River water,
clean-up price tag well {n the milllons of dollars? |f these
damages can be avo{ded, how can DOE choose ctherwise?

Sactfon 4,4,3 describes alternatives to the use of the L-Arsea
seepage basin, Studfes of the hydrostratigraphic units show
that Itlons at L-Area are different from those at M-
ectfons 4,1,1,3, 4.1,2,2, and 5,1,1,4}), 1f the L-Area soep~
age basin (s used, analyses iIndicate that the f{ltered and
detonlzed disassembly-basin wastewater will seep {nto the shal-
low ground water and flow laterally to seepline springs along
Stasl Craak,

In concluston, | again urge DOE and the current Administration
to seriously consider the concerns expressed here tonfght,
These past 15 months of scrutiny of L-Reactor and SRP opera-
tlons have produced only more (ntense concerns, not less,
despfte the mounds of documents produced by DOE and DuPont
Corp.

Wo belfeve the time has long besn overdue for DOE to take the
positive steps of {mplementation of the preceding safeguards In
order to meet thelr missfon and relingquish the questions of [ts
overall operations,

Thank you,
ADDITIONAL COMMENT MADE AT PUBLIC HEARING OF NOVEMBER 4, 1983

cP-11 And | would }(ke to point out the cost of cooling towers (s Comment noted, Also ses the response to comment CP-2,
madedisndiasd ad amma KO B I [ Wi e saoms L N r Ll T
U‘ll, U&ll"lﬂlw at AT S li! P IVIg Hiral T TN I wWa 1 Qinas

vnaqulivocal in some terms,
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co-1

Statement Provided

by
The U,S5. Environmental Protection Agency
Reglon 1V, Atlanta, Georgla
U,5. Department of Energy
L-Reactor Restart
Savannah River Plant
Savannah, Georgla
November 4, 1583

My name is Arthur G, Linton and } am the Federal Activities
Coordinator for Reglon 1Y, U,5, Environmental Protection
Agency. | am presenting this statement on bshalf of Charles
R. Jetar, Reglonal Administrator, Reglon IV, in Atlanta, It
should be recognized that our comments address only environ-
mental concerns and do not attempt to rationallize the need for
addTtlonal weapons grade nuclear materlal or the nead for the

restart of thls facllity In view of other overrliding natlonal
concerns,

The Environmantal Protection Agency has a long history of In-
volvement wlth the environmental affalrs at the Savannah Rlver
Plant and has been Intensely Involved In the assessment of
environmental concerns during the past year. The Reglonal
Administrator has, for example, presented testimony to the
Armed Services Committee chaired by Senator Thurmond on the re-
start of the L-Reactor on February 9, 1983, Our most recent
action In EPA has been the review of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement which was required for the restart of the
L-Reactor and we are formally responding to the Department of
Energy concerning our position. We have expressed concern over
a number of signlflcant environmental [ssues which remain unre—
solved or are still under study In an effort to effect mitiga-
tlon, The most Important of these matters are groundwater con—
tamination, discharge of heated effluent Into Steel Creek
{which will resuit in the destruction of extensive wetiands)
and the uncertalnty involving the disposal of various potential
and actual hazardous wastes generated from reactor operations,

See the DOE response to the entire EPA comment lettrer
Included as comment letter "DA" in this appendix,
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On the basis of these concerns, we have rated the Draft EIS as
EU-2, that Is, we have determined that the L-Reactor restart Is
environmental ly unsatisfactory In Its currentiy proposed design
In that the document does not provide sufflclent Information
regarding the corrective measures that will be employed to
avoid adverse environmental Impacts, We know that the DOE Is
presently working on developing these measures, in cooperation
with the regulatory agencies, We bellave that much of the
additional Information that we have requasted Is already avail-
able to you and should be Included in the Final EIS,

Of speclal concern to us Is the development of a proper permli+
under the Natlonal Pollutant Discharge Etimination System
{which s adminlstered by the State of South Carollna), and the

metheds to contro! the contamination of groundwater, qud the

treatmant and disposal of variocus potentlal and actual hazard-
ous wastes generated from reactor operations,

We willl contlinue to coordinate with the state agencies and DOE
with respect to utillzing the regutatory mechanlsms that are in
place, to Insure that the envlronmental concerns addresssd
above can be satisfactorily resoived,
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CR-1

CR=2

STATEMENT OF MS, HELEN BLOOM

I'm Helen Bloom, and | come as a citizen of Savannah, The
Draft of the EIS makes for very scary reading,

In addition to the continulng concern about the contamination
of drawn water, about the adverse Impact on one thousand-plus

acres of wetland, =nd bacause of the dischargs of tharma! sf-

fluents, about the deterloration of the Savannah Rliver and the
surrounding atmosphere, and the questions on the safe disposal
of the high-lavel waste, there are other areas of concern re-
garding the Savannah River Plant L-Reactor,

By restarting the L-Reactor to produce plutonfum In an area
where there are atready three other nuclear reactors In opera-
tion, and another reactor on the way, we may be providing ter-
rorists with an exceptionally attractive target area,

DOE wll| comply with all applicable Federal and state require-
mants concerning environmental protectlon. Section 4,1,1.5 of

o PO T R P N e
the EIS compares llquid ef flusnt chemlcal loads with the cor=-

raesponding water—quality or drinking-water standard and with
concentrations measured In Steel Creek and in the Savannah
River above and below the SRP, Available measurements from the
Savannah River Indicate little varlation In measured gquantities
between upstream and downstream locatlons from present SRP
operations; L-Reactor operation [s not expected to alter this
situation signiflcantiy,

As stated tn Section 4,1,1,6 of the EIS, the operation of
L-Reactor will not vioclate any ambient alr-quality standard,
L-Reactor thermal effluent impacts In the river for the refer-
ence casg are expected to be small; a zone of passage for
anadromous flsh and other aquatic organisms will exist in the
river. The thermal Iimpact to wetlands for the reference ca

Is expected to be simllar to conditions that occurred during
earller L-Reactor operation, About 1000 acres of wetiands wil
be affected over a number of years of reactor operation from
the reference case thermal discharge. The Impacts on wetlands
are described in Section 4,1,1,4 and mitigation aiternatives
are described In Section 4,4,2 and Appendix | of the EIS, Also
sée the response to comment AA-1 regarding coollng-water
ml+igatlon measures,

The volume of high-level radloactive waste to be ge
chemical processing of L-Reactor material was conslidered In the
Defense Waste Processing Facillty EIS (Section 5.1,2,8 of the
EIS), .

Sea the response to comment BG-9 concerning terrorist attacks,
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number
What would be the consequences to the more than half-ml{lion
pecple living within the 80 killomter and beyond the vicinity
of the reactors If sulcldal-type terrorists cause severe damage
to or destroy any one of the flve nuclear reactors?
CR-3 Would 1+ preclpitate a chaln reaction of nuclear reactor An accldent at one reactor site would not lead to an accldent
destruction? at another site,
CR-4 And finally, we ought fo delay restarting of the SRP L-Reactor

to study further the very need for plutonium,

Just a few days ago Dr, Carl Sagan and Paul Erhlich, represent-
ing the views of many scientists and biologlsts, have sald the
latest sclentific findings indicate that the United States by
Itselt alrsady has, and in tact has had for several yoars in
Its nuclear power arsenal, enough nuclear power armament to
destroy all |ife on earth,

Thank you,

The natlonal policy on nuclear weapons, thelr deployment, and
the need for Increased weapons is beyond the scope of this EiS.
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STATEMENT OF ANDREAS NISSEN

| have read from the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and
| am not satisfied with the safety and environmental protection
moasures In place at tha Savannah River Plant,

Because many people do not have the technical expertise to de-
termine from That document The damage Thaf wiii be done To fhe
communities surrounding the Savannah River Plant, | would like
to polnt out something in a very nonsensical way, a down-to—
earth way,

Insurance companies are some of the largest and most success-—
ful institutions in the worid. They got that way by profes-
slonally asslgning risks, For lInstance, they do not ensurs
pecpla with bad driving records, They do not ensure hazardous
dwalllngs, or thavy do not ansure sulcidals

Cs-t They also will not ensure nuclear facilitlies, such as the An insurance pool In the United States currently provides $160
Savannah River Plant, 0Does this not Indicate that these plants milltion of {labitity Insurance for commercial nuclear facllli-
must be made safer? |t does to me, ties and nuclear materials transportation in addition to Insur-

ance they offer to cover property damage to the facllities
themselves, Individua! private Tnsurance policies (such as
homeowners pollicies) usually exciude "nuclear damage" because
that s covered on essentially a "no-fault basis"™ by the lia-
'y Insurance described above, The Federal governmen
tinanclally responsible for damags caused by its operations,

See the responses to comments AA-1, AA-3, and AB-13 regarding
cooling-water mitigation alternatives and DOE's commitment to
comply~with applicable Federal and state environmental protec-

cs-2 In Savannah Rlver Plant's case, we, the clitizens who |lve here,
as has already beaen stated by several speakers, we need a
proper containment dome, We need adeguate effluent water de-
contamination and cooling devices, and because of past experi=- tion regulations, the response fo comment BF-7 regarding con-
ence wilth nuclear accidents, we need an independent oversignt talnment;~ and the response to comment BQ-2 regarding existing
commlttee to act as a watchdog over this extremely hazardous oversight mechanisms,

facility,

Thank you for allowing me my comments,
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STATEMENT OF MR, JOHN MACLEAN
My name Is John Macliean, and |'m speaking for myself, | have
soveral points, the first being that | have waded through the
EiS and “waded through,® i think, is the appropriate descrip-
cT-1 tion, and among several of the facts that | found were not The calculated potential excess cancer fatalities and genetic

clartfled or clear to me were the percentages of cancer deaths
that would result from the startup of the L-Reactor and also
the percentage of the mutatlions or deformitles in children be-
Ing born in the area, within the 80-mile area, of the Alken
plant,

The rates, as stated In the EiS, ware threes per thousand cancer
daaths and four par thousand f-nr' daformities,

The problems with these rates I1s that, if, In fact, they are
true, vou are talking about a clty, say, for example, Savannah,
of 100,000 people, you would ba talking about 300 pecple per
year dying of cancer because of thae L-Reactor or 400 people per
year having deformitles when thay are born, because of the
L-Reactor,

These levals, of course, are unacceptable,

It would be hard to tell your wife or ¢hild that they were
being sacrificed for the L-Reactor., | think, in tact, that
theose fliqures are wrong, that what you mean to say -- | hope
you mean to say -- that It's three per thousand, or ,003 excess
cancer deaths above the ones that you would normally have,

The problem is that Is not spelled out In the EIS,
have to clarify that,

I think you

It would certainly ease my mind if you would clarify that so
that | don't leave the permanent E!S, thinking that I'm golng
to see my wife or child suffer because of the L-Reactor,

| can't believe that the percentages are that high, and | think
this shouid be clarified because it's not clear In the EIS,

disorders {not the percent of Increase) are presented in Sec~
tion 4,1.2,6 for L-Reactor operation, in Section 5.,1.2.5 for
support facilitles, and 1n Sectton 5.2.7 for all nuclear facll-
Itles within 80 kilometers, The Increased incldance of health
effocts Is expressed in terms of of fects (cancer or genetic ef-
fects) per 1,000,000 parson-rem, The risk estimator factors
used in the EIS woere 120 cancers and 257 genetic affects per
1,000,000 person-rem, The potential health ef fects from
L-Reactor operation are much less than one excess cancer fatal-
ity and much less Than one genetlic disorder for the entire pop-
ulation llving within 80 kilometers of the Savannah River
Plant, The pesrtinent sections of the EIS have been rewrlitten
to clarify how the calculations of health effects were deter-
mined, Tc summarlze, the potaential! health ef fects from
L-Reactor aperation are much !ess than one excess cancer fatal-
Ity and much less than one genetic disorder for the entire pop-
ulation living withln 80 kilometers of the Savannah Rlver
Plant,
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cT-2 The second point 1 would ITke to make Is that In the alterna- See the response to comment BY-2 regarding the use of material
+ivas discussed for the productlon of plutonium, weapons grade from commerclal reactors, Additional Information on this
plutonlum, one of the alternatives, that belng using commerclal subjact has been added Tn this finat EIS in Section 2,1,1,2,

waste from commerclal reactors, Is very quickly reviewed and
dismissed, It is dismissed because the Atomic Energy Act
states that you cannot use commercial waste to make weapons
grade or use for military purposes, and therefore, with one
sentence, you state in the EIS that this alternative Is not
feasible,

The problems with that ts you have spent two hundred-some-odd
milllon dollars, We have rented a room, [n four other dif-
farent places, time and time again, and we have booklets, and
wo have people with all that money, and wilth President Reagan
stating that, as a matter of pollcy, and |'m quoting now from
Page 5-1 of the EIS:

"As & matter of ﬁGI;Cy, national 53Ci.i|"l|y |uth|6ﬁ'l’6|"?5,
not arbltrary constraints on nuclear material avallabil-
Ity, shall be the limiting factor In the nuclear force

structure,

I+ seems to me that, as a taxpayer, | would like to save my 200
million dollars, and | think that President Reagan's attltude
would certalnly help the DOE In simply amending the Atomlc
Energy Act so that you can In fact, use the commerclal waste to
make plutonlum that you need,

If you ware able to do that, you would be able not fto have the
L-Reactor, You would not have any problems with coollng
towers, you would have any questions about containment domes
because you wouldn't be having a reactor,

Instead, you would be taklng the commerclal waste that is belng
bul [t up and that nobody has any ldea what they are golng to do
with, You can take Tt sfralghf from a commerclal reacfor, takae

it over fo either Barnwell or take It to the L-Reactor chemical
separator itself and go ahead and process it,

You ara golng to have to cook It longer because you are going
o have hligher degree ot Plutontum 240, but you can do 1+, and
you can do 1t and save all this money, and all you have to do
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with one stroke of a pen 1s amend Atomic Energy Act, and bingo,
you have got it,
| think that alternative should be considered a lot more than
It has been, and certalnly should have been considered before
the 200-some-odd mil lton dollars was spent, and | balleve tha
DOE should at least really look to Its own lobbylsts to try to
get that act amended because that would solve aeverybody's
orobteom,
I+ would help the commercial pecple getting rid of thelr waste,
and 1t would help us down here because we wouldn't have a
reactor, |t would Just solve a lot of problems,
cr=3 The last polnt Is about the coollng towsr, The cooling tower 5ee the responses fo commenis AA-{ and AB-i3 regarding coofing-
would take about 39 millITon dollars to bulld, You can bulld it water mitigation alternatives,

nou and also keep the L-Reactor on !lline and on time, and in the
18 months that It would take to bulld it, you could simply cut
it In.

Your own EI5 states this Is an alternative., You can bulld it
and cut it In, and you won't lose any time or any plutonium
because the L-Reactor would be on |ine,

I think that Is an alternative that everyone can live with, |
think 1t's a good compromise,

People down hera get thelr coollng tower and the L-Reactor, and
the DOE gets thelr ptutonium, all at the same time, and | don't
think 39 milllon doltars s all that much to spend, considering
you have already spent 200 millfon dollars, and consldering
1+'s just a drop in the bucket of the deflcit,

So i think those three things, ciarification of the cancer and
deformity rates, genetic disorder rates, should be made clear
fn the permanent E15, and | think the alternative of amending
the Atomic Energy Act should be discussed a |lttle further than
It has been, and, thirdly, the alternative of the cooling tower
belng bul I+ and then belng cut In whlle the L-Reactor Is al-
ready on llne, i think, I+ is a good alternative and should
also be further discussed,

Thank vou.
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STATEMENT OF MR, SPRAGUE
My name Is Larry Spragua, and |'m speaking for myseif. There
are several specltic questions that | bellieve should be ad-
dressed or addressed more fully by the Envirommental lmpact
Statement,
Cl=1 First oft would be the dosage tables, partlcularly, that are Exhibit (Tabte) 4-25 in the Draft EIS prasents the environmen-

found In Exhiblt 4-25, and this [s the dosage table that shows
the amount of dose of radlatlon that people outside of the
Savannah River Plant might receive,

The £S5 doas not make clear how these flgures were arrived at,
For Instance, were they historlcal measuraments of radlation
coming from the L-Reactor? Well, If this Is so, then, tfrom my
reading of the EiS, it seems that the measuring instruments
were on the perimeter of the plant site and therafore, the con-
centration of radiation would be very slight and very difficult
+o monitor or detect accurately.

Furthermore, the measuring Instrument was a thermoluminescent
dostmeter, or TLD, for short, which Is a relatively Insensitive
instrument for measuring some type of radiation, Therefore,
the cumulative dosage could, in fact, be higher than the table
Indlcates,

Furthermore, what standards of maximum dosage wil! be used?
The E1S indlcates that the limli¥s will be per DOE requiations,
Howevaer, | would llke to make two polnts on that,

One, in the EIS nowhere are the DOE regulations set out, so the
publl¢c can have an Idea of what the difference Is between the
NRC regulation and the DOE regulation, and secondly, if the DOE
regulations allow a higher dosage than those found 1n 10 CFR
50, why Is that so? Why is It that the DOE deems it all right
for the surrounding community to be subjected fo this higher
lavel of dosage on the DOE regqulations than under 10 CFR 507%

tal risk from a hypothetlical 10-percent core-melt accldent.
Section 4,2,1.,5 presents the method of calculating this risk,
These calculated values are the product of dose consequence and
probabi 11ty per year for the accident,

Table 4=-22 In the Draft EIS [Ists the offsite doses from credl-
ble accidents, These doses are less than the DOE standards for
normal operations {DOE 5480,1a,, Chapter 11}, which are
essentially the same as those used by NRC for regulating the
nuclear power industry (10 CFR 20}, The dose from a range of
accidents is treated probabllistically and compared in Figure
4=-11a of the Dratt E15 with the NRC design goal for power
reactors (10 CFR 100) of 25 rem at the site boundary,

The offsite doses from L-Reactor operation (Table 4-19 In the
Draft E15) are based on the average releases of radioactivity
for 1978, 1979_ and 1980 for the operating C~, K-, and P~
Reactors. The releases of radiocactivity from these reactors
are measured at the point of release to the environment, Alf
radionuclides released are measured quantitatively by a
that Includes continuous monitoring plus sampling and analysis
in analytical laboratories. The environment Is comprehensively
monftored by a program described In Sectlon 6.1 of the EIS,
This program Includes sampling and analysis of drinking wa
ralnwater, river water, food, fish, vegetation, anima
etc, Durlng normal operations, tritium is the only -
clide of SRP origin that is detectable in envircnmental samples
by routine monltoring techniques. Thus, It is necessary to
calculate offsite doses by a model that accounts for movement
of radioactivity In the environment and exposure of man by

‘‘‘‘‘
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known exposure pathways. This environmental dosimetry modal (s
described In Appendix B of the EIS, The expected releases of
radfoactivity from L-Reactor gfven In Sections 4,1,2,1 and
4,1,2.2 was used to calculate the offsite doses shown (n Table
4-19 of the Draft EIS,
cu=-2 My second point has to do with the rad{oces{um found In Steel As dfscussod in Sectlon 3,7.2.1 of the EIS, the primary source

Creek., | understand that the orfginal source of the cesium was of radl{ocestum was leaking fue! elements stored in the dfs-

from a leak fn the primary cooling system to the secondary assembly bas{ns fn P- and L-Areas, not a leak (n the primary

cooling system, | would like to see {n the EIS what has been cooling system, See Section 3,7,2,1 of the EIS concerning

done to prevent a recurrence of thfs, stops taken in the late 1960s and early 1970s to reduce further
releases of radiocesfum.

In particutar, | belfeve the following steps should be taken,
Also see Sectlions 2,2,3 and G.3,1,5.3 of the EIS concerning

First, a rad{ation detector should be put In the secondary radfoact(vity monitoring of the secondary cooling water

cocting system to determine when, in fact, you do have a leak, discharged from the reactor heat exchangers,

and not only that, but (t should indicate present radiation and

shouldn' just be detecting cumutative amounts, A closed second cooling loop with demineralizer or a third
cooling loop is not necessary because the primary loop Is con-

Secondly, the secondary coolifng system should be a closed loop tinuousty delonized and f(ltered and leakage between the pri-

with a demineralizer (n (t, so that i(n the svent of a teak, the mary and secondary loop fs small, Leakage beitween the primary

reactor can be operated for a while without the radiocesium and secondary loops s continuously monftoered and limited to a

betng admitted into the env{ronmant, value that would result {n a radfologfcal release that Is only
a small fraction of acceptable release limits. Should this

Third, a third loop {n the cooling system should be added, lim{t+ be exceeded, cperating procedures require that the
reactor be shut down and the heat exchanger be fsolated to pre~
vant further leakage, The radiological impact of leakage Is a
small fraction of the (mpact of total reactor wastewater
dfscharges to the process sewoar, which are well within
acceptable limits,

Ccu-3 My third area of concern (s metal fatigue of the reactor The ef fects of neutron (rradiatfon on the stainless steel SRP

vessel, Radiation over a perfod of time can lead to metal fa-
tfgue (n the area of the highest neutron I(nflux In the reactor
vessel, Now, thfs reactor vessel was actually {n operation for
about 12 years, | would like to see this question addressed:
First, what (s the effect that this has had on tha strength of
the reacter vessel; have any studies been done, and what are
thelr conclusfons; and (f no studies have bsen done, why not?

reactor vessels have been studied (Extended Service Life of
Savannah Rfver Plant Reactors, D. A, Ward, et al,, DP51-B0-

257), and 1t has been concluded that no signiff{cant deleterious
metal lurgtcal effects have occurred, Furthermore, no future
deletarious of fects are expected because neutron fluence has
been accumulating very slowly since operation with I{thfum-
blanketed charges started (n 1968, At the temperatures and
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cu-4

Lastty, | would like to take the DOE to task for the lateness
of the Environmental Impact Statement, | reallze this [s some-

what futile, but It does upset me to see the whole purpose of
ko En\airﬂnmnn‘lral [ ant sfni-mn'l- Aafantad

n
i) NIF BT LATIISRIA A AP A T RIS WY W e

The whole purpose (s for the federal! government, before {t
spends huge sums of money, to take a look at all the facts and
possibit{tles, Well, the government has already spent the
money, It has already spent around 200 milliion dollars, Wwhat
do we have? A ptant that (s supposed to produce plutontum, but
it (s not tn operation, [t hasn't produced one ounce,

Part of the reason (s because you haven't produced an Ei5, but
secondly, there are stf{ll serious questions rafsed about (ts
safety, and thase questtons could have perhaps been answered,
and the answers to these questions incorporated i(n the rebulld-
ing of the L-Reactor and perhaps the L-Reactor would be In
business today, or alternatives such as the Barnwel! plant
could have been chosan, and three years ago, {t might have been
possible to amend the Atomic Energy Act and thereby use the
Barnwel! plant,

||||= ng L=R35C‘I'A-
government had gone ahead and done an EI5, which was almost
salf-ovident on Its face that they had to, and the other alter-
natf{vas looked at, the L-Reactor might have been made safer In
the first [nstance, might be {n operation now, because [t was
safer, and all these problems would have been taken care of and
we wouldn't ba under the time constraints we are now, or possi-
bly a cheaper and safer alternative, such as the Barnwell
plant, might have been possible,

Aot smisem o doa b
UYWL Ul i wWai 3y e

Thank you.

neutron fluences experlenced by SRP reactors, yteld strength
and tensile strength (ncrease; ductility and fmpact strength
decline with {ncreasing neutron fluence, The temperature of
the SRP reactor tank walls Is too low for significant swelling
to occur from volds or gas bubbles resulting from neutron (r-
radfatfon, 1In addition, experimental! avidence has demonstrated
that a relaxation of prelrradiatfon stresses also results from
fast neutron fluence, The reactor tanks are not expected to be
affected by fatigue damage because the straesses encountered In
the low-temperature, low-pressure system are well balow en-
durance limits, and vibratfon from process-water cfrculation
has been reduced to a tow level,

This EIS has been prepared (n accordance with the Energy and
Water Development Appropri{ations Act, 1984, and the Nat{onal
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. The potentfal

anviranmantal sancanaancac Aé unaradias amd ranAuadina
SRV TLhieanT Ay LONSORUENLYS OF Upgraua g and rendvatang

L-Reactor--as opposed to operating L-Reactor--were rav!{ewed and
determinad to be i(nsi{gnlficant,
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STATEMENT OF PAUL S, DRAPER,
L. R, CASTILIAN, LOUISA GREEN, RANDY
{CHILLY, A, L, WEEKS, CHARLES H, RAWL INSON,
THOMAS M, COMBS, STEVE HIERS, WILLIAM OLIVE,
JOHN GRIFFIN AND CECIL PRYOR
Cv=1 1t is our oplinion that the L-Reactor should not be reactlivated The £15S included comprehensive ecologlical Information drawn

untl} further ecological studles have been made,

from more than 100 documents developed over the past 30 years
by recognized research organlzations (the Savannah River Ecol-
ogy Laboratory, the Savannah River Laboratory, the Academy of
Natural Sclences of Philadelphla, the U,S, Geologlcal Survey,
and the Unlversity of South Carclina, among others), Extensive
ecologlcal studlies, both onsite and offsite, are dascribed 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 example, the Academy of Natural Sclences
of Phliadelphia has monltored the water quality and aguatic
btota of the Savannah River for the past 30 years; also, an
intans ive comprehensive coollng-water study (Section 6.1.3) Is
monitoring water usage and quallity, and wetland, fisherlies, and
endangered specles Impacts In Par Pond, the SRP onslte streams,
the Savannah River swamp, and the Savannah Rlver from Augusta
downstream to near Savannah, Georgla,

—

Section 7.3 of thls EIS has been revised to reflect the current
status of consultations with the U,S, Fish and Wildllife Service
and the National Marine Fisherles Service.
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Cw-1

Cw-2

LETTER OF ARTHUR H, DEXTER

Rt, 1, Box BOA
Alken, S,C, 29801
November 4, 1983

Mr. M, J, Sires, 111

Asslstant Manager for Health,
Safety and Environment

U.S. Dept. of Energy

Savannah Rlver Operations 0tflice

P.0. Box A

Alken, S5,C, 29801

| was disappelnted fo find that the Draft EIS had falled to
treat, In a technically honest manner, the concerns that |
ralsed in my latter of August 3, 1983, | aoffer the followling
additional comments:

1) The Draft EIS falls fo cite the technologlcal breakthrough
that now permits the ultra-conservative assumption that
core malting can be limited to 1% (or is 1t 3%7) of the
fuel, Durling the several years that | was assoclated with
thase concerns, It was commonly assumed that fuel melting
would be so0 extensive that the fue! would melt through the
bottom of the reactor tank and come to rest tn the pin
room, l.e., the room immadiatel!y beneath the reactor. That
scenarlo was obvlously ¢loser to 1008 meltdown than to 1%,

2) 1 tind 11 curtous that the Draft EIS chooses to Tgnore the
research that A, 5, Evans and | performed which shows that

sssentlally 100% of radlolodine Is released In the volatile

form, from water In the presence of a background of amblent
radiation, The Draft EIS contention, that the radlolodine
would stay dissolved In the water, Is completely at odds
with these findlings.,

See the responses to comments BL-2 and BL-4 regarding loss—of-
coolant accldents,

In analysls of loss-of-coolant accidents resulting in fusl
damage, 50 percent of the lodine In the damaged fuel is assumed
to become alrborne within the process room (see Sectlion
4,2,1,4), No credit Is taken for condensation on varlous
bullding structures and all of the airborne lodine is assumad
to reach the carbon filters of the alrborne activity conflne-

ment system. The remalnder of the lodine would be contained In
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1t is interesting that while the EIS tries on the one hand the reactor, reactor bullding, moderator, or emergency cooling

to outdistance Itself from commercial power reactors whan water. Moderator and emargency cooling water contalning radio-

matters pertalning to containment vessels are discussed, It activity would be retalned in two tanks as discussed in Section

Is qulck to cite T™I-2 resutts on radlolodine, (which may 4.2,1,4, Only a small frac+lon of radiolodine in thegse tanks

or may not have any appllcation fo SRP), In preferencs to would bs wlatilized. The tanks as originaliy designed ware

In-house resuits! vented to the atmosphere but were subsequentiy modifled to went
back through the alrborne activity conflnement system so that

This matter of the volatllity of the lodine, In the pres- no unfiltered radiolodina compounds would be released,

ance of lonizing radiation, is a very critical concern as

regards the safety of CSRA residents. Obviously the The research referred to In the comment is applicable to vola~

framors of the EIS do not wish to acknowladge that radlo- tilization of lodine from these tanks, The purpose of the re—

[odine is released from the water since this would be an search was to {nvestigate the use of additives to pravent or

acknowledgmont of the contentions of my letter and the In- retard wlatillzation of lodine from water in the presence of a

adequacles of present SRP measures for dealing with a melt- radlation fleld. The results of their research were publlshad

down accldent, (A, H. Dexter et al,, 1977, "lodine Evaporation from Irradiated
Aqueous Solutlons Containing Thiosulfate Additive," 14th ERDA
Alr Cleaning Conference) and do not support the statements made
Tn_this comment. The research showed that after exposure to
10¥ rads, 14,6 percent of the lodine was evaporated with no
additives, some addltives Increased evaporation up to 96 per-
cent while other additives were found to reduce evaporation to
as low as 0,044 percent, After modifying the tanks to vent
them to the confinement system, concerns regarding volatlliza-
tion of lodine from the tanks were alleviated,

CW-3 3} 1 am frankly skeptlical about the Draft EIS clalm that SRP Appendix B of the EIS describes the effectiveness of the

has developed Impregnants that wili permlt the absorption Tmpregnated carbon filters, The references tlsted In this

of organic jodide compounds on carbon., If such is the appendix, eospeclally the Safety Analysis Report (Du Pont,

case, then a major breakthrough of this kind should be ex- 1983), contaln more detalls,

tensively documented In the E[S,

CW-4 4) while the Draft EIS falls to provida a tachnlically honest Sectlon 4,2,1,4 describas the deslign functlons of the 225,000-

treatment of the concerns railsed In my previous letter, |
suggest that the 50-million gallon basin Is, In effect, a
"smoking gun" in that Its very existence is conflirmation of
the scenarlo that | clited in my letter: It Is there to re-
celve the huge volumes of radioactively contaminated cool-
Ing water that wili flow to It during the aftermath of a
meltdown, There Is no other reason for the existence of
this 50-mlllion gallon basin, Lest anyone should experl-
ence difftculty In envisioning the volume of this huge

Iiter underground tank, the 190-mitlion-1iter emergency earthen
basin, and the 1.9—m||l!on-!lfar tank in the aearthen basin,
This system was designed to contaln radioactive materials
resulting from accidents ranging from a splllage of the modera-
tor to fuet melting, See the response to comment BL-4 for
further discusslon of loss-of-coolant accldents,
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basin, an equivalent basin could be created by excavating a
regulation football playing fleld to a depth of 129 ft,

Sincerely,

Arthur H., Dexter

SHT-K
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numbear
STATEMENT OF R, E{LEEN BULLER
October 27, 1983
Mr, M,J, Sires, III
Asslistant Manager for Health,
Satety and Environment

U.S. Dept, of Energy
Savannah River Qperations Office
P.Q. Box A
Alken, S.C, 29801
Re: DOE/EIS 01080
Dear Sir:
I have completed reviewing the above EIS and wish to have my
comments entered in the publlc record, Living on the edge of
the Hanford Nuclear Reservation wlth 1ts N-Reactor operations,
| have developed somo strong opinlons about such facillitles,

Cx-1 First, 1| believe that contalnment domes should be instailed on See the response to comment BF~7 regarding containment domes,
all reactors, The possibility of accldental release Is of
great concern, To argue that such a contalnment Is not cost
effective ignores that well known fact (per Three Mile Island}
that accldents do happen. All commerclal reactors are required
to have thls design and It is reasonable to want military
reactors to have the same,

Cx-2 Secondly, the closed loop design with its direct discharge into See the rasponses to comments AA-1, BM-3, and CP-2 regarding
rivars must be stopped, 1 It were not for ths extenslive cooling=-water mitigation alternatives,
lobbying efforts of two of Washington state's Senators long
ago, the hot discharge Intc the Columbla would not have hap-
pened, | bellave that this practice must be stopped,

Cx-3 Thirdly, these DOE managed faci|itles lack Independent over- See the responss to commant BQ-2 regarding existing oversight

sight when It comes to safety and health, It is Imparative
that our government restructure thls Inadequacy and apply Inde—
pendent oversight. The GAO Report on DOE managed faclllties
showed glaring mistakes at all faci!ities continually over the
past years of operation, That report should be used as further

mechanisms,

In DOE's commants on the GAO report {which had not been pro-
vided by GAD to DOE for review prior to publlication), it was
Indicated that the “,,,.GAQ fundamentally mlsunderstood the
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Comment Commants Responses

numbear
evidence that the public needs better protection and cannot philosophy of DOE's approach to safety and health, and falled
raly on present DOE management to provide It, to recognize the positive resuits of this approach.” Also,

", .omany of the speciflc examples used to support GAO's recom-
mendatlons ware taken out of context, were Inaccurate or
reflected a misunderstanding of DOE's approach to 1ts Safety
and Heatth Program,” These comments, which were provided to
Congress on October 7, 1981, also Identifled the followling

el g el § kb A AR e o dem kb,
points, which refute the GAQ contentlons:

o Although not requiated by the Occupatlonal Safety and
Health Administration (OSHA), the DOE Health and Safety
Program historically has resulted in a much better
safety record for DOE facllitles than the total QSHA-
raequlated Industries or simllar Industries regulated by
OSHA, such as the chemical industry,

o Having health and safaety as a |lne management responsi-
bttty ensures clear 1lnes of authority In Implementing
health and safety requirements, assures that health and
safety Is an Integral part of sach program and s prop-
orly considered In all phases of a program, assures
that the greatest expertlise on a speciflc program is
brought to bear on health and safety matters, maximizes
the sensitivity of all program parsconnel to health and
safety requirements, and permits utilization of health
and safety performance criterla In assessing and
mot ivating program personnei,

o DOE provides an af fective, Independent health and
safety overview functlon through the Assistant Secre-
tary for Environmental Protection, Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, who Is a Presidential Appointee and who
has no nuclear program management responsiblliities,

o DOE, as part of Its continuing Internal efforts to Im-
prove and strengthen I1ts Health and Safety programs had
tnitiated modlfications to improve Tts programs as a
result of the Internal evaluatlion published In March,
1981, This was not taken Into consideration In the GAD

report,



A

Table M=2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {continued}

Comment

number

Comments

Responses

CX-4

CX-5

The thought of further contamination at Savannah River by
bringing up the L-Reactor Is most distressing, Afthough | llve
in Washington, | know how it feels to be at the whim of the DOE
and 1ts well-pald contractors. Past mistakes of handling
waste, of leakers, of direct rlver contamlnation, of slowly
moving plumes of tritium and other Isotopes Into the river and
aqul fers all evidence that thls decislon is Incorrect, I+ is
time to clean up 40 years' worth of enormous contamination, not
to produce more waste, Reprocessing Is a fllthy process and
the health and safety of all of us should be of paramount
concarn,

Finally, the need of the L-Reactor Is In question. From my
knowledge of new programs at Hanford such as the Laser I|sotope
Separation Process and the modiflcation of the head-end of the
PUREX plant, it appears that plutonlium production Is not belng
neglected and certainly does not need additlonal L-Reactor
product,

If tritium s needed, and | doubt we need any plutonlum bombs
at all, then use the N-Reactor, These pro-nuclear advocates at
Hanford would delight In that thought, as thelr bullt-1n pork
barrel would be guaranteed., By doing thls, the N-Reactor's
life would be shortened much to my dellght,

Yours truly,

R. Efleen Buller, 1703 West 15th Ave,, Kennewick, WA 99336

o The GAD report faliled to tdentify Important disadvan-
tages of potential NRC regulation of DOE facilities fn-
cluding the fact that NRC expertise Is primarily with
hlgh=-pressure llght-water cooled reactors as opposed to
the iow-pressure, heavy-water production reactors at
SRP for which the main expertise resides In DOE.

In summary, the GAO report does not provide a balanced review
of DOE Health and Safety programs, and the ef fectiveness of
these programs relative to those regulated by such agencles as
OSHA |s demonstrated by the excel lent safety record as compared
to records for regulated Tndustries engaged in simifar
activities,

See the response to comment AB~8 regarding need. Construction
of a shear-leach head-end on the FUREX facllity Ts discussed
in this EIS in Sectlon 1,1,2 and Appendix A,

The need and production of ftritium iIs outside the scope of this
E1S, The purpose of the L-Reactor restart Is the production of
plutonium,
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STATEMENT OF MAXINE M, WARSHAUER
3526 Boundbrook Lane
Columbta, S5.C, 29206
Nov, 1, 1983
Mr, Melvin J, Slres, I1I
U.5.0,0.E.
S.R, Operations Office
P.0, Box A
Aiken, S.C. 29801
Dear Mr, Sires:
| would Itka to cubmit a parsonal commant for the Environ-
mental Impact Statement concerning the L-Reactor at SRP, As
a South Carollna resident, | am concerned with the effects of
Cr-1 re-starting the L-Reactor, | understand that the water to be See the response to comment AA-1 regarding coollng-water

discharged Into Steel Creek Is hotter than state safety regula-
tions allow, Flushing cesium Into the Savannah River would
contaminate drinking water downstream, Furthermore the seepage
basins would leak more toxlc chemicals Into the Tuscaloosa
aquifer. And high-lave! toxic wastes produced at SRP would be
ralsed by 33%,

| am opposed Yo re-starting the L-Reactor untii these environ-
mental hazards can be of factlively neutralized,

Yours truly,

Maxine M, Warshauer

igation alternatives, the response to comment AA-2 regarding
the relatlonship of radloceslum and radiocobalt con a

to EPA standards, and the response to comment AJ-1 regarding
ground-water and seepage basins,
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STATEMENT OF FRANK VON HIPPEL

Princeton University School of Englneering/Applied Sclence
Center for tnergy and Environmantai Studies
The Englineerlng Quadrangle
Princeton, New Jersey 08544
Phone (609) 452-5445

October 31, 1983

Mr. M. J. Slres; 11!}

Assistant Manager for Health,
Safety and Environment

US Department of Energy

Savannah River Operations Offlice

P.0, Box A

Alken, SC 29801

Dear Mr, Sires,

FPlease find attached my comments on the Dratt Environmental
Impact Statement, L-Reactor Operation, Savannah Rlver Flant
(DOE/E15=0108D),

Sincerely yours,

fFrank von Hippel




16Z-KH

Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {(continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
November 1, 1983

Comments on the Department of Energy‘'s Dratt Environmental

Impact Statement on L-Reactor Operafion, Savannah Rfver Plant

{DOE /E 15=-GTUBD)

Frank von Hfppel
Princeton University
Summary

Becayse of ti{me constratnts, these comments are limited to the

treatment In the Draft EIS of:

o the rlsk from reactor accldents, and

o the need for add{tional weapons-plutonium,

cZ-1 With regard to the risk from reactor accidents, the final EIS As discussed In Section 4.2,1,3, the afrborne activity confine-

should fnciude an estimate of the consequences of a full-core
maltdown followed by a faflure of the radioactive gas filtra-
tton system, Accidents of this severity are routinely con-
s{dered I(n the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC) risk
analyses for clvilfan power reactors, The DOE's balief that
such catastrophic acclidents are Impossible at the L-Reactor may
be due to the apparent neglect of common-mode faflures (n its
accident probabliity estimates, Since, (n any case, such prob-
abtlity estimates are known to be unrelfable as predictors of
the llkelthood of catastrophic accidents at nuclear reactors,
the DOE's risk assessment should focus princfpally on the de-
gree of "defense~{n-depth™ designed Into the L-Reactor's safety
systems, From this perspectfve, the lack of a passfve contain-
ment bullding, a standard safety feature of all US cfvilfan
power reactors, must be a source of serfous concern,

ment system (s assumed to operate tor all accldents consi{dared
because of Its high relfablif+y and the extremely low probabfl-
fty of a concurrent accident and system faflure,

Section 4,2,1,4 of this ffnal EIS has bean modifled to present
the basis for the probabflity criteria used to select accidents
for further analysfs I[ncluding those caused by common mode
fafiures,

Since startup of SRP reactors, a continued of fort has been
devoted to the to the review of the ef fectiveness of reactor
safety systems and upgrading of systems, These reviews have
included analysis of what has come to be known as "common
cause" faflures as noted I(n the response to comment BL-9,
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cz-2

With regard to the need for the L-Reactor plutontum, the
unclassifl{ed discussion offaered {n the Draft EI1S {s unnecessar-
{ly vagque, Essenttal information has bsan omitted despite the
fact that this intormation has previousiy been made publlc or
is easily derf{vable from public informatfon. Such {nformation,
which should appear and be discussed {n the final EIS {ncludas:
the approximate amount of plutonfum already (n the US nuclear
weapons stockplle, the approximate plutonjum production rate of
the L-Reactor, and the amount of plutonfum {n the Nagasak!
bomb, The reader of the unclassified EIS would learn from
these thres numbers that the plutonium already {n the US nu-
clear weapons stockpile (s sufficient to make at least 20,000
nuclear warheads and that the L-Reactor would {ncreasa this
stockpile by only about 0.4 percent a year, These facts are
cortainly relevant to the L-Reactor restart decisfon and (ndeed
make {implausible asserti{ons that plutonfum shortages could de-
lay the deployment of any high-priority US nuclear weapon sys-
tems, To further clari{fy the matter, the DOE should (nclude in
the final E1S a list of the weapons systems which [t believes
would be delayed (f the restart of the L-Reactor were postponed
or cancel led,

DOE has focused on the degree of "defonse-fn-depth™ designed
Into the L-Reactor safety systems by describing these systems
and acctdent experlence and analysfs In this EIS5, Concerns re—
garding a passive contalnment buflding for the L-Reactor are
addressed in Section 4.4.1 of this EiS as weli as in {ts de-
talled description of the benefi{ts of the atternate confinement
system In Section 4,.2.1,

Also see the responses to comments BF-6, BF-7 and BL-11 con-
cerning the adequacy of the L-Reactor confinement system,

See the response to comment AB-2 regarding Information {n this

ElS on need and production alternatives, The nati{onal pollcy
on nuclear weapons, thelr deployment, and the need for

Increased waapons {s beyond the scope of this EIS,
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cZ-3

CZ-4

Reactor Accident Consequences

People living near the Savannah River plant are entitied fo
know the potentlal consequences of a worst-case accident at the
L-Reactor, Furthermore, frankness and honesty about thlis
possiblility is llkely to be In the long-term Interests of the
government, The traditional AEC-ERDA-DOE public-relations
approach o concerns about reactor safety has not done civiiian
nuclear powar any good in the past and is unlikely to do the
nuclear waapons production complex any good In the future.
More often than not, such a policy seems to backffre and con-
vinces concerned citlzens that the risks are greater than they
really are,

The worst-case acclident at the L-Reactor would be a full core
meltdown with the radloactive gases driven off by the core
escaping unfiltered to the human environmant., Although the DOE
may believe that such an accident has a negligible probablliity,
1+ 1s wel l-known that such probablllty estimates are
unrellable,

The unrellabllity of estimates of the probabilitles of cata-
strophlc nuclear reactor accldents bacame clear as a result of
the many review of the Nuclear Regulatory Commisslion's Reactor
Safety Study (RSS), Thls study Included estimates of fthe prob-

abilitles of catastrophlc accldents at *two clvilian nuclear
powar piants, The work underiying these estimates was both
much more sophlisticated and more compliete than the L-Reactor
risk assessment described In the Draft EIS. Nevertheless, fol-
lowIng a prolonged debate and a commissioned ocutside review by
a group on which | served, the NRC concluded in 1979 that "the
Commisslon does not regard as reltable the Reactor Sataty
Study's numerical estimate of the overall rlsk of reactor accl-
dent." [MNRC Press Releasa, January 18, 1979,1

See the response to comment CZ-1 and the response to comment
BL-12 regarding probabl ity estimates,

The probabllity estimates for the L-Reactor are not derlved
from those developed for the Reactor Safety Study, WASH-1400,
although the basic methodology is similar. However, it should
be noted that the Rlsk Assessment Review Group found In part;

"o Desplte Its shortcomings, WASH-1400 provides at this
time the most complete single picture of accident prob-
abl ltties associated with nuclear reactors,"

And,
"o The Commission accepts the Review Group Report!s
concluslon that absolute values of the risks presented
by WASH-1400 should not be used uncritically,..,"

DOE has not used the probability estimates uncritical ly,
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cz-5

CZ~6

cz-7

c2-8

A measure of the Incompleteness of the L-Reactor risk assess—
ment is the fact that it does not even include accident sce-
narlos which could lead to a full core meltdown with fallure of
the radicactive gas flltration system, In the RS5S, such
catastrophic accidents were estimated to have a much higher
probabliitty (30 times higher for a pressurized water reactor)
than the probabliity glven In the Draft EIS for the most severe
L-Reactor accldent consldered there (a relatlvely benlign event
inveiving the melting of only 3 percent of the core with the
radicactive gas f1ltration system effectively preventing a
large release of radioactivity to the atmosphere - see Table
$-2 of the Draft E!S), Although the probabllity estimates In
both reports must be considered unrellable, the absence In the

1 =0 A
L=-Reactor rlsk analysis of an accident sequence which would

lead to a catastrophlc release requires explianation,

The most |ikely explanation for the missing catastrophlc
accidents In the L-Reactor risk assessment is not the rela-
tive safety of the L-Reactor deslign = which after all does not
even have the passive radloactive gas contalnment buliding re-
quired at all clvilian reactors - but the apparent neglect in
the L-Reactor risk assessment of "common-mode" safety system
fallures., This is the class of failures which would Include
accldent sequences which would slmultanaously incapacltate
all the L~Reactor emergency cooling systems and the radioac-
tive gas flltration system, It Is well-known, from both the
RSS and accldent experlences such as those at Brown's Ferry
and Three Mile Island, that common-mode fallures are the most
likely cause of catastrophlc reactor accidents, A severe
earthquake; errors In deslign, construction or malntenance; and
sabotage are only some of the many potentlal causes of such
common=mode fallures which should have been considered,

In any case, In the final EIS, the DOE should discuss the con-
sequences of a core melt-down at the L-Reactor wlth subsequent
bypass or ftallure of the radloactlve gas flltration system, As
I show below, the seriousness of such accldents can be estl-
mated from results obtalned by the RSS,

For simplicity, | will consider beslow only radlation doses at a
dlstance 12 km (7,5 miles) downwind from a worst-case L-Reactor

See the responses %o comments 8L-1, BL-2, BL-4, CZ-1, and CZ-4
regarding consideration of a full core meltdown.

See the response to comment CZ-1, and the responses to comments
BL-9 and BL.~12 regarding "common mode" fallures.

See the response to comment CZ-1,

I+ Is not reasonable to apply the results of the Reactor Safety
Study to L-Reactor because of the signiflcant differences In
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[yl

<

accident, Thls is the average distance from the L-Reactor to
that part of the slte boundary which 1ies to the south of the
reactor (see Flig, 32 of the Draft EI1S), According to Table
B8-1 of the Draft E1S, the wind blows In these directlions
approximately one half the time,

The predictlions of the Reactor Safety Study whole—body and

+hurald dncac ac finmttanc Ad Admunulod Adladamcan mag ke £aond Tn
THYIUIU UU3SS O3 TunviiUiia U UURDwI i ) 3TaNneT Hay oa 7OUnNu i

the NRC report, Examinatlion of Offsite Radlologlical Emergency
Arotactive Measures for Nuclear Reactor Accidents Involving
ore Me - » J. It is reasonable to compare
these results directly to those In the Draft EIS because the
thermal powar of the pressurlzed water reactor conslidered in
the Reactor Safety Study (3200 MWt) Is approximately the same
as that assumed by the DOE fn calculating the consequences of
L-Reactor accidents (3000 MWt, according to Table 5~2 of tha
Draft EIS), The accumulation of long-lived fisslon products In
the L-Reactor core Is somewhat lower than In a power reactor,
but, as Is shown In Fig. ¥l 13-1 of the RS55, the most important
contributors to the 2-hour offsite dose are short-lived fso-
topes which would be present In comparable amounts of the two
reactors, (The radloactive Inventory assumed for the L-Reactor
core Ts glven In Table G-10 of the Draft EIS, That assumed for
the pressurlzed-water power reactor considered In the RSS, is
given in Table V1 3~1 of that report.)

RSS calculated a "mean projected whole body dose" outdoors,

TZ km downwind from a core-melt-contalnment-fallure accldent
of approximately 10 rems, (See curve E of Flgure 5,9 of
NUREG-CR-1131,) The corresponding thyroid dose was estimated
to be about 1000 rems (Ibid, Fig. 5,121, These numbers are
respectively 25 and 2000 Times higher than the (argest values
shown tn Table 5-2 of the Draft EIS for the 2-hour whole-body
and thyrold doses, Doses of this magnitude would not be
assocfated with a large risk of early death from radlation
IlIness, but they would bring with them a significant increase

deslign, See the response to comment BF-7 regarding these
di f ferences,

Based on the doses presented in the comment from a catastrophlc
accident, the Individual so axposed to 10 rems wouild suffer an
avarage increase In ITkelihood of death from cancer from about
ohe in five to about 1,01 in flve, equivalent to the risk from
smoking 1/2 a cigarette per week for 30 years, hardly a "sig-
niflecant Increase in cancer risk over the longer term," Simf-
larly, & 1000 rem thyroid dose would yleld a total risk of thy-
roid mallgnancy in the order of one in 250, with a negligible
risk of fatality, a comparatively low consequence of a very low
probabl ity accldent categorized as "catastrophic,"
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CZ-10

fn cancer risk over the longer term, Furthermore, (f evacua-
tion were dalayed or the meteorological conditions were ad-
verse, whole-body doses could rise above the levels (200-300
rems) where fatalities from radlation (llness would begin to
occur INUREG/CR-1131, Flgs, 5.10 and 5,221,

Land contam{nation from atmospheric releases of radfcactivity
on the scale of the worst accldents conslidered {n tThe Reactor
Safety Study would also be much more severe than for those
accldents considered (n the Draft EIS, For example, the RSS
estimated that, even (f techniques existed which could be used
to reduce the radloact{ve contamination of thousands of squarse
m{ tes by 95 percenf res!denfs would fyptcally have to vacate

fal yodar s> argas IIIJ IU JU’ IHIIBb UQV”INIIIU TF(XI'I a Cor G-ITIBITLIOIH"
contalnment-~fallure accident [WASH~1400, Fig. Vi 13~27§, In
the absence of such effective deconfamlnaflon technliques, this
interdicted area would extend about 100 miles downwind.*

Not even considered in the Draft EIS are the potential releases
of the much larger (nventorlies of radloactive waste elsewhere
on the Savannah River site which might occur as an indlrect
rasult of an accident at the L-Reactor. what would happen, for
oxampla. to the huge (nventories of Cesfum=-137 in the high
lovel waste tanks in the F-~ and H-areas, If, as a resuit of
radloact(va contamination by an accfdent at the L-Reactor, ft
bacame {mpossible to malntain the cooling of these tanksi*¥*

A}l these consequences should be carefutlly discussed (n the
final EIS,

*Saea also Jan Baeyea and Frank von Hippel, "Containment of a
Reactor Meltdown, Bulletin ot the Atomic Scientists,
August/September 1982, p, 52,

¥%50e Waste Managemant Operations, Savannah River Plant, (ERDA,
Oraft Env{ronmental Impact Statement, ERDA-15537, 197/6),

ppe 111-96 and 111-97 for a suggestive although incomplefe dis-

cussion of the problem of loss-of-cooling in Savannah River
high loavae! wasta storaga tanks,

The waste storage tanks are equipped with cooling cofls which
are supplied with water from a closed=loop cooling system,
which {n turn, Is cooled by heat exchangers supplfed with well
water, Loss of cooling In a wasta tank contafning fresh high-
heat wasta. a tank with a maximum rate of heat genaration,
would cause the temperature of the waste to Increase to the
bolling point over a perjod of about a week unless corrective
act{on were taken, The max{mum sludge and supernate tempera-
ture for each waste storage tank (s recorded daily so that ade-
quate time would be avai{lable to (dentify a cooling deficiency
and to restore full cooling or to {nftiate supplementary cool-
Ing to avold overheating, In addition to backup coolling water
supply, each coclad wasta tank (s provided with a condenser as
a backup for {+s cooling cofls,

There Is presently no known accident that would occur at
L-Reactor and cause a concurrent faflure of the waste tank
cooling system, !n additlion, the distance to the waste tanks
from L-Reactor are sufficiently far that access and all neces~
sary malntenance to the waste tanks would continue to be per-
formed f{n the unlikely event of an accident at L-Reactor,
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The Urgency of Additional Plutonium Production for Weapons
CZ-1t Although the reactor accident risk assessment (n the Draft See the response to comment AB~Z regarding i{nformation In this

EIS {s obviously inadequate, [t (s at least accessible for
independent peer review and will hopefutly be improved as a
result, In the case of the claimed need for the L-Reactor
pluton{um, howaver, the DOE appears to have used the excuse of
classified information to avoid a public critigus of iTs analy=—
sis, As will ba shown below, {t was unnecessary for the DOE to
adopt this position, The principal numbers required to judge
the need for the L-Reactor pluteonium are In the public domain,
Furthermore, these numbers tend to cast doubt on any claims of
urgency for the restart of the L-Reactor,

One can easfly estimate, for example, from the published num-
bers for the quantities of Strontium90 and Cesium=137 (n the

Hanford sites, how much U-235 was flssfoned {n the AEC-ERDA~-DOE
production reactors and therefore how much plutonium thesa
reactors produced, If one does this, one arr{ves at an esti-
mate of approximately 120,000 kilograms of plutonium (n the
U,S. nuclear waapons stockp!le,

One can also eas!ly calculate from the 2350 MWt nominal thermal
power of the L-Reactor glven (n Table G-5 of the Draft EIS that
It wit! be able to produce about 500 kg of weapon-grade plu-
tonfum per year - or approximateiy 0,4 paercent of what the

U.S. already has In (ts weapons !nventory,

Finally, we know from a declassifled memorandum from General
Groves {dated 18 July 1945) to the then Secretary of War, that
the nuctear bomb which destroyed Nagasakl| contalned approxi-
mately 6 kg. of plutonfum, This means that, even {n the ab-
sance of the advances In nuclear weapons technology since 1945,

EIS on need and productfon alternatives, The natlonal policy
on nuclear weapons, thelr deployment, and the need for {n-
creased weapons {5 beyond the scope of this EIS,
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the amount of plutonium currently In the U,S, weapons stockpile
would be sutficient to make 20,000 Nagasaki weapons.* The
oxplosive yleld of these weapons could, of course, be
enormously Increased by using them to trigger a second stage
thermonuclear reaction,

The bare facts above by themselves make Implausible that the
lack of future plutonium productlon from the L-Reactor would
delay any high priority U,S. nuclear weapons system, The DOE
could, however, further clarify the Issue by Including in the
#inal EIS a 11st of the weapons systems which it beileves would
be delayed If the restart of the L-Reactor were postponed or
cancel led,

Concluslon

As a result of the review documented above, 1 conclude that
the DOE has not provided In the Draft EIS an analyslis of the
qualilty which should be required for a federal action as
significant as the L-Reactor restart decislon,

*The U,S. also has In its nuclear weapons stockpile sufficlent
highly enriched uranium to make addlitional tens of thousands of
nuciear warheads, The detaiied documentation of this fact,
along with the estimates gliven above for the U,S., weapons-
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECT|ON AGENCY
REGION 1V
345 COURTLAND STREET
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30365
November 4, 1983

APM=EA/GM

Mr, M, J. Slres, 111

Assistant Manager for Health,
Safety and Environment

U,S. Department of Energy

Savannah River Operatlons Offlce

P,0, Box A

Alken, S.C. 29801

Daar Mr, Sires:

In accordance with Sectlion 309 of the Clean Alr Act and the
Nattonal Environmental Policy Act, the Environmental Protection
Agency has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
and appendices, on the proposed resumption of L-Reactor opera-
tlon at the Savannah River Plant (Barnwall County) South
Carcolina. Cur evaluation reveals that there are a number of
significant environmental lssues resulting from this action
which remain unresoived or are s¥iii under sfudy in an effort
to effect mitigation, The major Issues are groundwater contam-
tnatfon assoclated with certain of the reactor's support facll-
Ities, discharge of heated effluent into Steel Creek which will
result in the destruction of extensive wetlands within the
craek and Its delta with the Savannah River, and uncertalnty
involving the treatment and disposal of varlous potential and
actual hazardous wastes generated from reactor operatlons,

The enclosed comments addraess all the Tssues which we have de-
termined or suggest require addlticnal assessment in the Final
E15, Nevertheless, the Information in the document, coupled
with our extensive dlalogue with your staff members and this

agency's long-term association with the Savannah River Plant,
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al low us to make a reasoned declsion on the proposal's overall
environmental acceptabllity,

On the basls of the outstanding water quality issues, a rating
of EU=-Z was assigned, That is, we have determined important
ground and surface water Impacts resulting from the facitity's
operation will be environmentally unsatisfactory In Its cur-
rently proposed design in that the document does not provide
sufficlent Information regarding the corrective measures that
will be employed to avoid adverse environmental impacts, We
know that the DOE Is presently working on developing these
measures, In cooperation wlth the regulatory agencles, We be-
I1eva that much of the additional Information that we have re-
guested Is already avallable to vou and should ba Includad In

SaCy AL

the Final EIS,

If we can be of any asslstance to you on this matter or you
wish to dlscuss any of our observatlons/suggestlons, Howard D,
Zeller (FTS 257-3476) wll| serve as our point of contact,

Sincerely yours,

Charles R, Jeter
Reglonal Adminlstrator

Enclosure
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Commant Comments Responseas
number
L=REACTOR
SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT
GENERAL OBSERVATIONS AND SPECIFIC COMMENTS
DA=~1 The Draft EtS describes the major environmental effects of All applicable Federal and state requirements for air and water
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the project, Howaver, the flinal EIS could be Improved by
the Inclusion of a more complete description of the dafici-
encies in the present reactor and attendant support system,
and Indicating what wi!l be done to carrect these condi-
tlons. A survey of the projected improvements and new Items
required for the overall facliity to meet alr and water
quallty standards reveals the shortcomings of the present
system, |1 also reveals certaln of the cleanup 1tems that
are necessary to meet requirements of the Resource Conserva-
tlon and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Comprehensive Environmental
Response Compensation and Liabllity Act (CERCLA), or DOE
equlivalent standards,

Most of the Tmprovements necessary to meet the desired
standards are adequately described In Chapter 5, "Incre-
mental, and Cumutative !mpacts from L-Reactor Operation,”
Howaver, we suggest that they be summartzed in the flrst
chapter, "Summary.,"” Individual detailed coverage could then
be given under “Environmental Consequences” In gach of the
chapters covering Ttems which nead mitigation or improve-
ment, The major items kn this regard fnvolve addressing
surface water discharges of certain contamlinants, mitigation
of thermal dlscharges, and better techniques for handling of
hazardous materlals, A clean~up/monitoring plan, to assess
the present zone of contamination, is of speclal interest,
Particular care must also be taken in regard to
potentlal/actual groundwater supplies in those areas already
determined to be contaminated or anticipated to become so,

The Draft EIS contalns a summary of projects which are belng
planned or are underway to correct the major deficlencles
noted above, These facllities/cleanup measures are vital to
any restart effort slnce they are necessary for the safe
operation of the plant and subsequent attalmment of alr and
water quality standards, This should be made clear in the
Final EIS,

quality will be met by L-Reactor, Including NPDES permit
conditions,

In this final E!S, an expanded discussion of coollng-water
mitigation alternatives and the SRP groundwater protection an
remdial actlon programs have besen Included. Pursuant to the
suggestions contalned In these comments, the summary to Volume
I of this EIS identifles the mitlgative actions to be takan
DOE, 25 well as the commjtments with respect to other
environmental protection programs,
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number
DA=-2 o The Draft EIS fafls to address the (mpact on the groundwater The E1S contains discusslions of potential (mpacts to the ground

system from the increase in effluent and waste volumes
which will be generated at supporting facilities when the
L-Reactor restarts. The report does state (Table 2-2) that
there will be a 33% increase In ef fluent volume at the Fusel
Fabrfcatfon Faclilfty and at the Chemical Processing Factl-
{ty, together with a 33% (ncresse {n waste volume to the
Waste Management Factlity. Yet, the Draft E)S omits any
further discussfon of the I(mplications of the (ncreased
volume on the planned remedfal actlons, It also fafls to
develop alternative strategfes to deal with the additional
materiat, Development of alternatives to deal with this
i{ssue was one of the essential suggestions EPA made (n {ts
previous coordination efforts on this faciiity. These op-
tlons need to be fncliuded {n the Final FiS5,

waters beneath the SRP from the operatlon of L-Reactor and (ts
support facilitles (Sections 4,1.1.3, 4,1.2,2, 4,3,3, 5,1.1.2,
and 5,1,1.4), These sections have been expanded to provide a
more thorough difscussfon of groundwater (mpacts. As noted (n
the £15, the {ncremental (mpacts to the shallow aqulfers be-
neath the central shops, burial ground, and M-, F-, H=, and
K-Area basins, and (mpacts beneath L-Area are expected to be
minor,

Alternatives Yo the use of the L-Reactor seepage basin are dfs-
cussed (n Sectfon 4,4,3. Use of sespage basins elsewhere on
SRP and the use of the SRP burial ground are all being evalu-
ated on a sitewide basis. These faciiities were used when L-
and R-Reactors were operating, The iIncremental effects of
L-Reactor operation are not likely to appreclably affe
planned remedial actfons, Alternative strategfes deal with
the {ncremental releasas of liquid wastewater and fow-leve!
radloactive wastes are discussed {n the "SRP Ground-water
Protect(on Implementation Plan," This plan has been reviewed
by the State ot South Carclina and EPA and fs currently being
ravised based on thelr c¢omments, This ptan will be the subjact
of a separate NEPA raoview {Section F_6)}. The DOE's comm!tment

to the protection of ground-water quality are dfscussed below,

As noted In the opening remarks to the public hearings on the
L-Reactor DEIS, the DOE (s committed to (1) an expanded program
of sitewide ground-water monltoring and study; (2) the involve-
ment of the State of South Carotina In onsite and offsite
ground-water monitoring activities; and (3) mit{gative actfons
at SRP to reduce poliutants reteased to the ground water as
needed., Additional detalls are provided (n Sectlons 6,1,6 and
F.6 of this EIS, Current plans call for discontinuing the use
of the M-hArea seepage basfn before April 1985 and operating a
process wastewater~treatment facllity at that time, Based on
Congressional author(zation and approvat of a FY 1986 funding
request, DOE plans to operate an effluent treatment facllity by
October 1988 to process wastewater and discontinue the use of
the F- and H-Area sespage basins (Sectfon 5.1.1.2),
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DA-3

DA-4

o Accordfng to DOE's "Groundwater Protection Implementation
Plan," the proposed restart comes at a critical stage In the
management of SRP's groundwater problem, Three facilities,
Fue! Fabri{catfons, Chemical Processing and Waste Management,
ara schedujed for decommissioning fn the near future sfnce
they have been responsible for significant groundwater
contamination.

To comply with the Congressional mandate, the Fuel Fabrica-
tion Facllity basin will be closed out by June 1985, At
that time, wastewater willl be routed fo a wastewater treat-
ment unit, AT present, the seepage basin which recefves
effluent from the Fuel Fabrication Area (s Impermeable to
downward percolation. This resvits {n effluent overflows in
a southwesterly direction to a lake down gradient, Severe
contamination In the upper aqu!fer posas an {mminent threat
to a deeper aquffer that supplfes drinking water to plant
employess and off-site communtties, Even though this could
only be a short-term sftuaftfon, the potential health and
safety I(mplications should be addressed (n the Final EIS.

As mentloned {n response to comment DA-2, the "SRP Ground-
Water Protection lmplementation Plan" was recently developed to
examine strateglies and schedules to t{mplemant mftigative
actfons required to protect the qualtty of the groundwaters
baneath SRP, Implementatfon of mitigative actions woulid be
accomp i{shed under DOE's Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
requfremaents, and would be compatible with the State of South
Carolina's hazardous waste management raquirements, The smal]
incremantal discharges due to L~Reactor restart will be
accounted for (n the design of effliuent treatment facilities
that will replace ex{sting seepage basins,

The sitewide ground-water protection plan will be the subject
of a separate NEPA review {Sectfon F,6), This NEPA review on
the ground-water protection plan wfll] cover such toplcs as
seapage besin decommissfoning, cleanup levels, costs and
schedules, and need for (nst{tutfonal controls,

Poljutants, principally chlorinated hydrocarbons used as de-
greasers, that were released to the M-Area basin, leaked from
the process sewer, and spllled from the M-Area solvent tank (n
the early 1960's, have migrated Into the Tertfary sediments,
This contam(nation fs discussed (n Sectfons 5,1,1,Z:Ths sayer
itna to Tims Branch no longer receives process wastewater an
the lfne to the M-Area bas{n has been repalred; dfscharges to
the M-Area basin wlli be discontinued by April 1985,

Although seepage basfins have been {n service at SRP s{ped the
mid=1950s, drinking water from the Tuscalcosa wells.An the cen-
tral portion of the SRP does not appear to be contaminated by
radfonuclfdes or chlorinated hydrocarbons, However, {n 1983,
two wells producing from the Tuscaloosa In A-Area were found to
have low concentrattons of chlorinated hydrocarbons; concentra-
ttons fn water samples from these wells ranged from less than 3
to lass than 27 micrograms per liter, Based on recent (nvestf-
gations by Geraghty & Mfller (1983) the following findings have
been made with respect to the enitry of chiorinated hydrocarbons
into the Tuscaloosa Aquffer:

"The presence of trichloroethylene (n well 53~A [(ndicates
that contaminants most likely are migrating from the shal-
lower Tertlary zone downward along the outslide of the well
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casing Into the gravel pack outside of the wall screen
sact{on, The contaminants appear to enter the wall {n the
upper parf of the scr‘eened sact lon between approximately
400 and 500 fest bis., An aiternats i{nterpretation con=
sfdered (s that the contaminat{on Is entering the wall
from the upper Tuscaloosa {tself, However, this zone is
free of contam{nation only 250 feet away, as shown by the
analyses of water samples from mon{tor wells MSB-34 TA and

TB."

Pubtic health and safety will be protected by the extansive
mon{toring program and plume management and remedfal! actfon
strategy that [s ptanned for M-Area., When moni{toring first
confirmed the presence of chlorinated hydrocarbons In water
from A-Area Tuscaloosa wells, the contaminated walls ware sh
down to praotect onsite personnet, The monitoring i{n A- and
M-Areas and nelighboring municipal water wells has shown tha
the contaminants have not migrated offsite and that no offsite
health risk will exist {n the foreseeable future., The M-Area
ground-water remed{al actlon project, scheduled for {mplementa-
tion fn August 1984, (s being designed to prevent chlorinated
hydrocarbons from reaching the Tuscaloosa Aquifer and any
offsite weii producing from the Tertiary ground-water system
{Steale, 1983), The remaedial program will arrest further
migration of the present contaminant plume (n the Tert{ary
ground-water system,

State and Federal agencl{es are revlawing plans for (mpeding
the growth of the contaminant plume and the removal of the
chlorinated hydrocarbons using a combinatfon of recovery wells,
and a large alr-stripper with a capacity of at least 9 times
tha tncremantal discharges to the M-Area seepage basin. Pllot
and prototype alr-s'rrtppers are currently operaﬂng i{n M-Area
with capacities of 0,075 and 0,18 cubic meter per minute,re—
spectively., In addition, the health of ons{te personnel will
be protected by changes In the water distr{butlon system, which
will obtain potable water only from the A-Area Tuscaloosa
wolls, which are unlfkely to recefve contamination from
Tertiary aqulfers,

DOE has recently conducted a workshop to discuss and review the
M-Area remedfal actlion program. Participants inciuded the EPA,
SCDHEC, SC Water Resources Commission, USGS, DuPont, and
Geraghty & Millier, All agreed that the planned program s
sound technically,
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DA-5

Decommissioning of the Chemical Processing Facllity basins
Is planned for late 1988, The effluent will then ba routed
to a wastewater treatment unft, with subsequent discharge to
surface water., The present affluent, which {s discharged to
seepage basins, meets the definftion of a hazardous waste
based on pH and chromfum. Groundwater (n the area has been
contaminated by both of these constituents, as well as
radionuclides, As a result of seepage, surface streams and
ad Jacant wetlands are recelving contamfnated discharge from
fhe groundwater system, Any add(tfonal dfscharge volume
{{,08,, the 33% additlonal volume from L-Reactor operation)
can only contrfbute to the existing problem, Again, the
health and safety Implicatfons of this fssue need to be
addressed in the Finatl EIS,

The L-Reactor (ncremental releases to the M-Area seepage basin
are currently projected to be 0,16 cublc meter per minute; they
are expected to be substantially smalter by the end of 1984,
Tha incremental releases will not contaminate the groundwater
within the Tuscaloosa Format{on, nor will drawdown of the
Tuscaloosa Formation by pumpfng {n A~Area (ncrease the movement
from the seepage basin and Lost Lake areas to the watertable,
The A- and M-Area ground-water remedlal action project Is
scheduled to be operating by August 1984, The recovery.wells
wili (ntercept seepage trom the M-Area seepage basin and Los
Lake areas when It reaches the water table (n about 10 to 17
years, Use of the M-Area seepage basin Is scheduled to be
dfscontinued by April 1985, when a wastewater treatment
facility will be In service, Addlitional detafls are provi

in Section 5,1,1,2, which has been expanded,

The amount of mercury and chromium released to the Separations
Areas seepage basins has decreased since the early and mfd-
1970's, Before 1972, approximately 7,9 and 9,4 kilograms of
marcury were released per reactor to the F- and H-Area basins,
respectively, More recently, the average contribution per
reactor has been about 0.7 and 2,1 kilograms, respectively,
Releases of mercury to these basins Is currently 0,5 and 8,0
kilograms per reactor, The additlon of a second evaporator to
process radloactive waste In the H-Area waste tanks has caused
a small fncrease (n the amount of mercury added to the H-Area
seopage basfin since mid-1982, In 1975 approximately 120 and
2310 kitograms of chromfum were dfscharged to the F- and H-Area
seepage baslins respectively, The discharge of chromium to the
H-Area seepage basin since 1982 was priancipally due to

the processing of redicactive waste produced prior to 1982,
After processing by the waste evaporator, the concentratad
fractions are sent to the high-leve! radicactive waste storage
tanks, Newly generated chromfum that comes from the RBOF
facility, which processas oftstte fuels and removes oxide from
onsita target assemblfes, (s processed through a waste
ovaporator, Thfs process step greatly reduces the amount of
chromium released to the H~Area seepage basins, !ncromental
releases of chromfum to the H-Area seepage basin from SRP
reactor support operatlions are currently about 0,2 kilogram per
year per reactor and are not expacted to be hazardous,
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On an annual average basis the relasases of marcury and chromlum
to the F- and H-Area seepage basins are axpected to remain at
levels belew those considered hazardous. Weekly composl|te
analyses showed that the Influent streams to these seepage
basins were not hazardous wlth respect to mercury and chromium
In 1982 (J.D, Spencer letter to G.A, Smithwick of 13 May 1983);
these waste streams could be frequently classified as hazardous
on the basis of low pH., In 1983, however, the waste streams to
the H-Area baslins exceed +the hazardous limits of mercury and
chromium about 10 percent of the time, Most of the chromlum
entering the basin is related to the processing of non-SRP fue!
elements, In 1983 mercury exceeded the 200 microgram per {ifer
hazardous limit in 6 weekly compos!te samples, reaching a maxi-
mum of 640 micrograms per iiter. The source of mercury to the
basins Is waste tank evaporator overheads. Although more mer-
cury will go fo tanks as a result of L-Reactor restart, dis-
charges of mercury should not Increase significantly, Also,
fewer exceedances of the mercury limlt are expected because
amount of mercury belng released has been reduced,

The continved use of the F- and H-Area seepage baslins Is being
ovaluated on a sitewide basis {Section 6,1.6, and F.6 of the
FEIS) Waste treatment facilltles for the F- and H-Areas are
belng studled and bench scale demonstrations are beln
formed, The draft SRP Groundwater Protectlion Imp)
Plan dliscusses the schedule for completion of the“waste
treatment facllities in the Separations Areas {(October 1988)
provided Congressional authorlzation and appropriation is
obtalined.

The L-Reactor incremental releases fto the Separations Areas
seapage baslins are projected to be 0.04 cublc maters per minute
and 0,09 cublc matars per minute to the F-Area and H-Area seep-
age baslns, respectively, The Incremaental releases are ex-
pected to Increase the concentrations of constituents In the
contaminant plume by about 7 percent, The water quality offour
Mile Creek will be Impacted as the ground water flows Into the
croek through seepline springs In lowlying wetland areas,
Concentrations of constlituents In the creek water will be in-
creased by about 7 percent, However, drinklng water standards
are not expected to be exceeded, and the quallty of the creek

cem e o masemam sndeoa e
water is expected to be similar to that of the Savannah River

below the outfall of C-Reactor, Radloactive constituents will
meet DOE criterla for releases to uncontrolled areas when Four
Mile Creek flows into the Savannah River. The direction of
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ground-water flow and the ground-water (slands make (t highly
unllkely that any contamtnated shailow ground water will reach
offsite ground-water users (Du Pont, 1983; DPST-83-829),
Baneath the central portlon of SRP, the predomfnant flow direc~
tions in the Congaree and Tuscaloosa are toward the Savannah
River; these formatfons discharge to tha Savannah River,
Also see the responses to commants DA-2 and DA,

DA-6 The draft "Groundwater Protection 1mplementat{on Plan® SRP operati{ng procedures do not allow hazardous wastes to be

proposes to decommissfon the Low Leval Waste Burial Ground
in the late 1990's; however, EPA has requested that the
decommi{ssfoning and alternate disposal plan be expedited,
The present practice of disposing of low level radfoactive
waste, In comblination with chemical waste, into trenches fn
the ground does not represent state-of-tha—art technology
and may violate RCRA requirements, To increase the volume
of waste which must be handled by this facility befors the
decommissloning plan has been deveioped, {s out of loglca!
phasing. Practically speaking, SRP needs to develop a
proper disposal facllity to handle the present wolumes of
waste mater{als beftore any addftional waste (s generated,

Impacts on the groundwater system from the discharge of
contaminated water from the dfsassembly basin to a seepage
basin located near the L-Reactor, have been dfscussed fn the
ODratt EIS. Wastewater discharged to this besin is primarily
contaminated with radionuclides which contaminate the upper
aqui fer and eventually discharge to Steel Creek, Alterna-
tives to seepage basin disposal were discussed and evaluated
tn the EIS, with the subsequent conclusfon that seepage
basin disposal {s the preferred alternative, As stated
before, seepage basians do not represent state—of-the-art
disposal technology and may violate RCRA requirements,

Every attampt should be made to develop an appropriate
alternative to replace the seepage basin, or to (mprove

disposed of at the SRP burial ground, An {mplamentation plan
{s baing developed at SRP to assure compliance with DOE re-
quirements (DOE Order 5480,2) for the management of hazardous
and radloact{ve mixed waste, A groundwater protect{on plan and
a RCRA program management plan have been formulated by DOE for
SRP, Rasearch programs at SRP are investigating new methods
for immobilizing and tmproving methods of low-level radicactive
waste disposal at SRP, These programs {nclude (1) wastewater
treatment processes; (2) beta~gamma waste {ncineratfon; (3) (m-
mobttization and stabtifization of waste In coment grouts (salt-
crete and ashcrete); and (4) greater confinement disposal
technologfes.,

Effluents discharged to F-, H-, and M-Area sespage basins fre-
quently meet the definition of hazardous waste bacause of low
pH. Typlcally, these waste streams can contain 1,1,1-trichlor-
osthane (M-Area), chromium {H-Area), and mercury {F- and
H-Areas), In 1982 the concentrations of these substances were
bolow levels considered to ba hazardous (!, D. Spencer letter
to G. A, Smithwick dated May 13, 1983), However, In 1983 the
waste streams to the H-Arsa seepage basin exceeded the
hazardous limits for mercury and chromfum about 10 percent of
the time, As noted in response to comment DA-4, almost all of
the chromium entering the H-Area seepage basin Is related to
the processing of non-SRP reactor fuel elements, In 1983,
mercury exceaded the 200 microgram per Iliter hazardous |{imit
(n 6 waekiy composi{te samples, reaching a max|mum of 640
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water quallty before discharge to the groundwater, to mint-
mize fmpact on the groundwater system and assoclated dls-
charge areas, In the meanwhile, the range of potentfal
consequences of this situatfon should be discussed in Final

Ve e wis L0200

m{crograms per liter. The total discharge (fncluding the
L-Reactor I(ncremental raoleasas) of chromtum and mercury are
expacted to ba below thelr respective hazardous lim(ts on an
annual average basis. The contaminant plumes from the F-, and
H-Area basins wii{] be confined to the Tertfary groundwater
systems,

DOE Order 5480,2, "Hazardous and Radioactive Mixed Waste Man-
agement,” was (ssued on December 13, 1982, to requlate the gen-
eration, transportation, treatment, and/or disposal! of haz-
ardous wastes at DOE defense-rejated facliities., As noted (n
Chapter 7 of this Final EIS, DOE {s (mplementing--under the 22
February 19834 Memorandum of Understanding with EPA-~a Hazardous
Waste and Radloact{ve Mfxed Waste Management Program which is
comparable to the design and performance crfterfa, other tech-
nfcal requirements, and record keeping and reporting require-
ments of tha regulations adopted by EPA to (mplement RCRA, The
SRP hazardous~waste management program wtll meet the techn(cal
requirements of the EPA hazardous-waste regulatfons (40 CFR
260-266 and 270) and is compatible with SCOHEC requirements,
DOE Is alsc working closely with SCOHEC on all activities
related to hazardous-waste management, The remedf{al acttons
proposed In the draft "SRP Ground-Water Protection Implementa-
t+ion Plan" are consistent with the DOE RCRA compllance program;
initfatives will be compatible with SCOHEC hazardous-waste
managemant 1-egu latlons,

DOE Is formulating closure plans for seepage basins and the
burfal ground on a sitewide basis, The NEPA review of the
ground-water protectfon plan will, when applicable, addr
decommissioafng of certafn faclliftfes to the extent pP cti-
cable,

The consequances that might result from the use of the
L-Reactor saepage basin or one of the alternatives to [ts use
have been discussed (n Sections 4,1,2,2 and 4,4,3, Sufficient
detalls are provided to assist the declisfonmaker {n formulating
a reasoned deci{sion relating to the disposal of detfonized and
filtered dfsassembly purge water,
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DA=? o Control and disposal ot hazardous wastes generated by the Sectfons 4,1,1.5, 4,1,1,7, 4,1,2.1, 4.1,2,2, 5,1,1,2, 5.1,2,1,

operatton of the L-Reactor are not adequately addressed,

The types and quantities of hazardous wastes produced and
how those wastes are handted fn terms of storage, treatment
and ultimate dfsposal need to be detalled, The Final EIS
should address the type of technfcal standards which DOE
will use for the storage, treatment, and d{sposal of hazard-
ous wastes, as well as how DOE wfll comply with state and
fedaeral environmental permitting requirements for hazardous
waste facflities under RCRA,

in a2 letter to EPA [n November 1980, DOE stated that (+ con-
s{dered (ts hazardous waste activitfes at the Savannah River
Plant to be exempt from regulatfon under RCRA, However, a
June 22, 1983, opfnion from A, James Barnes, EPA Genera)
Counsel, states that RCRA applles to DOE fact!itfes except
tn Instances where applicatfon of those requlations would be
irconsfstent with the requirements of the Atomic Energy Act.

From the 1imlted (nformation on page 5-2, It appears that
the facilify does generate some wastes which will be regu-
lated under RCRA, Therefore, the Final EIS should provide

a li{st of those waste chemicals which are cons({dered hazard-
ous under RCRA, and a description of how these wastes wil!
be handled In compliance with RCRA, During the permitting
process, EPA will evaluate all groundwater quallty data, the
design and operating procedures for those basins/ponds, and
any other hazardous waste activities,

Section 5,1.1,2 describes the Increase In contamination of
the groundwater as a result of the L-reactor operatfon but
does not discuss any remedial actfon for cleanfng up the
groundwater, This contamination {s coming mainly from seep-
age basfns (n the F and H areas, S5{nce the "SRP Groundwater
Implementation Protection Plan" is ment(oned (n the response
to DA-2, and since the corrective action for the seepage
basfns in areas F and H would be accomplished under that
plan, a tentative schedute for (ts Implementation should be
developed, This schedule would take {nto consideration the
the uncertaintles of the review process,

If Order DOE 5480,2 tncorporates the provisfons of RCRA by
reference, as stated, then It contains requirements for
corrective action for groundwater contafminat{on,

5.1.2,2, and 5,1,2,8, which have been expanded, dfscuss dfs-
charges from L-Reactor and the Incremental dfscharges in the F-
and H-Areas and M-Area, The handling of these wastes will be
{n accordance with DOE Order 5480,2 and the 22 February 1984
Memorandum of Understanding with EPA. DOE wi(!l cooperatae with
and coordinate these activittes with SCDHEC,

Effluent treatment fac(lities that would take the place of the
F- and H-Area seepage basfns are scheduted to be completed by
October 1988, and the seepage basins are scheduled to be
decomm{ssioned by the end of 1990, pending Congressional
authorizatlion and appropriation, Current plans call for
dfscontinulng the use of the M-Area seepage basin bafor
1985 and operating a process wastewater—-treatment factlity at
that time. The M-Area ground-water remedial action project (s
scheduted for Implementatfon fn August 1984,

Also see the response ¥o comment DA-6,
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0LTH

Comment Commants Responses
number

DA-8 o The effect on groundwater of materi{al leaving the seepage RCRA cons fderations are discussed in the responses to comments
bas{ns poses some further environmental concerns {nwvolving DA-6 and DA-7, Gas chromatograph scans for hydrocarbons In
RCRA. F&H area studfes have shown that chemicals, e.q., tha effluent released to F- and H-Area seepage basfns show
mercury, 1,1,1,~trichloroathane and chromfum from the concentrations of less than 66 micrograms per liter, These
seepage basins have entered the shal jow groundwater system concentrations are simflar to those measured fn upgradient and
and are migrating through the saturated soll to outcrop downgradfent ground water (Sectfon F,5,3; Du Pont 1983,
zones and springs near Four Mile Creek, Although water DPST-83-829),
quality In the Savannah River s expected to meet the
criteria for a Class B waterway below Four Mile Creek, there As noted {n Sections 5,1.1 and 5,1,2 d(scharges of chemicals
{s no mention of how thaese groundwater discharges affect and radloactivity have migrated from the ground water beneath
Four Mfle Creek, This appears to demonstrate a method of the F~ and H-Area seepage basins to outcrop zones near Four
dfscharging pollutants to a stream without a permit by using Mile Creek. As a result, concentrations of chlorfde, nitrate,
the groundwater as the medf{um of transport. Furthermore, suifate, sodfum, and calcium are substant{ally higher (n Four
RCRA requires that ail hazardous wastes be contained or, if Mile Cresk upstream of C-Reactor cooifng=water ef fluent than In
a treated by the land treatment methcd, that the contaminant Upper Three Runs Creek; the concentrations of these chemicals
not go beyond the treatment zone, Since there is a definite {n Four Mile Creek are simflar to those fn the Savannah River
relationsh(p between reactor operations and waste products (Table 4,17 {n DOE, 1982, DOE/EIS5-0082),
generated and stored (n all areas of SRP, this matter needs
tc ba resolved In the Final EIS, Trit{um and nonvolatile beta activities are also elevated (n

this stretch of Four Mile Creek, {(Ashley et al., 1982, DPSPU

o Likewise, contaminants discharged to the seepage basfn In M 80-302), but do not exceed DOE concentration guides for
area have entered the groundwater, Methods to remove these uncontrol led areas,
contaminants are presently belfng (nvestigated. Nonetheless,
the basin will be deactfvated in 1985, The resultant mit{- Incremental Impacts to the water quality due to L-Reactor
gatfon plan developed from these studies should be expedi- operation are expected to be small, At most, the concentra-
tiously formulated and made avallable for (nteragency review tions will Increase by 7 percent, The water quallty of Four
tn a supplemental document, We recommend that closure plans Mflo Creek above the C-Reactor outtall will rematn stm(lar fo
for M area be developed immedfataly and that these closure that of tha Savannah River, Tritfum and other radionuclides [n
pians contain enforced schedules, Post closure plans de- Four M{le Creek will not excesd DOE concentration guidelines
scribing groundwater monitor(ng and correct{ve actlon for for releases to uncontrolled areas.
groundwater contamination, should also be developed. The
closure and post closure plans should be submitted to EPA The DOE comm{tmant to ground-water quallty protection and
and the South Carolina Department of Health and Env{ron- remadial actions fn relation fo M-Area are discussed in
mental Control for review, response to comment DA-2Z,

o In a related matter, there Is concern that the resumption of The migration of contaminants from seepage basfns Into the
L-Reactor oparation will result (n Increased groundwater shal low groundwater systems and the protectfon of public health
withdrawal, This could cause addftifonal drawdown of the and safety are discussed (n the revised Sectfons 4,1 and 5.1 of
groundwater leve] beneath adjacent seepage basins, thereby this EIS as well as (n response to comments DA-4 and DA-3,
increasing the tendency of contaminants to enter the ground- Several hydrogeologlc systems exfst baneath the SRP seepage
water and mfgrate, This possibtlf{ty should be factored fnto basins, A thick clay un!t of the basa) Congaree and upper
any mitigation study with the rangs of potential (mpacts £1llenton formatlons overlles the Tuscaloosa sands and separates
discussed (n the Final EIS, this unit from overlying units, Other clays hold Intermediate

positions between the Tuscaloosa and the surface. Thus,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {continued)

Comment
number

Comments Raesponses

DA-9

drawdowns (n the Tuscaloosa will not tend to Increase the
movement of poliutants from seepage basins to the groundwater,

In A-Area the cone of depressfon in the Tuscaloosa Formation (s
not reflected f{n the water level of the overlying Tertiary
groundwater system even though the green clay Is discontinuous
{n this area, The green clay In the Separations Area (s about
2 meters thick and has a very low permeablility; [t supports a
head difference of as much as 24 meters. Measurements at the
H-Area seepage basins I[ndicate that the under|ying Congaree
Formatlon has not been contaminated by tritium migrating from
these basfns, The green clay also supports & large head dlf-
ference at the Par Pond pumphouse weil. Tritium concentrations
fn this well are below background levels even though Par Pond
water exhibits tritium concentrations of 27,000 pCf/l, At the
pumphouse and fn L-Area the green clay is about 7 meters thick
and very (mparmeable, Groundwater w{thdrawal from the Tusca-
loosa Aqulfer for L-Reactor and {ncremental use is expected to
be only a few percent greater than In 1982, The green clay and
other clay unlts above the Tuscaloosa Formation wiil contfnue
to offer protectlon to Tuscaloosa groundwater in areas whare
the upward head differentlal between the Tuscaloosa and
Congaree Formations becomes zero or downward,

o The large, uncontrolied, thermal discharges pose major regu- Section 4,4,2 of the EIS, which discusses cooling-water mitiga-

latory problems, Since 1980, when President Carter decided tion alternatives, has been revised based on publlic comments

*o Increase product!ion of nuclear msterlals, thsrs has been received on The draft Ei5S. Specificaily, Section 4,4,2 has

an apparent presumption that the L-Reactor could be re— bean revised to provide a detafled discussfon of additf{onal

started without any control of the thaermal discharge, This combinations of varl(ous cooling-water systems. In Saction

presumption was apparentiy based on the prior operatfon of 4.4.2, esach of the cooling-water mitigation systems is evalu-

the plant and did not account for pollutfon laws enacted ated for attalning the thermal discharge limits of the State of

subsequent to the reactor belng placed on "stand-by" (n South Carolina, Secttfon 4.,4,2 and a revised Appendix |,

1968, Floodplain/Wetland Assessment, discuss the wetland Impacts of
each of the systems considered,

The Draft EIS recommends discharge of untreated cooling

water to Steel Creek, Steel Creek Is presently classified The Departmant of Energy has been reviewing and evaluating

as a Class 'B' stream Ia South Carolfna., Such a class!fica- alternative cooling-water systems for L-Reactor, Based on

tion means that the stream s sultable for ff{shing, survival these reviews and evaluatfons, and consultations with represen~
and propagation of fish and other fauna and flora, The pro— tat{ves of the State of South Carolfna regarding a mutua

posed acti{on would allow eleven cublic meters/sec of efflu- agreed upon compllance approach, a preferred cooling-water m{t-
ent, at B0°C, to be discharged to the stream, Such action fgatfon alternative (s fdentified fn this EIS, This preferred
will effectlively eliminate the present |i{fe forms from the coocltng-water alternative fs to construct a 1000-acre lake
stream, As such, we determine that the proposed action (s before L-Reactor resumes operation, to redesign the reactor

not compatible with the established water use classification outfall, and to operate L-Reactor {n a way that assures a
assigned to Steel Creek, We noted that Stee] Cresk was balanced” blologlcal community in the lake, The Record of

" /
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
numbar

Commants

Responses

previously subjected to a thermal ef fluent and suffered
adverse (mpacts sim(lar to these noted above, Howaver,
stnce the discharge was terminated habltat/spacles succes=
ston has occurred such that the area has recovered, to a
great extent, The proposed dlscharge would raverse the
recovery and, In our evalvation, would be a violation of the
State water quality standards,

In a related matter, we bolleve the discussion of the NPDES
parmit actf{on avolds a major i{ssuve, Namely, what alterna-
tives witl the Department of Energy consider {f the permit
{s not granted under the conditlons antlicipated {n the Draft
EIS?

EPA has been performing varfous modaling analyses to esti{-
mate the radlological {mpact of current and future releases
at the SRP, The results of these analyses compare closely
with the calculated values which were generated by DOE and
presanted in the Draft EIS, In additilon, fleld surveys ware
conducted by EPA to determine radfoact{vity In afr emissions
from the plant site by direct measurement, Although the re—
port of this data {s stil! in preparation, EPA's monitoring
data appear to be within a few parcent of DOE's results,

These surveys and analyses were conducted not onty for com—
parative purposes to verffy EPA's analysis agalfnst DOE's
models, but to establish an additional data base for EPAl's
standard setting ef fort under Section 112 of the Clean Alr
Act (CAA), Considering the dose and risk numbers which EPA
generated for DOE faci)ities as a part of proposing stand-
ards for CAA, we find that the proposed L-Reactor operations
will comply with the standard which EPA {s proposing,

The total occupattonal doses which DOE expected from the
operation of L-Reactor were also reviewed, "The total ex-~
pected occupatlonal dose from operation of L-Reactor and [(ts
support facilities (s 360 person-rem ({.,e., 69 person-rem
for L-Reactor and 291 person-rem from support facilities),
The average work torce {n each reactor area fs about 375
paople; thus, the average annual individual dose to workers
in the L-Area wil! be about 185 millirem per year." Compar-

Ina *+haca nimhare 4+~ FPAVe nrAanmacad Doadiatfan Deabostian
g TNg990 NUNJOY S 10 orn 9 pProplaTu nauid s sOn T OTaly aun

Guldes (Federal Reglster Yol, 46, No, 15, Friday, January
23, 1981), which proposed 5 rem whole body, we found that
L-Raactor will be baslow EPA's proposed Radiation Protection
Guides for occupational workers,

Decision prepared by the Department on this EIS will state the
cooling-water mitigation measures that will be taken which wil)
al low L-Reactor operati{on to be In compliance with the
condit{ons of an NPDES permit to be (ssued by the State of
South Carolina.

4
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

DA-10

An assessment of the health Impact from resumed operation of
the L-Reactor Indlcates an estimated Individual I1fetime
tatal cancer risk of 1,0E-4, The estimated co!lective
cancer risk per year of operation Is SE-3, wlth 85 percent
of the risk due to ftritium, Ingestion Is also the major
contrlibuting (lguld pathway to health risk {72 percent), We
can conclude from the above that the risks to the general
publlc, off-site, should be considerably less than the
estimated on-slte risks,

The EPA National Interim Primary Drinking Water Regulations,
promy|lgated under the provistons of the Safe Drinking Water
Act, became effective in June 1977, and apply to the commu-
nlty water supply systems such as those at Beaufort-lJasper,
South Carolina, and Port Wentworth, Georgia, downstream of
the Savannah Rlver Plant, These regulatlons Tnclude lImits
for radlonucllides, such as tritium, radioceslum, cobalt, and
strontium, that wili fimit radiation deses to water users to
less than 4 millirem per year, Both of these water supplies
have been monitored by the states, Radlatlon exposures In
recent years have been about 0,28 mrem/year, Based on the
expacted releases from the restart of the L-Reactor, its
contribution has been estimated at up to .04 mililrem per
yaar from tritium, radiocesium and cobalt from the
L-Reactor, or a contribution of about one-seventh of the
total, The total dose of about 0.32 mrem/year is about
one~twelfth (1/12) of the EPA Drinkling Water Standard,

Further radiologlcal and monitoring data should be presented
at scheduled intaervals, perhaps as supplemants to the Flnal
ElS, or as monitoring and data reports, This suppliemental
Information should Include any observed displacement of
radlofsotopes, which are now contalned in Steel Creek sedi-
ments, together with and monitoring data from the seepage
basTns and surrounding wells, until| such tIime that these
seopage basins are dlscontlnued,

Radlologlical monltoring of Savannah River water, water supplies
at Beaufort-Jasper and Port Wentworth, and aquatic food sup-
pltes from the river and the estuary are reported annually In a
serles of reports entitled Environmental Monltoring in the
Vicinity of the Savannah River PlanT; The most recent Issua,

for calendar year 1982, Is Dﬁ§PU-§3—$0-I. Expanded monitoring,

to assess the disptacement of radiocactlive fsotopes Tn Steel
Creek and in the Savannah Rlver swamp, wlli be Included In
future issues of this report, Onsite monlitoring of wells and
seepage basins 1s reported annually In a series of reports
antitied Environmental Monitoring at the Savannah River Plant,
This report Ts an Infernal report for DOE and ITs confractors
for use In reviewlng the ef fects of ongoing SRP operations.
OOt [s considering placing this report In the DOE Public
Reading Room In Alken, South Carolina,
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Table M~-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {contfnued)

Comment Commants Responsas
number
Spec(flc Comments
2.2 Proposed Action -- Restart of L-Reactor

DA-11 pe 2-11, Fig., 2-2 - The release data summary for SRP The L-Area ofl and chemical plt, which (s approximately 70
(Ashiey, Zeigler, and Culp, DPSPU 81-25-1) refers to meters northeast of the L-Reactor seepage basin, received low
radfonucifdes seeping from the L Oil and Chemical lavels of radloactive oll and chemica! waste from 1961 to
Basin, Where (s {t and why {s this source of 1979, This pit Is no longer In use; [+ wtll not be used when
rad{onuctides not mentioned In the DEIS? L-Raactor operatfon {s resumed, The pit will be fncluded (n

the overall hazardous waste management program under DOE Order
5480.2.
3.7 Radiation Environment

DA-iZ p. 3,57, para, 6 - Radiation exposure from dentai pros- The statement on p, 3.57 of the drait £i5 has been modified to
theses and cardlac pacemakers are medi{cal sources delete dental prosthesls and cardlac pacemakers,
rather than environmental sources,

DA=-13 p. 3-58, para, 4 = Internal dose may be sf{te depend- The {nternal dose referred to {n this paragraph was the natural
ent, Individuals tiving near the SRP boundary may (nternal radfation dose (see Table 3-15 of the draft EIS),
recelve a higher i{nternal dose from eating contaminated Such a dose, recaived primarily trom naturat radloactivity In
foods (H-3) than (ndividuals living farther away from the diat, (s generally consldered to be Independent of a site
+he plant, Also, the chemistry of dlffereat sol! types bacausa of the wide difstribution of food and fertilizers,
will yfeld differing radlonuclide uptakes by plant
foods.

p. 3-61, para, 2 - The 1982 release of radloactivity
from L-Area to >teel Creek produced concentrations
below that which would be conslidered harmful, In fact,
the concentrations reported to have bean measured In
the canal were less than the EPA lfm{ts for drf{nking
water,
DA-14 p, 3-63, Table 3~18 - The data (n this table do not Reference (n the text of Section 3,7,2.1 has been made to Table

reffect the true contribution L-Reactor has had on the
Cs=137 bultd=-up {n the sediments of Steel Creek.
Referrat to Table D-3 (p., D-8) shows that the area
affected betwsen L-Reactor and Road A {s about 7 times
greatar than between P- and L-Reactor, Table 3-18
should be expanded to ifnclude this {nformatfon or, at
teast, reference should be made to Table D-3 in a

R e .
TUUTIFD | D,

D.3,
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Comment Comments Responses
number
DA-15 pe 3-65, Flgure 3-14 - How many of the 55 unexplalned Invantory estimates ware made using three different technliques

curles of Ts=137 can be explained by the uncertainty In based on stratifled random sampiing, aerial gamma spectroscopy,
the estimates? That ls, what are the + values on the and a "welghted" analysls of radiocesium contents (microcurles
284 Cl released and on the 229 Ci sediment Invantory, per square meter) of indlvidual soll cores. Error estimates
Although only a minor contribution, the 0.4 CI esti- could be calcutated only for the stratified random sampling
mated to be In Steal Creek biota seems low, An esti- estimate: 56,89 & 8,86 C1 (% 95 percent conflidence Iimit),
mate of the mass of vegetation along Steel Creek from This estimate provided the lowest estimate (mean) of the radio-
L-Reactor to the Savannah River Is apparentiy not caslum Inventory. The highest Invantory estimate was derlved
Included in the DEIS, from the "welghted" soll core analysis (67.09 Ci). This

highest estimate was used as the Inventory In Steel Creek,
Greater datall on these analyses Is presented in Smith et al.,
1982, Chapter V!). Section 3.7,2.1 and Appendix D provide
possible explanatins for the unaccounted for cesium-137. The
transport calculations were made Independent of the Inventory
estimates,

The transport during the first year attributable fo blotic
transport Is based on a surficlal biomass !nventory of 304
grams per square meter, Based on Tables D=3 and D=10 of the
Draft E1S and the biomass estimate of 304 grams per square
mater, the transport estimate 1s about 0,13 curle, some 3 times
less than the 0.4 curfe used In the total transport estimate of
4.4 t 2.2 curles during the first year,

ps 3-66 - Concentrations of Cs-137, Co-60, and 5r-90 in
watar where there Is a possiblltty for consumptlion are

presantly at levels that present no health hazards,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to commants on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
DA-16 pe 3-66, 3,7.2.3 - This section Is vague and should be Approximately 0,5 curie of strontium—-89 and 40.8 curies of

‘fmproved on the basis of measured Sr-90 concentrations
in Steel Creek sediments and vegetation, DPSPU 81-25-1
racords suggest that the 63 C are now [n Steel Cresek
or downstream. The fact that kaolin has lfttle sorp-
tive capacity for strontium does not assure {ts absence
fn Steel Creek; nor does [ts absence In the Swamp

downstraam,

Clay sofis do not have quite the same fon-exchange
characteristics for cobalt as they have for cesfum,
Thus, transport to the Savannah R{ver may be more rapid
for Co~60 than for Cs=137. However, Co-60 levels do
not appear to be si{gnificant,

stront{um-90 were raleased to Steel Creaek from L=~ and P-Areas
(Ashley, et, al,, 1982), Because of (ts short half-1i{fe (50,5
days), no measurable quantitiaes of strontium89 are likely to
axfst (nthe creekbed sediments, Stront{um—90 has a half-life
of about 28 years, About 14,3 curles of strontium90 have been
lost by radicactive dacay, Based on ERDA (1977) and Marter
(1974), another 20,8 curfes have been fransported to the Savan-
nah River, Thus, about 5.7 curfes of stront{um-90 might stiti
remafn (n the sediments of Steel Creaek, Soll coring (n Steel
Cresk at Road B, Cypress Bridge, and near {ts mouth has de-
tected strontium=90 concentrations ranging from 0,11 to 0,14
plcocurie par gram (n 1978 to 0,12 to 0,24 plcocurie per gram
in 1979, Af the SRP controi station, strontium95( concenira-
tions of soll samplas were 0.06 plcocurie par gram [(n 1978 and
0,14 picocurie per gram (n 1979 (Ashley et al,, 1982), Thase
sofl coring studies suggest that the {nventory might be much
less than 5.7 curles, 1t {s not surprising that most of the
strontium-90 has been transported from Steel Creek, because the
kaolin clay particles of the creekbed sediments have l{ttle
sorptive capaclty for strontifum, The distribution coefficlent
tor stront{um=90 in SRP kaolinitic solls might be as low as 20
(Obtath et al,, 1983), at least 35 timas lass than that for

ceslum-137,

Stront {um-90 has not been detected above background levels fn
Creak Plantation swamp sediments, However, this radionuclide
has been detected (n composited swamp vegetation samples at
concentrations of a few plcocurles per gram (Marter, 1974),
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number

Commants
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DA-17

DA~-18

DA-19

4,1,2 Radlologlcal Impacts of L-Reactor Operation

Page 4-24, Figure 4-6 - Some environmental +ransport
mnaels wli| TnclTude consumption of contamlnated water
by maat and mllk producing animals, The authors may

wish to recognlze this potentlal pathway and comment on
Its relevance to the SRP In the text,

p., 4-25, 4,1,2,2 - The earllier bellef that lower-lying
aqulfers {Ellentfon, Tuscaloosa) would not be contami-
nated by seepage has been undermined by observatlons of
chlorocarbons In these aquifers at other locations on
site, Can the statement In the third paragraph "tend
to preciude contamination™ be made more speclfic by
groundwater quality data analysis at this locatlon?
"™Mitigation® should probably be "migration" in the
second paragraph,

pe 4=27, Table 4-11 - Vaiues llsted in this table were
computed and found to be correct, The radionuclides
Mn-54, Fe-55, Fe-59, Co-57, and Ni-63, are not
mentioned although they are common activation
products, Were attempts made to measure them?

ps 4-28 - NRC codes and parameters (Reg. Gulde 1,109)
were used to compute indlvidual and population doses
{Appendix B}, Although thess methods may not exactly
duplicate those In use by EPA, they are comparable,

Dose eaquivatents listed in Tables B-7 to B~10 for
atmospheric releases from L-Reactor appear reasonable
based on a 1982 EPA study of the alrborne releases from
P~Raactor,

There s no known use of downstream Savannah River water to

supply mllk- or meat-producing animals or for farm crop irriga-
tion, Assuming that irrigation of 1000 acres of farmland could
potentially occur In the future, the dose to the consuming pop=~
ulation wou!d range between 0.005 percent of natural background

radlation for leafy vegetatlion and 0,05 percent of natural
rac:arvion Tof Ty vegeTta ang L.,Jt2 percen aTura:

background for vegetation., The dose for consumption of milk
and meat would be between thls range.

The text of the EIS has been changed to reflect the Information
In thls response and to correct the typographical error noted
In the comment ("mitligation™ to "migratlon"),

Most of the radionuclides Ilsted In Table 4-~11 are those that
wliil be released to the environment after flitration and de-
Tonlzation. These expacted releases are based on radionuclide
analyses of effluents from exlsting operating reactors,
Manganese-54 tron-55, lron-59, cobalt-57, and nickal-63 are

P P S Ll- = J.“-.L,

not nof Illally dggrtacCravia Iﬂ rreared reactor GTI’IUG"TS at :l“r'.
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DA-20

DA-21

DA-22

DA-23

DA-24

p. 4-29, Table 4-14 - 1f these dose squivalents are
T00-yr dose commltments (p. B-35, para, 2) the table
should so state,

Page 4-28, 4-29 and Fiqgure 4-6 - The pathways descrlbed
Tn The Teﬁf Yor Tiquid releases do not (nclude use of
river water for irrigation of human food crops or
animal feed crops, Howaver, Flgure 4-6 shows Irriga-
+ion ac a pathway, In some dosimetric and risk calcu-
lations, [rrigatfon has proven to be a major pathway to
man. The suthors should state thelr reasons for not
Including irrigation as a pathway {n thelr {ndividual
and their population dose equivalent and risk
calcutations,

Page B-14, last parag?ph (continued on page B-=31) -
Since speclal models have been used for H-3, L-14,
Kr-85, and 1=129, the finat EIS should provide the
references for thase models {n the bibliography.

p. 4-29, last para, - How does the drinking water con-
centration of tritium at the Beaufort-lasper and Port
Wentworth water intakes compare with the EPA drinking
water timit?

Hl}af does 0/yr water consumption mean (n Table B-207
1/yr?

Page B=-32, Table B=18 - For some nuclides, limfting the
ﬁ%ﬁ#ﬁ'ﬂﬁnm”mn* (EDC) calculattons to a
100-year (ntegration pertod and fo consideration of the
U.S. population, may cause the major portion of the (n-
$intte EDC to the worid population fo be left unre-
ported, For exampte, Fowler predicts the total body
EDC to the world population tor a release of 1 Ci of
C-14 to the atmosphere (as CO) to be 28 man-rem/Ci

Alt population doses shown {n the EIS are 100-year dose
commitments, as described in Appandix B, This has been
clarified In the EIS,

Figure 4-6 of the draft E1S (s a generic exposure pathway
descriptton (not specific to SRP) that (s covered fn models
recommended by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (Regulatory
Guide 1,109), There (s no known use of downstream Savannah
Rivar water to supply milk= or meat-producing animals or for
farm crop irrigation,

Tha Final £15 has [ncorporated the applicable references In The
bibl{ography to Appendix B,

Based on an average river flow rate of 294 cubic meters per
second and tritium release values listed (n Table 4-10, tritium
concentrations In Beaufort-laspar and Port Wentworth water will
be 39 plcocurles per ilter and 1034 picocuries per liter from
L-Reactor operation In the flrst and tenth years, respec—
t(vely, These are 0.2 and 5,2 psrcent, respectively, of the
EPA drinking-water standard of 20,000 plcocurles per iiter.

The ™0/yr™ water consumption In Table B-20 was a typographical
error; the entry should read "l1/yr." This has been corrected
fn the Final EI5,

A 100-yoar environmental dose commitment (EDC) was used In the
E1S rathar than an inf{nite EDC; this provides more meaningful
results by accounting for I(mpacts over a perfod of time compar-
able to tha maximum llfetime of an {ndividyal (Sectfon B,5),
Thus, (t provides the measure of risk to an Indlvidual, Longer
{ntegrating perlods or an infinite t{me {ntegra) would require
extremaly specutative predictions about man's environment for
thousands of years fnto the future.



6LT-H

Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draf+ EIS (continued)

Comment
aumber

Comments

Responses

DA-25

DA-26

released with a 100-year integration period, 120 man
rem/Cl roleased with a 1,000-year Integration period,
and a 537 man rem/Ct released with an Infinite fntegra-
tlon pertod (Fowler and Nelson, "Health [mpact Assess—
mant of C-14 Emisslons From Normal Operatlons of Uran-
Tum Fuel Cycle Facilitles," EPA 520/5-80-004, Juna
1979, Figure 5), \Using Fowler's results to estimate
the EDC to the world population during the 100-ysar
perliod following retease of 12 Ci of C-14 from the
L-Reactor, one obtains 336 man rem (total body) com-
pared to the SRP estimate of 8.4 (for the U,S, popula-
tion), The Infinite EOC due to the release of 12 {1 of
C-14 to the atmosphere would be 6,440 man rem, using
Fowler's data,

g. B-35 - The bloaccumulation factor used for Cs-137 In
sh s 3000, According to the document this Is a
measured value, but 1t Is much larger than values gen-
erally used that range betwean 40 and 1300 for fresh-
water fish, The use of 3000 probably overestimates the
Cs-137 concentration In fish,

F. 4-30, para, 4 - A discussion on pages D-31 and D-32
ndicates tha © astimated flirst-year sediment/water
transport of Cs-137 after L-Reactor start-up was re-
duced from a 1981 estimate of 7,2 Cl to 2.3 Ci based on
a recent estimate. The latter appears reasonable, but
not having the references describing the first estimate
(DuPont, 1982a) and conslidering the importance of this
pathway, [t would be usaeful to explaln In Appendix D
the reason for the 5,4 Ci/yr reduction,

Section D,2,2 presents details on the selectlon of the ¢esium-
137 bloaccumulation factor of 3000,

Early estimates of radiocesium transport were based on modelling
predictions (Du Pont, 1982, DPST-81-241), The tfransport esti-
mates used in this EIS were based on measurements of radioces-
fum during cold flow tests, Using empirical data is baelleved
to be the better method for determining annual activity that
will be transported, The 1981 estimate of sediment-water
transport was obtained by assuming (1) that the suspended solld
concentrations In the secondary coolling water flowing in Steel
Cresk would be equal to that supplied from the Savannah Rlver
(15 mil|igrams per liter); and (2) that the suspended creek
siits and clays would have a ceslum-1357 concentration of 1200
picocurles per gram of suspendad sediment., B8ed load transport
was not considered, Thus, the 1981 estimate for sediment-water
transport for the first and second years after restart was
calculated to be 7,2 curles per year (0,015 gram per liter x
4.01 107" liters per year x 1200 plicocuries per gram x 1,0 x
107°“ curie par picocurie),
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Table M=2, DOE respenses to comments on Draft EIS (conttnued)

Comment Comments Responses

number
To reftine thase estimates, ces{um-137 sediment-water transport
was studied dur{ng the March 1982 testing of the secondary
cooling-water system with discharges of Savannah River water at
near-ambfent temperatures and at flows as high as 6,2 cublc
meters per second (more than half that expectaed durling
L-Reactor operatfon), Thase test results showed that the
sediment-water transport would be 2,3 £ 1,8 curfes (Sectfon
D.4.3.1) during the first and second years after the restart of
L-Raactor, Subsequent monttoring resutts for 1983 support this
estmate,

DA-27 p. 4=34, Table 4,17 - What radfonucl{de Is responsibie The radionuclide responsible for the relatfvely high dose to
for The relat{vely hfgh dose to the liver? Is It the liver is cestlum=-137, Cobalt-60 contributes less than 1
assumed to be Co-607 percent to the liver dose to all age groups.

DA-28 From a comparison of |lquild pathway doses, that dus to Ses tha response to comment DA-10,
t+he mobilization of Cs-137 and Co=-60 from Steel Creek
sediments exceeds the I(mpact of all other pathways many
times, This (s clearly illustrated in Table 4-19,

This (s a very signtficant fact that should greatiy
inftuence the survefllance program (ni(tiated when
L-Reactor begins operatton,
DA-29 p. 4-35, para, 1 - It states (n the text that the The 27.6 person-rem In the tenth year {s the sum of the

maximum populatton dose {s 27,6 person-rem (n the tenth
year of operation, whaereas Table 4=19 lists a value of

14,3 person-rem for that perfod., 1s the 27,6
person-rem a commi{tted dose, or why the apparent

dfsagreement?

p, 4=35, para, 2 - The health etfects l{sted here are

correctly computed using the values ot 120.3 fatal
cancers par million person-rem gfven in Table B-49 for
low-LET radiation, and 257 genetic effects per militon
person-rem gi{ven in Sectfon B,6.

80-k{ lometer population dose (14,3 person-rem) and the Port
Wentworth and Beaufort-lasper population dose (13,3 person-rem)
listed In Table 4-19 of the draft EIS,



