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During the 45-day public comment period from October 1 through November 14,
1983, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) received 140 comment letters and
statements on the draft version of this environmmental LdeLL statement (u;S).

In addition, four comment letters were received after November 14, 1983. Of the
total of 144 letters and statements, 7 were from Federal agencies and 7 were
from agencies and offices of the States of Georgia and South Carolina. Forty-
eight statements were presented at public meetings conducted by DOE at Augusta
and Savannah, Georgia, and at Aiken and Beaufort, South Carolina, during the
week of October 31, 1983. DOE has prepared a public comment/hearing report

(DOE /SR - 5009) that includes transcripts of these public meetings, written
statements received at the meetings, and all comment letters received by DOE
through the mail. This report has been placed in the DOE public documents rooms
in Washington, D.C., and Aiken, South Carolina, and 19 local libraries in South
Carolina and Georgia.

This appendix presents the individual comment letters and statements and
DOE's responses to them. If a comment or statement has led to a revision to the
text of this EIS, the revision is identified by a vertical line in the margin
and a comment letter-number designation. Table M-1 lists the comments received,
and Table M-2 lists the individual comments and DOE responses,

The comments and statements reflected a number of specific and general
issues. The following synopsis summarizes the major issues listed in
alphabetical order and DOE's responses.

COOLING-WATER /!

Comments

of the t commented-on aspect

Fh

One of the mos the Draft EIS concerned the discus-
sion of cooling-water alternatives, and in particular the Department of Energy'
identification of restarting L-Reactor with direct discharge and subsequent mi-

tigation as its preferred alternative. Major categories of comments included:

n
A

<3

o
LI
1

L P g e vy oo
L] boollng"-wacer arcernacives were not serio

e Mitigation of L-Reactor thermal discharge should be taken prior to
L-Reactor restart.

@ Direct discharge of cooling-water would violate the State of South
Carolina's water quality standards.

¢ Several of the cooling-water alternatives to direct discharge would
also violate state water quality standards.



¢ The Draft EIS failed to identify the specific cooling-~water mitigation
measures that would be taken.

. Recirculating cooling-towers are envirommentally preferable,

In general, almost all of the comments received on the subject of cooling-
water alternatives expressed a desire to see the Department of Energy implement
a cooling-water alternative prior to the restart of L-Reactor that would meet
the State of South Carolina's water quality standards.

Federal and state agencies commenting on the Draft EIS's discussion of
cooling-water alternatives included the U.S., Environmental Protection Agency,
the U.S. Department of the Interior, the South Carolina Department of Health and
Environmental Control, the South Carolina Water Resources Commission, and the
South Carolina Wildlife and Marine Resources Division. These agencies indicated
that the restart of L-Reactor with direct discharge would violate existing Fed-
eral and state water quality regulations, would reverse the successional re-
covery of the Steel Creek ecosystem, would result in unsatisfactory and signifi-
cant effects on ecological resources, and the impacts of direct discharge couid
be alleviated through the implementation of alternative cooling-water systems.
The Environmental Protection Agency rated the Draft EIS as being environmentally
unsatisfactory ". . . on the basis of outstanding water quality issues." The
Environmental Protection Agency further stated that the Draft EIS ". . ., does
not not provide sufficient information regarding the corrective measures that
will be employed to avoid adverse envirommental impacts.” The U.S. Department
of the Interior stated: "If DOE neither selects mechanical draft cooling towers
nor develops a plan to adequately mitigate for impacts to fish and wildlife
resources, then the Department of the Interior may choose to refer this project
to the Council on Envirommental Quality pursuant to 40 CFR 1504,"

Response

Based on the Department of Energy's review and evaluation of the comments
received, several modifications to the Draft EIS's discussion of cooling alter-
natives and the Department's preferred alternative have been made in this Final
EI1S.

Section 4.4.2 of this Final EIS has been modified to provide a detailed
discussion of additional combinations of various cooling-water systems. Speci-
fically, Section 4.4.2 now provides an evaluation of thirty-three cooling-water
systems, including a discussion of each system's capability to attain the water
quality standards of the State of South Carolina. Appendix I of this Final EIS
has also been modified to evaluate the potential wetland losses associated with
each of cooling-water systems discussed in the revised Section 4.4.2.

The cooling-water systems considered in Section 4.4.2 can be grouped into
five major categories--once through cooling lake, recirculating cooling lake,
once~through cooling tower, recirculating cooling tower, and direct discharge.
Based on this categorization, a new section (Section 4.4.2.6) has been added to
this Final EIS that summarizes and compares the engineering and environmental
evaluations for the most favorable alternatives for each of these categories of
cooling~water systems, The criteria used in selecting the most favorable
alternative for each of the categories considered included: ability to meet



South Carolina water quality standards, production considerations, schedule,
environmental factors, and cost. The ability to expedite the schedule of imple-
menting the alternatives was also considered as well as the degree that reactor
operation would have to be modified to attain water quality standards,

After considering all factors, the Department has identified a once-through
1000-acre lake prior to the restart of L-Reactor as its preferred cooling-water

alternative. Although cooling towers would cause fewer env1ronmenta1 1mpacts,
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. Provide the earliest reactor startup and the maximum plutonium deliv-
eries of any environmentally acceptable cooling-water system that can
meet regulatory requirements,

e Have the lowest costs of any environmentally acceptable cooling-water
system that can meet regulatory requirements,

¢ Be amenable to backfitting with precooler systems, if needed, which
could improve reactor operational flexibility and production
capability,

Based on the identification of implementing a 1000-acre lake prior to
L-Reactor restart as the preferred cooling-water system, the Department has mod-
ified Section 2.4 of this Final EIS to provide a summary comparison of the most
favorable cooling-water system alternatives and a summary comparison of the
impacts of the preferred alternative~—to restart L-Reactor as soon as practiable
after the construction of the 1000-acre lake--and the no-action alternative.
Also, the Department has added a new section and appendix--Section 4.5 and
Appendix L-~to this Final EIS to specifically discuss the environmental
consequences of the preferred alternative.

Comments

Emergency planning comments
tended to be general in nature, focusi g on the ability or inability of local
emergency response capability, A few of the more specific comments included:
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e The adequacy of a 50-mile ingestion pathway Emergency Planning Zone
(EPZ) was questioned.

. There has been a lack of emergency planning by counties surrounding the
SRP.

e Accidents used for emergency planning might not be severe enocugh.



DOE responses

DOE has expanded the EIS, in Appendix H, to include areas served by water
systems in Beaufort and Jasper Counties and the Port Wentworth and Savannah
areas for the ingestion pathway., These areas will be included in planning for
responses to releases of radionuclides that could enter the food or water
ingestion pathway to humans.

DOE has signed formal memoranda of understanding (MOUs) with the States of
South Carolina and Georgia to provide staff assistance in the preparation of
offsite emergency plans for SRP incidents. This planning includes state and
county-level responses, training, public education, and coordination activi-
ties. The MOUs include agreements with hospitals to accept contaminated
patients and processes and procedures for the distribution of information and
the notification of responsible agencies and the public. DOE will conduct exer-
cises of these plans to assure appropriate actions and coordination of
responses. Separate plans are in place to respond to terrorist attacks or mili-
tary acts onsite. If such an act resulted in a release of radioactive material
offeite, the state and county plans for SRP emergencies would be implemented and

other Federal agency support would be activated.

DOE has applied the planning basis and emergency operating procedures for
SRP accidents to areas outside the EPZ but within 10 miles of the reactors (the
Contingency Planning Zone); they can be extended to more distant areas if neces-
sary.

ENDANGERED SPECIES AND WILDLIFE

Comments

A number of general and specific concerns regarding the L-Reactor restart
impacts on endangered species and their habitats were raised during the review
of the Draft EIS. Most of these concerns dealt with the impacts from the direct
discharge of cooling water to Steel Creek. Specific questious and concerns were
raised with respect to the wood stork. Other general categories of comments and
concerns included:

® Results of consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
the National Marine Fisheries Service regarding potential impacts on
and mitigation measures for endangered species should be presented.

e Radioactive substances released to the environment are incorporated and
frequently concentrated in tissues of many organisms. The effects of
this radiation are not addressed adequately.

. The effects of chemicals discharged intc creeks on the SRP and the
Savannah River might be harmful to fishes and wildlife,

DOE responses

In this Final EIS, the Department of Energy has identified its preferred
cooling-water alternative as the construction of a 1000-acre lake before
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L-Reactor resumes operation, to redesign the reactor outfall, and to operate
L-Reactor in a way that assures a balanced biological community in about 50 per-
cent of the lake.

On February 25, 1983, the FWS issued a Biological Opinion on the American
alligator (Alligator missigsippiensis), which stated that the operation of
L-Reactor as proposed (direct discharge of cooling water) would not jeopardize
the continued existeace of this species. Since the issuance of this opinion,
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1000-acre cooling lake as its preferred cooling-water system for L-Reactor. An
updated biological assessment that includes the Department's preferred cooling-
water system was transmitted to the FWS at the end of March 1984, Currently,
the Department is awaiting the review of this updated assessment by the FWS,

The Department anticipates that the FWS review will not alter the prior opinion
that the operation of L-Reactor would not jeopardize the continued existence of
this species.

Listing of the wood stork (Mycteria americana) as an endangered species
occurred February 28, 1984, after the Draft EIS for L-Reactor was completed,
Beginning in April 1983, studies on the wood stork were initiated, The design
of the wood stork study program and preliminary results of the program were pro-
vided to the FWS during an informal consultation process, Dataz from the wood
stork program has been included in this Final EIS. A biological assessment for
the wood stork was formally transmitted to the FWS at the end of March 1984,

The Department is currently awaiting the review of this assessment by the FWS,
The Department anticipates that as a result of the FWS review, the FWS will con-
cur in the Department's conclusion that while the operation of L-Reactor might
affect portions of the wood stork's SRP foraging habitat, operation of L-Reactor
and other ongoing and planned operations will not affect the continued existence
of this species.

A Biological Assessment of the impacts of present and proposed operations
at the Savannah River Plant (SRP) on the shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser
brevirostrum) was provided to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) in
1983, Following review of the assessment, NMFS issued on November 1, 1983,
their Biological Opinion that the population of the shortnose sturgeon in the
Savannah River would not be adversely affected by ongoing and planned actions at
SRP (including operation of L-Reactor),

‘Information was provided to the U.S., Fish and Wildlife Service {FWS) in
1982 regarding potential impacts to the red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides
borealis) from the restart and operation of L-Reactor, FWS reviewed the infor-
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posed restart and operation of L-Reactor would not affect this species.

The Department of Energy is working with the Fish and Wildlife Service to
develop a Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) plan for the Steel Creek system
with the implementation of the preferred thermal mitigation system for
L-Reactor. The HEP will identify the value of habitat to be gained or lost with
implementation of the preferred L-Reactor cooling~water alternative for use in
assessing further wmitigation. If required, the Department of Energy will imple-
ment additional mitigative measures that might be identified through the HEP
process dependent on Congressional authorization and appropriation.



The dispersion, uptake, and concentration of radiocactivity in the environ-
ment has been studied for several decades. Based on these studies, predictive
methodologies are well established; these methodologies were used to predict the
potential environmental consequences of the L-Reactor restart. Similarly, the
effects of radiation exposure on many species of fishes, birds, and animals have
been studied; the general conclusions are that biota other than man are less
sensitive to radiation. The low concentrations of radiocactive materials around
the SRP are not expected to cause any measurable or observable effects in
wildlife.

DOE monitors chemical discharges from the Plant. Results of the extensive
SRP monitoring program are published annually and are available to the public.
Liquid releases are governed by a permit issued by the State of South Carolina
under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; these releases are
considered acceptable in relation to their potential effects on water quality
and wildlife that use the waterways. This permit and the discharges made under
it are monitored by DOE and the State of South Carolina. No effects on marine
life in the Savannah River estuary or the Atlantic Ocean have been detected.

GROUND WATER

Comments

One of the most commented-on aspects of the Draft EIS concerned the
discussion of potential ground-water impacts. Comments ranged from very broad
statements that the restart of L-Reactor would increase ground-water contamina-
tion by 33 percent to several very specific comments on ground-water data, anal-
ysis methodology, and geohydrologic assumptions. Comments from state and
Federal agencies also indicated a concern with respect to jurisdictional respon-
sibilities under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and the rela-
tionship of proposed clean-up programs to any further contamination due to the
restart of L-Reactor. 1In general, the majority of comments received reflected a
concern that the restart of L-Reactor should not increase any existing levels of

ground-water contamipnation., A few of the more specific categories of comments
included:

e The protection afforded the Tuscaloosa Aquifer by the upward differen-

tial between the Tuscaloosa Formation and the overlying Congaree Forma-
tion was assessed inadequately,

® Ground-water withdrawal from the Tuscaloosa Formation in support of
L-Reactor operation will affect the water levels in offsite wells.

e The Draft EIS is flawed by the lack of hydrogeological data for the
immediate vicinity of L-Reactor and by its reliance, without proper

justification, on data for the F- and H-Areas, which are about 10 kilo-
meters away,

® Existing ground-water contamination and cleanup at support facilities
for L-Reactor operation were not addressed adquately.



® TResults of state-of-the—art mathematical modeling of wastewater flow
from ;eepage basins, including mass balance calculations, should be
preseunted in the Final EIS.

DOE response

The EIS discusses the expected total SRP ground-water withdrawal from the
Tuscaloosa Aquifer, including increased pumping to support the operation of
L-Reactor and its support facilities. This ground-water usage is about 75 per-
cent of the lower bound estimate of the ground-water flux through the Tuscaloosa
calculated in 1974, This usage is not expected to have appreciable effects on
water levels in onsite wells. Finally, the EIS shows that the total withdrawal
of ground water from the Tuscaloosa, including the withdrawal by L-Reactor and
its support facilities, the Fuel Materials Facility, and the Defense Waste
ProceSSLng Facility, will be about 75 percent of the flux through the Tuscaloosa
on and near the SRP,

The head differences between the upper Tuscaloosa Formation and the Conga-
ree Femut}.eﬂ (Appe".dix F) were “‘""““‘p%d fLum measurements uf the water 16'\761:

.

made in monitoring wells, not in production wells. These water measurements
were made when the production wells were in operation; thus, the calculated head
differences have not been altered., A decline in the upper head differential of
about 0.16 meters per year appears to be primarily related to pumping at SRP;
however, part of this decline appears to be related to recent drought condi-
tions. Because pumping rates are expected to be relatively stable in the
future, this rate of decline is not expected to continue., This EIS separates
the data on an aquifer basis to provide a better understanding of the
hydrogeology.

Sections in this EIS dealing with M-Area ground-water contamination have
been updated to reflect the latest ground-water and analysis data. These sec-
tions indicate that the entry of chlorinated hydrocarbons into the Tuscaloosa
Aquifer occurred through migration in the Tertiary ground-water system through
the defective cement grout of at least one production well. The implementation
of the M-Area remedial action program will retard further migration of chlorin~
ated hydrocarbons in the Tertiary ground-water system. Furthermore, DOE will
discontinue the use of the M—Area basin by April 1985.

The monitoring of on-site and offsite wells has shown that contaminants
have not migrated offsite and that no offsite health risk will exist in the for-
seeable future. DOE is determining the effectiveness of a pilot stripper in the
removal of chlorinated hydrocarbons from the Tertiary system beneath A~ and
M=-Areas. State and Federal agencies have reviewed the remedial action program
of removing the contaminants by the use of a combination of recovery wells and a
large production air stripper. This system is expected to be operational by
August 1984%.
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discharges to the F- and HwArea seepage ba51ns w111 impa shallow ground water

beneath the basins. The hydrostratigraphic units beneath these seepage basins

help protect the Ellenton and Tuscaloosa Aquifers. Waste streams released to

the L~Reactor seepage basin are expected to discharge eventually to Steel

Creek. Releases to F- and H-Area seepage basins will d:.:n.ha:.sr: to low= Lyulg

areas along Four Mile Creek. Radionuclide concentrations, when discharged from
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these creeks to the Savannah River, will be within DOE guidelines for releases
to uncontrolled areas.

The EIS discusses alternatives to the use of the L-Reactor seepage basin,
Based on Congressional authorization and approval of a fiscal year 1984 funding
request, DOE plans to operate an effluent treatment facility by October 1988 to
process wastewater being discharged to the F~ and H-Area seepage basins.

The State of South Carolina and the Enviroomental Protection Agency have
reviewed a draft of the "SRP Groundwater Protection Implementation Plan." The
plan is being finalized based on the review comments., This plan examines
strategies and schedules for implementing ground-water mitigative actions,
including the closing and decommissioning of seepage basins. As noted in the
EIS, this plan will meet the requirements of DOE Order 5480.2, EPA regulations
40 CFR 260.25, and SCDHEC requirements. The decision on this plan will be the
subject of a separate NEPA review.

The Department of Energy is committed to several items related to ground-
water monitoring and mitigation at SRP, including (1) continuing and expanding
the program of ground-water monitoring and studies; (2) involving the State of
South Carolina in onsite and near-site ground-water monitoring activities; and
(3) taking mitigation actions to reduce pollutants released to the ground water
and establishing a mutually agreed-on compliance schedule for mitigationm
efforts.

NEED FOR MATERIAL AND PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVES

Comments

During the public review/comment period on the Draft EIS, several comments
were submitted on the need for additional defense nuclear materials and several
other accelerated production initiatives were suggested as alternatives to the
restart of L-Reactor. The types of comments most frequently cited included:

e There was not sufficient information presented in Chapter 1 to provide
a basis for supporting the definitive need to restart the L-Reactor in
January 1984,

® Retired warhead material should be recycled.
e Because DOE has exceeded production goals for plutonium and there have
been decreases in the numbers of new warhead deployments, the need for

plutonium has been reduced,

® The early restart of the PUREX Plant will supply plutonium, thereby
eliminating the need to restart the L~Reactor immediately.

e The Draft EIS did not consider production alternatives (Chapter 2) in
sufficient detail.



DOE responses

The discussion on the need for L-Reactor and production alternatives in
Chapters 1 and 2 is, by necessity, qualitative and limited because quantitative
information on defense material requirements, inventories, production capacity,
and projected material shortages or adverse impacts on weapon system deployment
is classified. A quantitative discussion of the need for restarting L~Reactor
and of production alternatives is provided for the DOE decisionmaker in a clas-
sified appendix (Appendix A) to this EIS.

The development of each annual Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum (NWSM)
is based on detailed analyses of scheduled and planned new weapon systems,
scheduled and planned weapon retirements, the current status of legislative
actions concerning weapon systems and production capability, the current status
of material inventory, material supply from weapon retirements, and material
production and weapons fabrication. Each NWSM contains the results of analyses
of these factors based on the information available at the time it is developed;

therefore, changes in the status and plans for production and deployment of
weapong are fully accounted for from one NWSM to the next, The nnghm-e in the
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c13551fled Appendlx A of this EIS uses data consistent w1th the status of legis~
lative actions and administration plans concerning weapon systems and material
production at the time of development of the FY 1984-1989 NWSM, which was
approved by President Reagan on February 16, 1984, 1If 51gn1f1cant changes
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impacting material supply/demand, DOE factors the impact into the implementation
of the NWSM requirements after the Department of Defense formalizes the modified
requirements,

Originally, the PUREX Plant on the DOE Hanford Reservation was to resume
operation by April 1984; however, the plant started operation 5 months ahead of
schedule., The PUREX Plant does not produce plutonium; it separates reactor—pro-—
duced plutonium from uranium and waste products. 1Its early restart will have
very little effect on the supply of weapons-grade plutonium in the timeframe of
concern for L-Reactor because sufficient supplies of fuel-grade plutonium are
already available in inventory for blending and the capacity of the PUREX Plant
is large in comparison with the backlog of fuel-grade material from N-Reactor
available for processing. Furthermore, the early plant startup was factored
into the material supply information in the FY 1984-1989 NWSM that was approved
recently by President Reagan and was used as a basis for the need for L-Reactor
in this final EIS.

In evaluating the need for defense nuclear materials and for restarting
L-Reactor, DOE analyzed a delayed restart in Appendix A {(classified). The
implementation of the potential partial-production options discussed in Chapter
2 was also analyzed as a way to offset production losses associated with such a
delay. The results of these analyses concluded that partial production alterna-
tives, individually or in combination, would provide only a small fraction of
the required defense nuclear materials that could be produced by L-Reactor.

DOE also analyzed all full-production options that would provide as much
plutonium as the proposed restart of L-Reactor. This analysis considered exist-
ing production reactors as well as the potential use of spent commercial fuel.

.
. o - - A
However, the conmversion of spent commercial reactor fuel into weapons—-grade

plutonium is prohibited by law; legislative removal of this prohibition is
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unlikely in the near future. The restart of other inactive DOE production
reactors was also dismissed as unreasonable due tc the time that would be
required to restore these reactors for plutonium production,

RADIQACTIVE RELEASES

Comments

During the Draft EIS review period, comments were also raised regarding
potential radioactive releases., Many of the comments reflected a general
concern for potential radioactive contamination or am opinion that no level of
radiation was safe. Many commentors also were concerned with the comparability
of L-Reactor radiological releases to those of a commercial nuclear power
reactor. Other categories of comments included:

® Prior reports on SRP accidents and routine releases should be used as
sources for estimated radicactive releases,

® Measures should be taken to prevent the remobilization of radiocesium.
® Release data are not readily available to the public,

¢ The EIS should present the cumulative impacts of nuclear facilities in
the Savannah River Basin,

DOE responses

The estimates of radioactive releases to the enviromment resulting from
L-Reactor startup are based not only on design information but alsoc on the ex-
perience and measurement of releases for more than 25 years of operation of the
Savannah River Plant. Routine releases from the proposed operation of L-Reactor
and the increased releases from associated facilities that will support
L-Reactor operation, such as the separations facility, were included. The re-
leases for L-Reactor were based on the average measured releases of the oper—
ating C-, K-, and P-Reactors from 1978 through 1980. The analysis of routine
and incremental radioactive releases do not include releases from SRP facilities
that are not associated with L-Reactor operation; however, the nonassociated
releases and the releases from other planned SRP facilities are analyzed in the
discussion of cumulative releases.

The radioactive releases from L-Reactor and its support facilities to the
aqueous environment result in concentrations in drinking water (e.g., in
Beaufort/Jasper and Port Wentworth) that are very small fractions of the EPA
drinking-water standard value., Estimates of atmospheric releases from L~Reactor
and its support facilities result in small incremental increases in ambient
atmospheric concentrations that are within all applicable state and Federal
guidelines. The restart of L-Reactor will be in compliance with the DOE radia-
tion protection standards that are comparable to those of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (10 CFR 20) for a production facility (i.e., 500 millirem to the
whole body in one calendar year).
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The remobilization and transport of radiocesium and radiocobalt from Steel
Creek sediments caused by the direct discharge of L-Reactor cooling water have
been studied and assessed in detail. The resulting concentrations in the Savan-
nah River will be very small, The concentrations from these releases in potable
water from the Beaufort-Jasper and Cherokee Hill water-treatment plants were
calculated to less than 1/2200th (for radiocesium) and less than 1/4160th (for
radiocobalt) of the EPA drinking-water standard values. Radiocesium and radio-

cobalt releases for the Department's preferred cooling-water alternative (1000-

er than those from the direct discha

(s

of cooling water.

DOE measures concentrations of radicactivity in air, water, and soil in the
region due to releases from SRP as part of its annual environmental monitoring
program. These concentrations, along with the doses to the maximally exposed
individual and the general population offsite, are reported to the public in
annual SRP environmental monitoring reports. The resulting doses are well with-
in established limits and represent a very small fraction of background radia-
tion doses., No detrimental effects due to SRP radioactive releases have been
observed, and analyses indicate that none should be expected. Expanded monitor-
ing, to assess the displacement of radioactive isotopes in Steel Creek and in
the Savannah River swamp will be included in future issues of the SRP environ-

mental monitoring report.

Abnormal release information is also reported, Tritium releases and their
consequences have been well documented in Environmental Effects of a Tritium Gas
Release from the Savannah River Plant on May 2, 1974 (DP-1369), Environmental
Effects of a Tritium Gas Release from the Savannah River Plant on December 31,
1975 (DP-1415)}, and the publicly available 1975 annual report, Environmental
Monitoring in the Vicinity of the Savannah River Plant (DPSPU-76-30-1).

Abnormal releases are documented in the annual environmental monitoring reports,

The EIS presents and discusses the cumulative radiological effects of all
nuclear facilities expected to be operating within an 80-kilometer radius of
L-Reactor. Specifically, the EIS considers the potential cumulative radiolog-
ical releases from all existing and planned SRP operations, the Alvin W. Vogtle
Ruclear Power Plant {under construction), the Barnwell Nuclear Fuel Plant (not
expected to operate), and the Chem-Nuclear Services, Inc., low-level radiocactive
disposal site.

RADIOLOGICAL EFFECTS

Comments

In addition to the comments concerning radioactive releases, other comments
were received during the Draft EIS review perlod on the effects of those
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e Effects of cumulative low-level exposure are not addressed adequately.

e Method of estimating doses is not presented adequately.
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e Bases of estimates of effects (e.g., radiation-induced cancer) are not
presented adequately,

e Detrimental effects of radioactive releases on workers and people in the
area over the past 25 years are not considered adequately,

DOE responses

Using the radioactive release information discussed in the previous sec-
tion, standard dosimetry models were used to calculate radiological doses, The
dose models are based on recommendation of the International Commission on
Radiological Protection. Appendix B of the EIS discusses the methodologies used
in calculating the radiological doses and resultant estimates of health effects,

The operation of L-Reactor and its associated support facilities will
increase the dose to the population within an 80-kilometer radius and to down-
stream users of Savannah River water by an amount equivalent to about 0.05
percent of the natural background radiation, The incidents of effects of such
exposures are considerably below measurable levels.

The BEIR III report {The Effects on Populations of Exposures to Low Levels
of Ionizing Radiation)}, published by the National Academy of Sciences in 1980,
was used as a basis for establishing a relationship between radiological doses
calculated in the EIS and any resulting health effects in terms of excess cancer
fatalities., Estimates of radiation health effects in this report are based on
the observed incidence of cancer-induced fatalities that resulted from exposures
to high radiation levels. This data base included information derived from
studies of survivors of the atomic bombs dropped on Nagasaki and Hiroshima, and
from medical procedures that result in high radiation doses. The basic problem
addressed in the BEIR III report was how to extrapolate from health effects
observed at high levels of radiation to estimates of health effects that might
be associated with very low levels of radiation, such as those resulting from
L-Reactor operation. In this sense, the BEIR III report is largely a
statistical study of empirical data, rather than a theoretical report.

The BEIR III report was selected for use in the EIS in preference to
evidence directly related to SRP because no observable health effects resulting
from SRP operations, in terms of excess cancer fatalities, can be quantified or
identified,

Exposures of SRP workers to internal and external radiation are carefully
monitored and controlled through a health physics program designed to maintain
occupational doses "as low as reasonably achievable" (ALARA), as outlined in
Environmental Protection, Safety, and Health Protection for DOE Operations, DOE
5484.1a.1, {1981). Occupational doses at SRP to date have been well below DOE
limits of 5 rem per year., Furthermore, occupational doses associated with
reactor operations have decreased from an average of 200 person-rem per reactor-
year during the period from 1960 through 1968 to an average of 69 person-rem per
reactor-year during the period from 1976 through 1980, as a result of the ALARA
operating philosophy.

Of the 411 production workers who (through October 1983) have shown posi-
tive evidence of assimilation of transuranic elements, including plutonium,
only 6 have exceeded 50 percent of a Maximum Permissible Body Burden (MPBB), as
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defined by the International Commission on Radiological Protection ("Report of
ICRP Committee II on Permissible Dose for Internal Radiation," Health Physics,
Volume 3, 1960). The maximum individual agsimilation was 90 percent of MPBB.
During the entire operation of the Savannah River Plant, only one worker has
exceeded the occupational exposure limit of 5 rem per year. No biological
effects are expected from exposures of this magnitude. An ongoing health study
of SRP workers has shown no evidence of unusual health effects that could be
attributed to radiation exposure.

A series of health effects studies of the population around the Savannah
River Plant has been made by Professor H, J. Sauer, who was originally with the
University of Missouri and is now an independent contractor. Epidemiological
studies  of the SRP workers are being made by Oak Ridge Associated Universities
and the Los Alamos National Laboratory. The Centers for Disease Control has
also made some studies of the occurrence of a rare blood disease, Polycythemia
Vera, in response to newspaper reports, since retracted, that this disease was
unusually prevalent in the vicinity of SRP. Further, the Centers for Disease
Control, in response to requests from DOE, has formed an independent panel to
determlne the need for any additional studies that might be desirable. These
past and ongoing studies will ensure that reasonable efforts continue with
regard to health effects from SRP operations, even though these effects are
predicted to be too small to be statistically detectable.

SAFETY ANALYSIS

Comments

Comments on the accident analyses and safety system sections of the Draft
EIS included:

e Need for a contaimment building.

e Comparability of L-Reactor to the NRC's requirements for nuclear
reactor site criteria.

e Presentation of a "worst-case” analysis.

For the most part, the comments on the need for a containment building were
general, often only citing that commercial reactors are required to have them
and L-Reactor is not., Other comments on the need for a contaimment building
concerned the comparability of the accident analyses for L-Reactor to the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission's requirements for reactor site criteria (10 CFR
100). Specifically, commentors contended that a postualted 100-percent core-
melt accident was the proper basis for assessing the safety comparability of
L-Reactor to commercial reactors, They also contended that if the 100-percent
core-melt accident were used as the basisg, the L-Reactor would not meet the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission's site evaluations factors for commercial

reactors.
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Finally, others contended that the Draft EIS failed to present a worst-case
analysis. Specifically, commentors asserted that the EIS, rather than present-
ing the consequences of a 10-percent postulated core-melt accident, should pre-
sent the consequences of a 100-percent core-melt accident concurrent with a
failure of the confinement system.

DOE responses

The need for containment buildings for commercial reactors is based on
their design, site characteristics, and the need for specific engineered safety
features to limit radioactive releases in the event of an accident. Reactors of
different designs and engineered safety features other than a containment build-
ing can also limit radioactive releases to be within acceptable standards for a
range of postulated accidents. The Fort St, Vrain reactor, which has been
licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, is an example of a commerical
reactor without a containment building; it has a different design and alterna-
tive engineered safety features from commercial light-water reactors.

The L-Reactor has several important design features and alternative engi-
neered safety features that must be considered in any comparison with light-
water commercial reactors. For example, L-Reactor operates at much lower pres-
sures and lower temperatures than commercial light-water reactors; thus, the
stored energy in a postulated loss-of-coolant accident--which is of primary con-
cern in the need for a containment building--is much less. Other important dif-
ferences exist for operational limits, emergency shutdown systems, the confine-
ment system, the type of fuel, and the distance to the nearest site boundary.
These differences, when taken into account in the analysis of credible accident
avents and resultant consequences, indicate that L-Reactor with its confinement
system would meet the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's site evaluation factors.,

The regulations in 10 CFR 100 do not assume or require the assumption of "a
full-core meltdown," Rather, the footmote to 10 CFR 100.11{(a) clearly indicates
accidental events, that would result in potential hazards not exceeded by those
from any accident considered credible., Such accidents have generally been
assumed to result in substantial meltdown of the core with subsequent release of
appreciable quantities of fission products. "Full-core meltdown" is not equal
to "substantial meltdown;" the 10 CFR 100 reference to TID-14844 particularly
notes that: "The calculations described [in TID-14844] may be used as a point
of departure for consideration of particular site requirements which may result
from evaluation of the characteristics of a particular reactor, its purpose and
method of operation. Thus, the source-term assumption cited is not mandated for
use, either in 10 CFR 100 or in TID-14844,

The NRC licensing of the Fort St. Vrain reactor is an example of a reactor
licensed with recognition of the differences between its design and the design
of light-water reactors (LWRs). This reactor does not have a containment
building, but has alternative safety features that the NRC considers to be
adequate. Recognizing the high heat capacity of this graphite-moderated
reactor, no fuel melting was assumed when specifying the source term for use
with 10 CFR 100. Release of gases as a result of core heatup (not melting) was
assumed over a period of hours, not instantaneously as is commonly assumed for
LWRs. Furthermore, release of only 5.5 percent of the halogens in the reactor
core was assumed, rather than the 50 percent commonly assumed for LWRs.
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The Department of Energy recognizes uncertainties inherent in the predic-
tions and likelihood of extremely low probability but high-consequence acci-
dents, The worst—case analysis required by NEPA is intended to provide the
decisionmaker with information to balance the need for the action against the
risk of possible adverse impacts if the action were to proceed in the face of
uncertainty. The "uncertainty" in this instance, however, does not question the
severity of the consequences if this class of accident were to occur, but rather
the degree of improbability of its occurrence (i.e., whether once in 10 million
yearg or once in a billion or more years). The detailed analyses of the very-
low-probability, 10-percent, core-melt accident, together with available prelim-
inary information on the consequences and probabilities of a spectrum of more
severe but even less probable accidents included in the EIS are judged to pro-
vide the decisionmaker with sufficient information for this purpose,.

M-15



Table M-1,

Comments and statements received on the L-Reactor Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

Designation Individual or organization Page
AA Tim Lambert M-21
AB Ruth Thomas, Environmentalists, Inc. M-24
AC Robert F. Burnett, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission M-36
AD David G. Jennings M-37
AE John C. Snedeker, Lyric, Inc. M-44
AF J. Relly Nelson, Jr. M=47
AG Mrs. Ellen G. S. Spires M-49
AH Mary Lira and Witold Kosicki M~50
AL Mrs. Jean May M-51
AJ Robert H. Driggers M~53
AK Fred M, Reese, Jr. M-57
AL Mrs, R, W. Whisnant M-59
AM Mrs. Zelda Noland M-60
AN Catherine C. Bradshaw M-61
AD Mary Emma Gleffe M-62
AP Janet T. Orselli, Radiation Awareness M-63
AQ Mary G. Dabbs M-67
AR Sherry W. Clements M-68
AS Agnes H. and Charles H, Everett M-69
AT Robert J. Marshall, Lutheran Theological

Southern Seminary M-70
AU* Town of Jackson, South Carolina M-72
Ay* Dorethea Smith M-74
AW A, R, Jarrett, Ph.D., P.E., Pennsylvania State

University M=-77
AX* Ira Davis M-83
AY* Dr, Judith E. Gordon, Sierra Club, South

Carolina Chapter M-85
AZ* John Stanyarne Wilson M-92
BAX Raren Arrington M-94
BB Mr. and Mrs, John P. Swain, IV M-97
BC Mrs, Judith G, Catoe M-98
BD Mr. and Mrs. Charles F. Cook M-99
BE Bill Carroll M-100
BF* Beatrice D. Jones M-102
BG* Dr. Mary T, Kelly, League of Women Voters of

South Carolina M-108
BH* W, F. Lawless M-112
BI* Mr, William McDaniels M-115

*Comments or statements received at one of the four public hearings held by
DOE on the Draft EIS during the week of October 31, 1983,
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Tab le M—l »

Comments and statements received on the L-Reactor Draft
Environmental Impact Statement {continued)

Designation Individual or organization Page
BJ* Dorcas Elledge M-118
BR* Mr. James W. Hammond M-120
BL* Dr. Thomas B. Cochran on Behalf of the

Natural Resources Defense Council M-121
BM* Frances Close Hart, Energy Research Foundation M-150
BN* Terrence C. Larimer, Southeastern Representative

for the National Audubon Society M-156
BO* R. 1. Newman, P.E, M-159
BP* Honorable Harriet Keyserling, South Carolina

State Representative M-165
BQ* Dr. Zoe Tsagos, League of Women Voters of

Northern Beaufort County M-167
BR* Sister Ellen Robertson M-173
BS* Sister Miriam Bauerlin M-175
BT* Hans Neuhauser, The Georgia Conservancy M-176
BU* Ken Matthews, Savannah Area Chamber of

Commerce M-183
BV* Sister Charlene Walsh, R.S5.M. M-185
BW* Charles Milmine M-187
BX* James D, Howard M-~190
BY* Geraldine LeMay, League of Women Voters of

Georgia ' M-192
BZ* Virginia Brown M-196
CA* Virginia Brown, League of Women Voters of

Savannah-Chatham M-198
CB* Wolfgang Bengtsson M-200
CcC¥ Wiebke Bengtsson M-202
CD¥* William McLaughlin M-204
CE* Miriam Litchfield M-206
CF* L. Noreene Parker M-207
CG* Amy Darden M-210
CH* Carolyn Tucker M-214
CI* Steve A. Johnson, Ph,D, M-215
CcJ* Edwin Longwater M-218
CK* Janiece Brodhead M-221
CL* Linda M, Jeanne M-222
CM* Debbie Xearney M-223
CN¥* Ms. Cheryl Jay M-225
co* Judy Jennings M-226
Cp¥ Rebecca R. Shortland, Coastal Citizens

for a Clean Environment M-227

*Comments or statements received at one of the four public hearings held by
DOE on the Draft EIS during the week of October 31, 1983,
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Table M-1. Comments and statements received on the L-Reactor Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (continued)
Designation Individual or organization Page

cQ* Arthur G. Linton, U.S. Envirommental

Protection Agency, Region IV M-231
CR* Ms, Helen Bloom M-233
Ccs¥* Andreas Nissen M-235
CT* Mr. John Maclean M-236
cu* Mr. Larry Sprague M-239
cy# Paul §. Draper, L. R. Castilian, Louisa Green,

Randy (Chill), A. L. Weeks, Charles H. Rawlinson,

Thomas M. Combs, Steve Hiers, William Olive,

John Griffin, and Cecil Pryor M=-242
cwW Arthur H. Dexter M-243
(64,4 R. Eileen Buller M-246
CY Maxine M. Warshauer M-249
cZ Frank von Hippel M-250
DA Charles R. Jeter, Regional Administrator,

U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency, Region IV M-259
DR Margunerite S, Rice M-288
DC Michael Murray M-290
DD Lawrence D. Benedict M-291
DE Eugene J, Carroll, Jr. M-293
DF Suzanne A, Shuman M=295
DG Amy G, Darden M-296
DH Dorethea Smith M~-298
DI Frances Close Hart, Energy Research Foundation,

submittal of statement of Dr. George William

Rathjens M-300
DJ John Winthrop M-306
DK B. G. Cloyd and W, H. Rice, Jr., U.,S. Department

of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration,

South Carolina Division Office M=307
DL H. Wayne Beam, South Carolina Ccastal Council M-~309
DM Carolyn A, Tucker M-311
DN Jan Beyea, Ph.D., National Audubon Society M-312
DO George P, Lupton, M.D, M-318
DP William JH Caldicott, MB, BS M-319
DQ Honorable Timothy F. Rogers, South Carolina House

of Representatives M-322
DR Daniel L. Childers M-326
DS Alexander Sprunt, IV, National Audubon Society M-333
DT Linda Morgan M-335
DU Robert Winthrop II M-336
DV Liz Paul, Groundwater Alliance M=-337

*Comments or statements received at one of the four public hearings held by
DOE on the Draft EIS during the week of October 31, 1983,
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Table M-1.

Comments and statements received on the L-Reactor Draft

Environmental Impact Statement (continued)

Designation Individual or organization Page
W M. R. Johnson M-339
DX Sally Battle M-340
DY John E. Alcock, U.S. Forest Service M-341
DZ Larry L. Caldwell M-342
EA Geoffrey I. Scott, Ph,D., and Charles E,

Feigley, Ph.D. M-345
EB Sue Cramer M-348
EC Michael Gardner M~-349
ED William P, Davis M=-350
EE Carolyn N. Tutwiler M-351
EF Harry M. Dalton M-352
EG George C. Battle M~353
EH Joyce P. Dubuc M-354
EI Charles T, Hess M-355
EJ F. John Vernberg M=-360
EK Richard E, Watkins M-363
EL Alfred H, Vang, Executive Director, South

Carolina Water Resources Commission M~=364
EM Ruth Thomas, Environmentalists, Inc, M-372
EN S. Jacob Scherr, Natural Resources Defense

Council M-386
EO William A. Lochstet, Ph.D. M~425
EP John H. Maclean M-432
EQ John M. Croom, Quantitative Applications M-439
ER Colonel Charles E, Dominy, U.S. Department of

the Army, Savannah District Corps of Engineers M-442
ES Robert Alvarez, Environmental Policy Institute M~-443
ET Caroline 0'Rourke M-457
EU Honorable D. M. McEachin, Jr., South Carolina

House of Representatives M-458
EV John M. Croom, Quantitative Applications M-460
EW Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation (LEAF) M-476
EX Bagil G, Savitsky M-483
EY Maureen K. Murray M-501
EZ Dr. Judith E. Gordon, Sierra Club, South Carolina

Chapter M-502
FA L., L. Gaddy M-505
FB Kerry Cooke, Snake River Alliance M-507
FC Paul F. Walker, Ph.D., Klein Walker Associates, Inc. M-509
FD Gary H., Robert H,, and Dorothy J. Whitaker M-514

*Comments or statements received at one of the four public hearings held by
DOE on the Draft EIS during the week of October 31, 1983,
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Table M~1. Comments and statements received on the L-Reactor Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (continued)

Designation Individual or organization Page
FE Pixie A, B. Newman M~515
FF Honorable Joe Frank Harris, Governor, State

of Georgia M~526
FG Honorable Richard L. Ottinger, United States

House of Representatives M~534
FH R. Lewis Shaw, P.E., South Carolina Department

of Health and Envirommental Control M-538
FI James A, Timmerman, Jr., South Carolina Wildlife

and Marine Resources Department M~545
FJ* Dr. E. W. Murbach M~549
FK Bruce Blanchard, U.S. Department of the Interior M-550
FL John C. Villforth, Director, National Center for

Devices and Radiological Health, Food and Drug

Administration M~560
FM Honorable T. Travis Medlock, Attorney General,

State of South Carolina M-563
FN V. 1. Montenyohl M~566
FO Mark Senn, CSRA Planning and Development Commission M~-569

*Comments or statement received at one of the four public hearings held by
DOE on the Draft EIS during the week of October 31, 1983,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS

Comment Commeants Responses
number
STATEMENT OF TIM LAMBERT
Tim Lambert
Rt 3 Box 510
Dahlonega, GA 30533
To: M, J_ Sires 111,
| am concerned about the impact the L-Reactor at Savannah River
Plant, 1f you could send me a copy of the Environmenta! impact
Statement on this lissue, 1t will help me to assess the problem
at hand,
AA-1 From al! the Information | have so far gathered on the Section 4,4,2 of the EIS, which discusses cooling-water mitiga-

L-Reactor, It seems as though more stringent criteria must be
met bafore it goes on line, For one, cooling towers should be
bui it to reduce thermai poiiution, This fType of poiiution is
qulte serious, aespeclally when discharged Into the delicate
swamp ecosystem around the SRP,

tion alternatives, has been revised based on public comments
received on the draft EIS., Speclifically, Section 4,4,2 has
been revised fo provide a defaiied discussion of additionai
comblnatlons of various cooling-water systems, In Section
4,4,2, each of the cooling-water mitigation systems is evalu-
ated for attalning the thermal dlischarge |imits of the State of
South Carclina, Sectlon 4.4.2 and a revised Appendix |, Flood-
plaln/Wetland Assessment, discuss the wetland impacts of each
of the systems considered.

The Department of Energy has been reviewing and evaluating
altarnative cootlng-water systems for L-Raactor. Based on
these raviews and evaluations, and consultations wlth represen-
tatives of the State of South Carolina regarding a mutually
agreed upon complfance approach, a preferred cooling-water
mitigation alternative Is ldentififed in this EIS. The pre—
ferred cooling-water alternative is to construct a 1000-acre
lake before L-Reactor resumes operation, to redesign the
reactor outfall, and to operate L-Reactor In a way that assures
a balanced blcloglical community In the lake, The Record of
Decislon prepared by the Department on this EIS will state the
cooling-water mitigation measures that wilil be taken which will
allow L-Reactor operation to be in compliance with the condi-
tions of an NPDES permit to be issued by the State of South
Carolina,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draf+ EIS {(contfnued)

Comment
number

Commants

Responses

AA-2

AA-3

| am also concerned about the amount of radfoactive wastes,
already (n the Savannah river when the L-Reactor (s put back
fnto use,

! belleve (f the Savannah Rfver Plant had to operate under the
sama standards as private plants In South Carotfna, these two
problems would be taken care of.

The remoblii{zatfon and transport of radl{ocesium and radfocobalt
from Steel Creek for the direct discharge of L-Reactor coollng
water s discussed fn Chapter 4 and Appendix D. As discussed
tn Sectfon 4,1,2,4, the radiological effects from these
releases will be very small, The concentratfons from these
releases fn potable water from the Beaufort-lasper and Cherokee
HYl| water-treatment plants are calculated to be less than
1/2200th and 1/4160th of the EPA drinking-water standards for

. cesfum-137 and cobelt-560, respectively, The concentrations

that might result from the {mplementation of the Department's
preferred cooling-water alternative (1000-acre lake) are
esti{mated to be no greater than those from direct discharge.

Based on an average river flow rate of 294 cubic meters per
second and trftium release values Ifsted (n Table 4-10, +tritfum
congentrations (n Beaufort-lasper and Port Wentworth water will
be 39 picocuries per Iiter and 1034 pfcocuries per liter from
L-Reactor operatfon [n the first and tenth years, respec-
tively. These are 0.2 and 5.2 percent, respectively, of the
EPA drinking-water standard of 20,000 pfcocurles per I|{ter,

Section 5,2,6 of the EIS discusses the estimated cumutative

- - ~ 4= o Qomeremom ol TV . T P I
rad{onuci{ds concentrations i{n the Savannah River and {n

Port Wentworth and Beaufort~-Jasper drinking water from routine
operation, The total radf{ation exposures from the restart of
L-Reactor when added to ex{sting exposures {s expected to be
about one-twelfth of the EPA drinking water standard for the
Beaufort-Jasper system,

As discussed In the responses above, the proposed restart of
L-Reactor will ba fn compliance with an NPDES permit fssued by
the State of South Carolina, and the release of radioactive
material will result in radtation doses that are well below
natural background radiat{on or applicable standards.

Chapter 7 of the EIS presents the Federal and state environ=-
mentat protection regulations that are applicable to the
restart of L-Reactor, The restart of L-Reactor will comply
with all regulations,

These regulations include those developed under the Clean Alr
Act and Ciean Water Act that any "private piant™ wouid have to
meet, as well as the requirements of the Department of Energy
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Table M=2, 0DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {continued)

Comment Comments
number

Responses

Please send the Environmental impact Study o the above
address, Thank you,

Sincerely,

Tim Lambar+

such as those for hazardous waste and radicactive releases,

The Department!s requirements In these areas do not differ from
app!lcable requlrements of other governmental agencles, For
oxamp le, the SRFP hazardous waste management program meets the
technical requlirements of the EPA hazardous waste regulations,
and the Department's radiation protection standards are com-
parable to those of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (10 CFR
20) for a production facility (l.e., 500 mitlirem to the whole
body In any one calendar year),
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Table M-2,

DOE responses to commants on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Commants Responses
number
STATEMENT OF RUTH THOMAS
Environmentalists, Inc,
Founded 1972
October 6, 1983
Mr, M, J, Sires, II!
Assistant Manager for Health,
Safety and Environment
U, S, Department of Energy
Savannah River Operatlons Offlce
P. 0. Box A
Alken, South Carotina 29801
Dear Mr, Sires:
PREL IMINARY COMMENTS ON THE
L-REACTOR DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Those of us in Environmentalists, Inc., who are working on a
roview of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS)
regarding the proposed restart of the L-Reactor have declded Yo
submit two sets of comments related to this Department of
Energy report,
By sending In preliminary comments now, the preparers of the
Dratt EIS and thelr advisors will have more time to Iincorporate
additlons and corrections Into the Final Environmental Impact
Statement, (Final EIS)

AB-1 It is our understanding that representatives of the Department As requlred by the provislons of the Energy and Water Develop-
of Energy (DOE) and state agencles have had meetings to discuss ment Appropriations Act, 1984, DOE prepared this Environmental
possible changes to the working Draft EIS, We suggest that Impact Statement on an expedited basis "...in consultation with
conslderation be given to having meetings botween representa- State offlclals of South Carciina and Georgia,..." OOE con-
+ives of DOE and representatives of commanting organizatlons, ducted a 4%-day public comment perlod and haeld four public
including Environmentalists, Inc, (E,l,) hearings to recelve comments on the Draft EIS, Also see the

responss to comment AB=21,
THE NEED FOR THE L-REACTOR
AB-2

...........

lhe UI"B‘!’T hlb DI'OVIGBS vary 1iTTie information FBIBYBU fo The
Issua ot whether the operation of the L-Reactor Is needed at
thls time, Statements regarding the proposal to produce more

T o [ P .

The need for the proposed restart of L-Reactor for thes Depart

ment of Enorgy to meet its statutory production requirements is
discussed gqualitatively in Chapter 1, The production alterna—~
tives for L-Reactor are discussed qualitatively In Chapter 2,
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Table M=2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

AB-3

AB-4

AB~5

plutonium and increase the country's muclear stockplle are
based on classified information (Appendix A).

The Draft EIS does not Include a discussion of the different
views which exist regarding the question of what role nuclear
weapons bulld up plays In maintaining peace. There are people
who belisve that Increasing our stockpite of atomic weapons Is
not a benefliclal actlion for thls country to take,

Senators Holllngs, Hart and Cranston are among the UY,S5, legls-
lators whe have voted to reduce nuctear arms stockplles, John
Gienn, & staunch supporter of a strong miiitary, opposss the MX
and favors a nuclear freeze,

The Draft EiS does not provide evidence which makes the "sys-
tomatic" balancling of costs vs beneflits possible, yet this Is a
requirement of the Natlonal Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA), 1f the DOE is to jJustify the plian to operate the
L-Reactor, the agency must first supply the evldence necessary
to support the statement that the benefits offset the environ-
mental costs,

PRODUCTION _ALTERNATVES

On page 2-1 in the Draft EIS, the statement |s made that none
of the production optlons or combinations of optlons to the
raestart of the L-Reactor can provide the needed atomic weapons
materials., The information provided on this subject ts not
adequate to fulfill the requirements of the NEPA, speciflically
Sectfon 102 (C) (111} and (D),

These provisions In Sectlion 102 of the NEPA refer to alterna-
tives to the proposed actlion under consideration, In thelr

The discussion on *the need for L-Reactor and production options
Is, by necessity, qualitative and timited because quantitative
Information on defense material requirements, Inventorles, pro-
duction capacity, and projected material shortages or adverse
impacts on weapon system deployments ls classifled, A quanti-
tatlve discussion of the need for restarting L-Reactor is pro-
vided for the DOE declislonmaker in a classiflied appendix
(Appendix A),

Under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, the Department of Energy
Is responsible for developing and malntaining the capablility to
produce all nuclear materlials required for the U,S, weapons
program. In accordance wlth the Atomic Energy Act, aspproval of
proposals for defense nuclear materials by the President and
subsequent authorization and appropriation by Congress consti-
tute the legal authority and mandate for the Department of
Energy to provide the required defense nuclear materials,

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

The EIS presents a detailed descriptlion of the environmental
consequences assocliated with the proposed restart of L-Reactor
operation as well as quatitative and quantitative {Appendix A -
classifled) discusslions of the nead for defense nuclear materi-
als and production atternatives to the restart of L-Reactor,

In addition, mitigation alternatives are discussed in Chapter
4, The EiS, therafore, prasents the Informatlon necessary for
the decisionmakers,

Chapter 2 of this EIS contalns additional Information on pro~
duction alternatives. Also see the response to comment AB-4
regarding Information contalined in the EIS on need and produc-
tion aiternat!ves,

Sectlon 104 of the Natlonal Environmental Pollicy Act provides

that the Act does not eliminate any dutles already imposed by

other "specific statutory obligations,” The discussicn on the
need for L-Reactor and productlon options is, by necessity,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Commants

Responses

AB-6

AB=7

decisfon of July 25, 1971, Ctreutt Judges Wright, Tamm and
Robinson stated that the phrase "to the fullast extent possi-
ble" appltes to all of the requirements (n Sectfon 102 of the
NEPA iaw, and Thus inquiry fnto the subject of production
alternatives needs to be more thoroughly carrfed out (n the
Finat EIS,

The dfscussions of production alternatives refer to only a fow
information sources, When a connectfon {s made between the
text and a reference listed at the end of a section, the pages
(n the document are not f(dentifled,

0f the nine references listed on page 2-30, five of them are du
Pont raeports and one was done by Un{ted Nuclear, Inc, The
state agencles we contacted do not have these reference sour—
ces, In the past, | have been unable to obtaln a majority of
du Pont reports related to EIS prepared by DOE, These six
references may also be unavaflable to the pubifc. We obJect to
the use of raports as references when such reports are not made
avai{lable to those reviewing draft or f{nal Envi{ronmental
impact Statements.

In Volume 2 of the Draft E£15, the test{mony and scopling letters
of individuals, government mgenclies and cltizens' organizations
are printed with (nformation (dentifyfng where thea responses to
comments and quastions are located (n the Draft EI1S., A sam-
pling of these responses showed us that the {dent(f{ed presen-
tattons (n the text frequently do not adequately address the

manmaamne avnracoad ke dhoaca scoammeant i ns Err avamala +ha Neadd
CONCeT NS SXprosssu Uy TniUse LUimmaiiy 1 i{e VO DRAIP ITy P wrow

EIS only presented information about two of the production
altornatives which were recommended for consi{deration by the
Natural Rescurces Defense Counci) (NRDC), It (s unclear why
the remaintng four options wers not consldered,

IUnf‘l'ed States Court of Appeals for the District of Columblia
Cércuit, Nos, 24,839 and 24,871, Calvert Clitfs' Coordinating
Committee, Inc,, ot al vs Unfted States Atomic Energy
Commission and United States of Amerlica, July 25, 1971,

qualitative and limited because quant{tative information on
defense material requirements, (nventories, production
capaci{ty, and projected mater{al shortages or adverse {mpacts
on weapon system deployments (s classified, Disclosure of

classified materfat s not governed by Section 102 of NEPA,

Pursuant t¢ the amendments to the Natfonal Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (n 1975, Sectfion 102(2) (D} t{s now Section
102(2)(E).

The EI1S uses an appropriate format for {dentifyling reference
matertals, All references are {dent(fled clearily In the text
and at the end of each chapter,

All documents referenced in the EIS are avallabie for publlc
review In the DOE public reading rcoms In Afken, South
Carolina, znd Washington, NC, as stated i(n the Federal Register
Notice (48 FR 44244) and the Foreword of the EIS,

An intitial scope of tha EIS was developed based upon the com-
ments received on the L-Reactor Environmental Assessment, the
February 9, 1983 Senate Armed Services Committee Hearing, and
during the 90-day axtended pubtic review/comment perfod on the
record of the February 9th hearing. Based on the comments re-
celved during the scoping pericd for this EIS, a final scope

wac datarminad Atl ~ommante racalvad durina +ha coonina
was GavTelmingG, Ass COMMBNTS ToCaiVEld CQUring Tna S5C0OPWNg

period were considered; however, only substantive comments
received during the scoping pericd resulted In changes to the
content of the Draft EIS,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Dratt EIS (continued)

Comment Commants Responses
number
AB-8 To comply with NEPA, the following production alternatives must

be studlied and the findings presented In the Final EIS, [NEPA,

Section 102, (D}1:

"1. Accelerating the recovery of nuclear materials from
the retlremant of obsolete warheads,

2, Accelerating development of a new production reactor,

3. Accelerating development of speclail Isotope separation

4, Acquiring plutonium from a foreign s<:mr'<:¢a-.“2

2The scoping letter of Natural Resources Defense Council,
August 9, 1983, VYolume 2 of the Draft EIS, pages 103-104,

The timing of the retirement of old warheads i{s the responsi-
blllty of the Department of Defense (DOD} and not the Depart-
ment of Energy (DOE). The avallability of material from re~
tired weapons Is included in the determination of materlal
supply for new weapons in the NWSM, DOE recovers thls materlal
when the old warheads are made available from DOD, and uses
this material to meoet new material requlrements,

Environmental, safety, and design studles are belng Inltiated
for a new production reactor (NPR). However, no funds have
been appropriated for construction., A site and a reactor con-
copt wili bo selected following completion of these studles.
The NPR, even If built under an accelerated schedule, wli! not
be avaiiabie to produce the needed piutonium In the time
required and is, therefore, not a reasonable alternativae,

The Department of Energy Is currently proceeding with the
developmant of the speclal Isotope separation process as a
method to convert fuel=grade plutonium fo weapons-grade pluto-
nlum, This process has been demonstrated only In the labora-
tory, A signiflcant period of time (greater than 7 years) wil!
be required to scale from the present laboratory scale process
up to a full production faclllty, Such 3 scsls—up, sven !n the
case of a maximum acceleration (1-2 years savings), would not
produce the needed plutonium in the time required, This pro-
cess, therefore, 1s not considered a reasonable alternative,

The prospect of obtaining plutonium from forelign sources has
baen explored and Ts not considered a rellable source for
meeting plutonlium needs,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft €IS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
AB-9 The classifled Appendix A was agaln cited as a document which See the response to comment AB-2 regarding the disclosura of

contalned supporting Informatlon, (page 2-22) Either this
Appendix needs to be reclassified or another reference or
raferences Identifled as the baslis of statemants and conclu-
sfons In the Flnal EIS,

tn NRDC's comments related to production afternatives, the
organization's attorney points out that "the Draft EIS must
provide and disclose to the pubiic, to the fultlest extent
possible, the following Information:

1, ldentification of each materlal production alternative
through 1995,

Z, ldentification bty year of the Plutoniumequivalent
production capabl )ity of each alternative,

3. ldentification for each year of the
Plutonium-equivatent inventory, stockpile, and future
requi rements,

4, Indication of preclisely which, If any, weapons systems
or warheads would have to be defayed If the L-Reactor operation
was postponed cne, two, three or four years,

5, Indication of whether and how a delay in L-Reactor

nnaratlian of Ana Ar twa vaare wanld af facst tha nrodustion aé
CparasOon OF ONO8 OF TWO YallrS WOoUu G av veLT TRg proCucTion Of

warheads already scheduleg to 1988, or Plutonium contlngency
needs n the "out years,™

There appears 1o be I1ttle in the Draft €15 regarding these
five subjects, particularly in terms of speciflic information,
The lack of adequate ldentiflcation of evidence to support the
agency's statements and concluslions regarding Plutonium
production and related matters needs to ba corrected in the
Final €15 in addition to providing more detailed information
about weapons Inventories and production schedules,

3NRDC ! s Comments, Volume 2 of the Draft EIS, page 104,

cliassiflied informatfon in Appendix A, The natlional pollicy on
nuc lear woapons, their depioyment, and the need for Increased
woapons Is bayond the scone of this EIS,

Upe
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Table M-2,

DOE responses to comments on Dratt EIS {continued}

Comment Commants Responses
number
SAFETY SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES
AB-10 The Draft EIS includes presentations on five alternatives for Actual reactor accidents are described In Section 4.2,1.2 and

mitigating the detrimental effects of accidents, There Is,
however, no explanation of why the authors did not make use of
reports on actual accldents at the Savannah River Plant (SRP)
In comparfng vartous systems for reductng the harm which could
result from accidents.

Since the operation of the L-Reactor would {ncrease the need
for reprocessfng, for the dfsposal of low-leve! radi{oactive
waste, the conversion of liquid waste to a solld, transporta-
tion to a repository and permanent disposal of high-level
waste, the records of SRP accfdents related to all of these are
{ndispensable sources of evidence for those evaluat!ing safety
system options and considerfng the potential which SRP facili-
tles have for damagfng the environment,

In our Freedom of Information request of August 25, 1983, we
asked for materfals regarding tritfum releases from the SRP,
(ncluding the most recent leak on July 16, 1983, According to
the DOE, there are approximately two hundrad documents related
to the routine and accldenfal discharges of this one source of
radicactive pollution. Despfte the existence of hundreds of
reports about trittum and many addf{tional ones related to
rad{oactive gases and fallout originating from SRP facilities,

these {nformation sources do not appsar Yo be asmong ths

references used In the preparation of the Draft EIS.

40ctober 4, 1983 letter from Ernest S. Chaput of DOE to Envi-
ronmentalists, Inc, regarding (+s Freedom of Information
request, FOI-SR=-49,

Appendix G; they were considered in the evaluatfon of safety
system alternatfves, OCnly once in the history of SRP reactor
aperatfon was the confinement system required to function to

confine afrborne activity; this was the maltfng of a source rod
In 1970 (sea Sectfon 4.2.1,2 and Appendix G), The confinement
system workad as desfgned and offsite exposure was negiigible,
The use of this acctdent In a comparison of various alterna-
tives for the mitigation of accldent consequences would have
shown llttle or no dif ference (n the effactiveness of +he
alternative concepts, Therefore, the maximum credfble accident
was selected to measure the benefits attributable to each
alternative reactor safety system that (s constidered,

A new Section 5,1,2.9 has been Incorporated (nto this EIS which
discusses the most probable {ncremental risks of non-reactor
support factlitles due to the (ncreased throughput of L-Reactor
product, Hypothetical reactor accidents described fn the EIS
represent the upper limit of offsite radiological consequences
trom any process operat{on at SRP, In the approximately 30
yoars of operation of SRP reactors, there never has been a
release of radicactivity that resulted in offs{te doses that
aexceeded app!icable Federal guidel{nes,

addressses and refersnces acc s8s related fo
reactor operation {n Sectfon 4,2,1,2 (x G Most
tritium release [ncfdents at SRP were not related to L-Reactor
operation or its support facllitl(es but to other factlities not
{n the scope of this EIS,

ac
1.
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)
Comment Comments Responses
number
AB~11 There (s no explanation In the Draft EIS of why reports on SRP The estimates of radlocactive releases to the envjronment

accidents and routine releases were not chosen as [nformation
sources, The Safety System Secti{on as well as other presenta—
+lons {n the Dratt EIS lack avidence regarding studies of SRP

workars, such as those related to the approxlmarely 400
emp loyees whose urine tests showed that fgey had the radi{oac-
t+(ve substance plutonium In thelr bodies,

3n 1974, Du Pont's supervisor of the Works Technical Depart-
ment at SRP publicly admitted that employees had been misled
about the health ef fects of plutonium, Allandale County
Citi{zen, Nov, 27, 1974,

resulting from L-Reactor startup and operation under normai

oparating and accident cond(tfons are, fo the extent possible,
basad on actual SRP operating experience, as documented (n the
reports clted as references fn the EI5. (See EIS, Yolume 1,

Section 4,1,2; Volume 2, Appendix G,)

Exposures >f SRP workers to Internal and external radiation are
caraful ly monltored and controlled through a health physics
program desi{gned fo maintain occupatfonal doses "as low as
reasonably ach{aevable™ (ALARA), as outlined by the U,S5, Depart-
ment of Enargy In DOE 5480.1A, Environmental Protection,
Safety, and Health Protection Program for DOt Operations,

Occupational doses at SHF fo date have been wail balow The DOE
timits of 5 rem per year to an Individual, Furthermore, occu=~
pational doses assoclated with reactor operations have de-
creased from an average of 200 person-rem per reactor-year
during the perlod from 1960 through 1968 to an average of 69
person-rem per reactor-year during the peri{od from 1976 through
1980 as a result of the ALARA operating phllosophy.

0f the 411 production workers who have shown positive evidence
{1ation of transursnic slements (through QOctobar 1983),

of assim
8menTs \TWo

inctuding plutonium, only 6 have exceeded 50 peroenf of a Maxl-
mum Permissibie Body Burden (MPBB), as defined by the Interna-
t+{onal Commissi{on on Radi{ological Protectfon (™Report of ICRP
Commi{ttee |1 on Permissible Dose for Internat Radiation.”
Health Physics, Volume 3, 1960). The maximum {ndividual ass|m—
{lation was 90 percent of MPBB, During the entire operation of
SRP, only one worker has exceeded the occupational exposure
Hmi{t+ of 5 rem per year, No blological effects are expected
from exposures of this magnitude, An ongoing health study of
SRP workers has shown no evidence of unusual health offects
that could be attributed to radiation exposure,

A e T Y v v
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Tabla M-2, DQE responses to commants on Draftt EIS {(continued)

Comment Commants Responses
number
AB=12 I found no discussion of why theoretical reports, such as the The preparers used the BEIR 11| report as a basis for estab-

BEIR 111 report, were chosen in preference to evidence directly
related to the SRP, When the BEIR report and other general
type references wera used in the Draft E1S, the preparers
failed to 1dentify the pages in them which contalned the
speciflc Information connected to the text,

lishing a relationship between radlological doses calculated in
the EIS and any resulting health effects In terms of excess
cancer fatalitles, Estimates of radlation health effects pre-
santed in the BEIR 111 report are based on the observed incli-
dence of cancer=induced fatalitles that resulted from exposure
to high radiation levels, This data base Included Information
derived from studles of Japanese survivors of the atomic bombs
dropped on Nagasakl and Hiroshima, and from medical procedures
that result Tn high radiation doses. The basic problem ad-
dressed in the BEIR 111 report was how to extrapolate from
health effects observed at high tevels of radiation to esti-
mates of health effects that might be associated with very low
levels of radlation, such as those resulting from L-Reactor
ocperation, The BEIR 11} report in this sense Is largely a
statistical study of emplrical data, rather than a theoretical
report,

The BEIR 111 report was saelected for use in deriving the health
ef tects reported In the EIS In preference to evidence dlirectly
related to SRP because there have been no observablie health

of tects rasulting from SRP operations, In terms of excess
cancer fatalities, that can be guantiflied or identified,

Speclfic page roferences in BEIR 1}] are not cited In the EIS
because the avaluation of health-effects estimators requires a
careful review of the entire BEIR i1l report and an assessment
of the alternatlve approaches presented In relatlion to the
problem of extrapoiating high-radiation-lavel health eftects to
low-radiation levels,



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

Comment
number

Comments

Responsas

AB=13

ZE-H

ABS-14

COOL ING=WATER ALTERNATIVES

Despfte recognizing that the discharge of hot water from the
L-Reactor would cause environmental damage and despite tha fact
that this thermal pollution violates the water qualfity reguia-
tlons of South Carclina, those preparing the Draft EIS appear
to favor the dfrect discharge to Steel Creek since they have
Identified this as the "reference case,"” on page 4-81, It (s
unclear Just what "benef(ts" are belng balanced against de-
struction of swampland and non-compllance with South Carolfna's
requlations, The lack of adequate and speciflc documentation
regarding cooling alternatives contributes to the presentation
of misleading information,

For example, the mistaken Impraession (s given that Savannah
River operations have had little or no effect on reducing the
diversity of spacfes, a situation known to reduce the blologi~
cal stabllity ot an area, On page 4-18, the statement (s made
that "no major changss {n the presence of species have occurred
from past Savannah River operations at thelr statfons (7

Section 4,1 of the Ei5 describes the {mpacts that would result

from the direct discharge of L-Hsactor cooling water to Stes)

Creek, and Section 4.4,.2 describes over 30 potentfal cooling-
water mitigation alternatives, In accordance with the Counci!
on Envirormental Quality's regulations implementing the
procadural provisions of NEPA, this final £15 {dont{f{es and
discusses the Department of Energy's preferred cooling-water
alternative, which (s to construct a 1000-acre lake before
L-Reactor resumes operation, to redesign the reactor outfalt,
and to operate L-Reactor {n a way that assures a balanced blo-
logfcal community f{n the lake, Also, see the responses to
comments AA-1 and AB-4 regarding cooling-water miti{gation
alternatives and fthe balancing of "cost vs. benefits,”

Specl tic information {n Section 4,4.2 and Appendix | of the EIS
{s provided on cooling—water alternatives. The EIS includas
the following toplcs for each of the coolling-water mitigation
alternatives cons(dered:

Capital and operating costs

Schadile

Estimated number of construction personnel

Productton efficiency

Conceptual desfgns, location, areal extent, and
requirements for rerouting plant services and roads

Tharmal ef facts at several locations in Steel Creek

Wotland and upland habi{tat eliminated

Rate of delta growth

Coolling withdrawa}l rate from the Savannah River and
resuiting entralnment and Impt¢ngement lossas

Impacts to endangered spacies

Potenttal i(mpacts to histor(c/archeclogical sites

Release and remobl lizat(on of radionuclides

Thermal discharge standards,

o000

coCo

0000

Section 4,1,1,4 describes the ef fects of direct discharge of
cocling water from L-Reactor on spacles divarstty; these

ef facts concur with findings published by Parker, Hirshfield,
and Gfbbons (1973},
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Table M=-2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft+ EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

AB-16

studies by researchers wlth the Academy of Natural Sciences of
Philadelphla-ANSP) or are expected to occur from the addition
of heat and cooling water from the L-Reactor," This statement
contlicts with the findings of a 1971 survey by Parker,
Hirshfield and Gibbons, According to this study, only 8 plant,
S5 fish and 2 reptiie species remain In the heated area of Pond
C whereas the unheated portions of Par Pond has 34 specles of
aquatic plants, 23 spacles of flsh and 9 specles of reptiles.®

One of the 1971 report'!s researchers, J, Whitfield, co-authored
an articie with Rebecca Sharitz which summarizes the research
of numercus Investigators at Ehe Savannah River Ecology Labora-
tory over a flve year perlod, The Draft EIS includes this
study, "Thermal Alteration of Aquatic Ecosystems" as a refer-
ence for VYolume 1 (pages 3-70 and 4-144) and Volume 2 (page
Cc-80),

it is important that the Final EiS resoive the probiem of con-
flicting and misleading Information on the subject of thermal
pollution, Another lesson to be learned from the Glibbons-
Sharitz report Is that a study which clearly ldentities Its
references 15 much easler to understand and reviesw, We recom-
mand that a simliar type of documentation be used in the Final
Els,

ENY IRONMENTAL IMPACTS

More time is needed to review sectlons of the Draft Ei1S related
to such areas of inquiry as radioactive releases, equlpment
failures, seepage basins, accidents, worker exposures, etc.,
before specific and detafled comments can be prepared. The
following fallures, however, have been identifled:

1, Falilure to use a method of identifying reference
materials so that a connection is made between the text and the
passage In the particular document{s) which support statements
and conclusions in the EIS,

6Gibbons, J. W. and R. R. Sharitz, 1974, "Thermal Alteration
of Aquatic Ecosystems," American Sclentist, Vol, 62, page 663,

The studies by ANSP were conducted on the Savannah River, The
studles by Parker, Hirshfleld, and Gibbons were conducted on
Par Pond, Bacause these are two different systems, there is
no confilct in the results and concluslons of the different
studies,

See the responses to comments AB-13 and AB-14 regarding data on
thermal discharge contalned In the EIS. Also see the response
to commant AB-6 regarding EIS references,

See the response to comment AB-6 regarding EIS references,
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DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Commants

Responses

AB-17

AB-18

AB=19

AB~20

2. Preparing dose estimates without adequate consfdera-
tion for the detrimental effects which people of the area have
exper{enced as a result of the radicactive gases and fallout
which have orf{ginated from the complex of nuclear fact{lities at
the SRP over the past 25 years or more,

3. Falilure to adequately [denti{fy the routine reieases of
K-85, tritium and Carbon-14 which have been discharged from
reprocessing plants and the added amount due to the proposed
operation of the L-Reactor,

4. Faflure to provide data collected from studies of SRP
workers,

CONCLUS ION

Lawrence Benedict, (n his testimony of August 5, 1983, stated
that the Georgta Conservancy and Cltizen's for a Clean Environ-
ment were concerned about the possibt!ity that the NUS Corpo-
ration might rik on the £15 retated to the proposed restart of
the L-Reactor,’
prepared the Finding of No Significant Impact and the "flawed"
Environmental Assessment,

Toratt €15, Volume 2, page K-56,

The Intent of the EIS {s to address the environmental (mpacts
assoclated with L-Reactor restart and operation as required
under NEPA, Concentrations of radfoactivity In afr, water, and
sofl (n the reglon due to releases from SRP fn the past are
measured as part of the annual environmental monitoring pro-
gram, These concentrattons, along with the doses to maximal ly
exposed Individuals and the general population offs{te due to
SRF radfoacti{ve releases to the environmant, are reported fn
the annual SRP environmental moni{toring reports. The resulting
doses are well within established I[mits and represent a very
small fraction of background radlation doses, No detrimental
of fects due to SRP radfoactive releases have bsen observed, and
anatyses fnd{cate none should be expacted beyond those reported
in The Ei5S for L-Reactor restart and operation,

Routine releases of K-85, tritium, and C-14 due to the proposed
operatfon ot L-Reactor, including those assoclated with facili-
ties that support L-Reactor operation, such as the separations
tacfi(t{es, are raported In the EIS (See Volume !, Sections
4,1.2 and 5,1,2),

See the response to comment AB-11 regarding data from studies
of SRP workers,

Judge Jackson of the Unf{ted States District Court for the
District cf Columbia, fn his Summary Judgment decfsion on July
15, 1983, found "that document, submitted by the contractor fo
DOE In May 1982, In draft and revised, const{tuted the basis
for DOE's finding of no signiffcant (mpact; 47 Fed. Reg. 35,
691, on August 23, 1982 , , . The Court finds the conclusion
{(the finding of no significant {mpact prepared by DOE) alone to
be arbitrary and an abuse of dfscretfon , , ., the antecedent
studlies appear to be both candid and thorough, and as to DOE
itself evinca the hard took at environmental consequences
required cf {+,n
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DOE responsas to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number

Since the Finding of No Significant impact was denocunced by a The Decision went on to say "DOE's osn environmental homesork

U,5., District Court Judge as "unreasonable, arbitrary and an reflacted in and represented primarlly by Its Environmental

abuse of discretion," It Is unclear why the NUS Corporation was Assessmant, provides extensive Information on the anticlpated

chosen to prepare the Environmental Impact Statement, consequences of the resumptlon of L-Reactor's operations,
Plaintiffs do not obJect to any pauclty of data so much as they
do to the tact that, once published with Its finding of no
significant impact, the EA ends the process . . . "
As a polnt of clarification, DOE contracted wlth NUS Corpora-
tlon to assist In the preparation of the Environmental Assess-
ment - L-Reactor Operation, Savannah Rlver Plant (DOE/EA-
0195), The EA Is a DOE document prepared under DOE gufdance,
direction, and review, DOE determined its content and ap-
proach, The Flnding of No Signiflcant Impact on the resumption
of L-Reactor operation was a DOE decislion document prepared
solely by DOE personnel. NUS Corporation played no part in
this declislon process,

Please send copies of our Preliminary Comments fo the preparers

of the Draft EIS, whose names are l|lsted on pages LP-2 through

LP=14 in Vel, 2,

AB-21 On behalt of Environmentalists, Inc,, | request that a As contained in DOE's letter to Ms, Thomas of October 21,

discusslon meeting be arranged as soon as possible between con-
sultants with NUS Corporation, State/Federal offlclals and rep-
resentatives of commenting organlzations, Including Environmen=
talists, Inc, The purpose of the Meeting wouid be to address
the defects of the Draft EIS which [f repeated in the Flnai EIS
would prevent the document from being in compliance with the
Natlonal Environmental Policy Act,

Sincersly,

Ruth Thomas, Authorized
Representative
Environmantallsts, Inc,
1339 Sinkler Road
Columbta, SC 29206
Tel, 803~ 782-3000

representatives ot DOE were available at the public hearings on
the Draft EIS during the waek of October 31, 1983 to discuss
any questions following the hearing sessions, Also see the
response fo commeni AB-i regarding The requirements for consui-
tatlons with the States of South Carolina and Georgia and the
recelpt of comments on the Draft EIS,
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number
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Responses

STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. BURNETT

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20555

October 11, 1983

Mr, M, J. Sires, 11)

Aeeleband Manamar $arm aa ldh
AIITITANT manaygya Thrr NISaiifiy

Safety and Environment
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah Rlver QOperations Qffice
P, 0, Box A
Alken, South Carcolina 29801

Dear Mr, Sires:

We have reviewad the draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Savannah River Plant and from a safeguards perspectlive,
have no comments,

Sincerely,

Goorge W, McCershing for,
Robert F, Burnett, Director
Division of Safeguards
Offlce of Nuclesr Material
Safety and Safeguards
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DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment

number

Commants
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STATEMENT OF DAYID G. JENNINGS

Woodstorks and the L—Reactor: An Evaluation of the Dratt EIS

Introduct{on

stardyn né
impalT STan ITET U O

1 [ L] THRGF

the L-Reactor, 1'ha Savannah River Plant (SRP) wotlands are men-
tioned as {mportant feeding sites for a nearby colony of endan-
gered American Woodstorks, Mo discussion follows of the Impact
of removing a large percentage of thase wetlands {(due to ther-
mat pollution of Steel Creek) from use as foraging areas for
the Woodstorks. It (s my feeling that the wetlands of the
Savannah River Plant, f{ncluding Stee! Creek, should be consid-
ered critical habitat for the American Woodstork, By criticat
habtt+at {t (s meant that, without these wetlands as a major
foraging area, there fs a strong possibil{ty that the Birds-
ville Woodstork Rookery would fail due to lack of a sufficfent
food base,

mara Aakel la d

TN URST T I r Ay IO

Anmandiw an‘l-lf\n N R D A #hie FIC
Appendi X Ly 20 T e LA i [

information than was avallable for fhe prepara?lon of the draft
EIS. According to the U,S, Fish and Wildlife Service, crit{-
cal habltat (s presently cons{dered nefther prudent nor deter-
minable for the breeding population of the wood stork {n the
Unfted States, The basis for this determ{nation {s given {n
48FR 8403, Critical habitat means (1) the specl(tic areas
within the gecgraphical area occupfed by a speclies, at the time
it is listed in accordance with Section 4 of the Endangered
Specfes Act, on which are found those physfcal or bfological
features (1) essential to the conservation of the spacfes and
(1) which may require specf{al management consliderations or
protection, and (2) specific areas outsfde the geographical
area occupled by a specles at the time (Tt (s listed {n accord-
ance with the provisions of Section 4 of the Endangered Species
Act upon a determination by the Secretary of the Interior that
such areas areo essential for the conservation of the specifes
(44 FR 47863), Based on existing data, thaere {s no conclusive
ovidence that the loss of observed wood stork foraglng sites In
TI’IB 3TBB| DTBE“ USITC I'OI.IICI ré‘SUIT II'I 1na lelure O‘I' Tl’lB nlrus-
ville colony, Prior to the fledging of the 1983 season young
ot the Birdsville rookery, 64 percent of the observed {nstances
of toraging occurred on the SRP, Thirty-three percent occurred
at two sites near Beaver Dam Creek, which [s affected by SRP
powerhouse operattons, The remaining 31 percent of the ob~-
served Iinstances of foragfng at seven sites occurred at Beaver
Dam Creek (11 percent), the Steel Cresk delta (14 percent), and
Pon Branch (6 percant), These seven sites are not aval(lable
durina perfods of plant operations, such as cold-water testing
of the L-Reactor. Observed [nstances of prefledging foraging
off the SRP from 18 foraging sites accounted for 36 percent of
the total,
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Table M-2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft EiS (continued}

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

AD-3

inls ropkery fafled to produce young fn 198t--probably due to a
drought "reducing the number of wetlands avallable, This sug-
gests that adequate foraging sftes may be the limiting factor
for the colony, If so, the destructfion or alteration of what
appears to be the best avalilable feeding areas could preclude
the future success of this colony.

It should be stressed at the outset that alil questions and
tentative conclusfons (n this report can be drawn from data
presented (n the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS),
statements (such as the flushing of cold water through Steel
Creek) from the Environmental Assessmant, and other public
documants, More data needs to bo gathered--or released (f (+
has already been gathered-~i{n order to make an {ntalligent
decisfon of the (ssue,

David G. Jennings

Nestling abandonment by wood storks in Flor{da has beaen asso-
clated with perfods of high water or extreme drought {(Kushlan
et al,, 1975}, The reproductive success of the wood stork {s
affected by the number of fish per area of wetlands ({.e,, the
dansity of pigy organisms) or by severe drought that reduces
both heuitat and food avatflablfity (Ogden and Patty, 1981),

Storks of the Birdsv{lle rookery abandoned their nestlifngs at

approximately 3 to 4 weeks of age during 1981, The drought at
that time (s assumed to be respons(ble for the abandonmant at

the Birdsviile colony,

Foraging sltes {n the Savannah River swamp system at the SRP
3va

a i
anlead faml by hish dhan ~dhan afdas fon o mamasclann af
ranked statistically higher than other sites In a comparison of

the mean number of storks observed at all SRP sites (29,8)

with those observed at other sites (8,4) before fledging, This
compar{son used only those s{tes (dentif{ed before fledging.
After fledging, juven{les were recorded with aduilts at foraging
sl{tes not located at 5RP, Juvenfles did not use SRP foraging
si{tes,

Listing of the wood stork as an endangered specles occurred
February 28, 1984, after the Draft EIS for L-Reactor was com—
pleted. Beginning (n April 1983, studfes on the wood stork
wore Inftlated, The design of the wood stork study program and
preliminary results of the program were provided to the FWS
during an Informal consultation process. Data from the wood
stork program has been fncluded in this Final EIS fn Appendix
€, Sectfon C,3,2, A blologlical assessment for the wood stork
was formally transmitted to the FW5 at the end of March 1984,
The Departmaent {s currentiy awalting the review of this assess—
mant by the FWS., The Department anticipates that as a result
of the FWS review, the FWS wiii concur in the Department’s con-
clusfon that while operation of L-Reactor might affect portions
ot the wood stork's SRP foraging habitat, operation of
L-Reactor and other ongoing and planned operati{ons will not
affect the continued existence of this specles.
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Tabie M=2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)
Comment Comments Raesponses
number
Situation: Woodstorks using t+he Savannah River Plant (and
Steel Creek (n particular),
Problem: Woodstorks are now or witl soon be {isted as an
endangered specfes, Will the startup of the
L-Reactor have a signif(cant {(and negat{ve) (mpact
on the local population of Woodstorks?
Answor: UNKNOWN, But, predictions can be made based on
data gathered for the required Envirconmental Impact
Statemant,
Questions and cons{derati{ons that may reveal how {mportant {or
unimportant) the Savannah River Plant (SRP) swamps are to the
8irdsvi!le Woodstork Rookery {nclude:

AD-4 1. Is the average distance to a non-SRP feeding site about the The average dfstance to s{tes {s not necessar(ly correlated
same as to the SRP swamps (45 km)--or are the storks traveling with the [(mportance of the foraging site to the wood stork,
significantly further to the SRP sites? Otfstance travelad Storks travel to sftes with avafiable food. At the Birdsville
could be an (ndlcation of the quality and Importance of the colony,storks travel led an average of 22,8 kilometers before
teading site, |f the birds are traveling long distances to the fledging of young and 25,0 kitometers after the fledging of
SRP, {n contrast to short dfstances for alternate off-plant young., This difference was not statistically s{gnificant,
feeding sites, (t+ seems clear that the SRP wetlands are Wood storks did not travel farther fo feed as the breeding
considered a high quality area by the Woodstorks, season progressed. It (s hypothesized that the elevaton of

feedfng sftes (from 30 to 100 meters above moan sea level) and
the drought controlled how far the Birdsville storks travel jed
to feed, That is, foraging sites at nigher sievations become
unavallable before foraging sites at {ower elevations. The
wood storks travel led to the higher slites f{rs+ no matter what
the distance from the colony (up to 60 kilometers) and then to
lower s{tes., Low water levels and concentrated fish are proba-
bly the principal reason that wood storks forage (n the Savan-
nah Rfver swamp wetlands on the SRP, Pretferred feeding sites
will probably be used as long as they are within the 50- to
60-kilometer dally radius from the woed stork colony,

AD=5 2, Comparison of the average number of Woodstorks seen feeding See the responses to comments AD-1 and AD-2 regarding the use

at a SRP feeding site vs, the average number seen at off-plant
sites,

If there Is a significant dlfference (DEIS, C-37; 26.4
indfviduals vs, 6,6} this may also be an (ndfcation of the
value of the SRP swamps to the local Woodstork population,

of wetlands and Steel Creek as foraging sites.
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Table M-2, DOE responses to commants on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
numbear

Comments

Responses

AD-7

AD-8

3. Availabliity (specles and numbers of Individuals) of prey
Items in the Steel Creek sites as compared to off-plant sites,

If prey items are more abundant, Importance of the site as a
foraging area shouid be recognized,

4, Total number of Woodstorks using SRP wetlands on any single
day,

The Draft EIS (DEIS, page C-38) shows 147 Indlviduals using SRP
on July 14, One hundred forty seven out of 238 tota! breeding
adults In the rockery Is over 60% of the population, Were
anywhare near this number seen at any of f-plant feeding slite?

5. Long term (but within a2 single season) avallabllilty of the
site for foraging.

Many off-plant sites are probably small temporary wetlands that
can only be utltized by Woodstorks for a short period of time
before drying up. The SRP wetlands and creeks, however, retain
a base flow of water throughout the summer making them a
dependable foraging area for the entire breeding period,

6. Fladglling success rate of this colony1 in contrast to
published fledgling rates for Florida poputations,

It the Birdsviiie colony is able to produce young at a higher
than normal rate then, recocgnizing that this is an endangered
spacles, It shoutd not be disturbed--nor should 1ts food base
be disrupted,

‘Unknoun, not included in the DEIS,

Data on flsh are presented in Section 3,6 and A,.endix C of the
EIS, and will also be presented in the blologizal assessment
submltted to the U,S, Flsh and Wildllfe Servica,

Ten, 63, and 74 adult wood storks (a total of 147) were
recorded feeding at sites 013, 022, and 024, respectively, in
swamps near Beaver Dam Creek on July 13, 1983, Site 025, 7,5
kllometer:s west of the Birdsville colony, had approximataly 30
adult wood storks feeding on July 27, 1983, Therefore, approx-
imately twice as many adult wood storks were recorded foraging
at site 024 at Beaver Dam Creek on the SRP than the highest
number of adult wood storks recorded at off-plant foraging
slites,

Most non-fRP foraging sTtes were dry shortly (1 to 2 weeks)
atter wood storks were Inltially observed at these foragling
sites, Two of nine SRP foraging sltes at Beaver Dam Creek were
dry by mid-August 1983, Seven other SRP foraging sites were
temporarily lost when plant operations caused water depths to
exceed 32 cm,

The mean rumber of young wood storks per nest in the Birdsville
rookery ranged from zero tn 1981 to 2,19 In 1983, In highly
successful years, such as 1983, the Birdsville rookery has pro-
duced mora wood storks than colonles of a simllar size In
southern Florida (the mean equals 0,7 young per nest),



T7-H

Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {cont{nuad)
Comment Comments Responses
number
AD=-10 7. Predicted future land use patterns and thelr ef fect on the The cypress swamp surrounding the Birdsville rookery is
non-SRP sites, privately owned, At present, the Georg!{a Departmant of Natural
Resources leases the land and patrols the rookery. The owner-
Most of the non=-SRP areas used by the Birdsville Woodstork ship and future land use of all habitats used by wood storks of
Rookery probably occur on private lands. These s{tes may be (n the Birdsville rookery 1s unknown. However, some habftats witl
danger of conversfon into agricultural lands over the next probably be lost due to agricultural or other land-use prac-
decade or so., The SRP swamps, on the other hand, are part of ticas. The SRP does provtde isotation and protection from
the buffer area around the reactors and shouid not be affected disfurbances by the pubiic,
by changing land use patterns,
Additional Questions Generated by Study ot the Draft+ EIS
AD-11 1. Why ware no Woodstorks recorded using the Steel Creek area Atter Juty 12, 1983, it Is hypothesized that wood storks were
after July 12?7 Had the colony disparsed or were cold water absant from the Steel Creek dalta because of high water, On
releases {(as mentfoned {n the Environmental Assessment as belng July 12, 1985, or soon thereafter, the water depth at site 012
SOP for the reactor on [ts "standby™ status) responsible for In the Steel Creek delta increased to 48 centimeters (from 18
the Woodstorks absenca? 1+ ratsad water lavals wera created cantimeters) due to reactor operations and taesting (K- and
artificifally this suggests a strong bias (n the data (n terms L-Reactors), Depths at site 012 remafned batween 44 and 48
of the actual amount of usage that Steel Creek might have centimeters through September 1983, Wood storks abandoned
recelved w(thout the rafsed water levels, I[f this {s the case, feeding sites at Steel Creek during pertfods of high water,
why weren't the fluctuating water levels mentioned I(n the DEIS During these high-water-leve! conditions, fish that were origi-
as a possible source of blas tn the data? nally concentrated In shallow pools dispersed from the Steel
Creek detta, This condition fs taken into consideratfon In
caiculating frequencifes of foraging (Appendix C, Table C-9),
Thus the data are not blfased, Vartations In water levels are
also discussed (n the FEIS,
AD=-12 2. On page 3-52 of the DEIS (Tt says that the SRP wetlands The statement (n Sectfon 3.6,1.,4 of the Draft EIS that "the

appear to be (mportant post breeding feeding habitat, Tabtle
C-7 shows heavy usage og SRF swamps during June and July. Page

C-37 states that birds were nesting {n July of 1980, On what
data was the "post breed{ng" conclusion drawn?
Illlonrlc+ﬂrk= raquire arsag with lowarad watar lavels, wharse

eSSt Lite o : WS iaveals, where

thelr prey (fish) have been concentrated, By adding water to
Steel Creek, the water levels may have been raised fo too high
a tevel for Woodstorks to forage successfully,

Steel Creek delta and Beaver Dam Creek appear to represent
fmportant feeding habltat for post-breedfng wood storks from
the rookery" is Incorrect, The word "post-breeding" has been
detetead,
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DOE rasponses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

AD-14

AD-15

3. On page £-37 (T states that a total of 386 Woodstorks werse
seen on SRP wetlands {n the.summer of 1983, but (n Table C-7 a
total of 394 birds are listed as being counted on the SRP
swamps {n the three week perlod June 23-July 14, What was the
total number of Woodstorks seen on 5RP in the summer of 19837
Would the number of Woodstorks seen on Steel Creek have been
higher tf the water level had not been manfpulated (assuming

for the moment that It was)?

4, Was the low number of Woodstorks seen usfng the SRP
wotlands during 1981 and 1982 due to low numbers of these birds
usfng the area or was {t dus to the lack of an I(ntensfve dally
search for Woodstorks.

5, Is ft possible that the observed number of Woodstorks seen
using the SRP swamps {n 1983 (s a minimum numbar, due to
variatton {n the timing of surveys? For (nstance, (f a feeding
s(te s surveyed early in the morning (+ may show fawer birds
than a simiiar survey conducted in the eariy affernoon--after
thermals' have had a chance to develop.

l’doods?orks, {ike other soarfing birds, use thermals {columns of
heated rising alr) to make It easfer to travel long distances,
Thermals do not normally develop until mid to late morning,.

A total of 478 observations of wood storks was recorded on the
SRP from June 21 to September 29, 1983, usfng ground and aer!al
surveys, Thils total Includes (ndividuals that were observed
before and after fledging, Of this total, 66 percent occurred
in The Beaver Dam Creek swamp, 21 percent occurred in tThe Steetl
Crask delia, and 13 percent occurred In Pen Branch and Four
Mile Creek swamp areas,

Wood storks were also followed to foraging s{tes from the
Birdsville rookery, Of the 740 observed {nstances of foraging,
64 percent occurred (n non-SRP areas. Of the 36 percent of the
observati{ons on the SRP, 22 percent occurred (n Beaver Dam
Creek, 11 percent occurred Iin the Stee! Creek delta, and 3

percent occurred north of Pen Branch deita,
Thesa data have been (ncluded in Appendix C of this EIS and
will be (ncluded In the blologlcal assessment and consuttation
process wlth the U.5, Fish and Wildlife Service.

Also see The response to comment AD-11 raegarding the number of
wood storks and water levels,

No aerial surveys were conducted for wood storks during 1981
and 1982, The low numbers of storks observed might be retated
to the survey methods, which were lim{ted to ground surveys
{mostly ail Steel Creek) at selected areas fn the Savannah River
swamp sysvem on the SRP,

Aertal surveys were conducted for wood storks at SRP between
9:00 a,m, and 8:00 p.m, (one exception was 7:45 a.m, on July
30, 1983, in which three wood storks were recorded) unt{l the
Birdsville colony dispersed on August 25, 1983, After the
coiony dispersed, aerial surveys of the Savannah River swaip
system were conducted between 8:30 and 9:30 a,m, {one exception
was 6:00 p,m, on September 6, 1983) unt{l September 29, 1983,
The time distribution of SRP zerf{al surveys before the
Birdsville colony dispersed was as follows:

Time of survey Percent of surveys

9:0t a.m, = 12:00 noon 32
12:01 p.m. - 3:00 p.m, 24
3:01 pum, = 6:00 p.m, 40

6:01 p.m, 9:00 p.m, 4
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Table M-2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
Attributes of the Birdsvitle Woodstork Rookery whi(ch make i(ts
{ndividuals more valuable than a comparable number of nesting
Woodstorks from a Florida colony:
AD-16 1, The colony plays an (mportant role [n maintalning diversity The Birdsville rockery was established {n 1980 and perhaps as
of the specfes' gene pocl, early as 1977, This cotony fs not recognized as a subspecies
of the wood sfork Because wood sforks do not breed unfll 'rhey
Congress has recognized that preservation of the world's are 4 ysars old, the adults of this colony probably originated
genatic diversity (s an Important goal., Preservation of 'rh? In Florida, 1f this population {s reproductively segregated
diversity within a specles Is also recognized as necessary, from Florida colonles, genetic differences might become ap-
The Birdsvitle rookery is the northernmost colony of Wocdstorks parent (n the future; however, (n 1983 the adult wood storks
in the world, It (s a generally accepted fact that populations from Birdsville can be assumed to be genetically sim{lar to
on the edges of a speclies' geographic range often contaln storks at the center of thelr population {n Florida,
d(fferent genes--or at least different gene frequencles--than
similar poputations in the center of thefr range,
AD=17 2, There Is a definite vatue {n having scattered breeding The wood stork colony at Birdsville, Georgla, {s 167 kilometars

colonles of a rare species to miniméize tha I(mpact of a local
catastrophe {(such as a hurricane wiping out the wintering
Whooping Cranes, or a protonged drought (n Flor{da disrupting
breeding of the Florida populations of Woodstorks,

i - . . L N . _ R .
‘The tndangered Specles Act covers protection of subspecies
and local populations,

north of the next active stork colony and 140 kilometers {n-
land, Local catastrophes such as hurricanes, fornadoes, and
sevare thunderstorms can destroy nestlings and eggs during the
breeding season. Scattered rather than localf{zed breeding
colonles of wood storks will reduce stork mortality due to
natural catastrophes,
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Comment
number

Comments

Raesponses

STATEMENT OF JOHN C, SNEDECKER

LYRIC, INC.

John C, Snedeker, President
12 wilmington Island Road
Savannah GA 31410
912-897-4764

4 November 1983

US Department of Energy
Savannah River Qperations Offlce
PO Box A

Alken, SC 29801

Att: Mr. M. J, Slres, |1}
Asslstant Mapnager for Health, Safety and Environment

Ra: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
DOE/E1S-0108D, dated September 1983
"_-Reactor Operation=--="

Dear Mr, Sires:

We welcome this opportunlty to submit comments on the subject
Draftt EIS,

We understand that the pertinent comments beling soliclted at
this time pertaln to the environmental consequences of the re-
start of the L-Reactor, and that the need for the re-start has
already been astablished, For the record, however, we feel
that it is Important to stress that the reqilrement to Increase
the output of weapons~-grade plutonium and tritlum was Tdenti-
tied in 1980 by the National Security Councit (NSC) In the
context of modernlzing our defense systems; that the Increased
requlrements were deflned in the FY 1981-83 Nuclear Weapons
Stockpl le Memorandum (NWSM) approved by President Carter In
October 1980; and re—afflrmed in the FY 1983-88 NWSM approved
by Presldent Reagan in November 1982,

We wish to command the Department of Energy and all of the
peoople who contributed to the Draft EIS for a very thorough and
highly professional effort, It addresses all of the environ—~
mental concerns in depth, and provides a2 very adequate basis
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Table M-2, ODOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
numbar

Comments

Responses

AE-1

AE-2

for concluding that the r.e-sfar*l' of the L-Reactor will not have
an adverse effect on the environment bayond the parameters
Inherent In the oparation of the Savannah River Plant as a
whole,

White we understand the desire of the editors of the EIS to
cover all possible concerns that might be surfaced by people

watdbh o loantblmaedn anvlecanmantdal Thnbaracd fand dhat ~anld
Wivn G 1SQIVIOTe SNVITONMmenIar 1hio O3 MWhU Tndr LWUuru

Include the entire population of the affected area), we are
somewhat troubted by the inclusion of such detal! about the
plant operation Itself, After all, the Savannah River Plant Is
a major defense instaltation, not a research facility, and
there are many aspects of Its operation that should be revealed
only to those with a "need to know", The EIS, In our opinlon,
goes somewhat beyond that [imit,

The radiologlcal Impacts, Including assessmants of the results
of varlous accident scenarlos, are obviously the principal con~
cern of pecple in the aftected areas, While the data Is
voluminous and reassurlng, the summarles could have been pre-
sented in a more "up—front" manner for the lay reader, This Is
an editorlal rather than a technical comment,

The non-radiological impacts are very thoroughly discussed, and
are certalnly acceptable on a cost/benefit basis, Having been
tralned as an engineer, we are consclous of the desirabliity of
conservation of energy, and/or fhe use of waste energy wherever
possible, The thermal energy discharged from the L-Reactor,
and presumably from the other reactors as well, Is tremendous.
The thermal effact on the Steel Creek dralnage basin appears to
be the major non-radiclogical impact, and one that cannot be
mitigated within the time-frams of the re-start mandate, The
locallzed scope of the Impact is acceptable on a cost/beneflt
basls, but It should be possible to develop productive uses for
the thermal energy. Co—generation ls mentioned in the EIS as
one way of mitlgating the thermal impact In time. We would
urge the DOE to explore such ways of using the thermal energy
In an economically efficlent manner, This suggestion Is made
on a long term basls, and not as a constralnt on the approval
ot the EIS,

The Summary of the EIS has been revised in an attempt to
provide a more readable summation for the lay reader,

Thermal cogeneration as a cooling-water alternative |ls dis-
cussed in Section 4.4,2, of the DEiIS. As discussed In Saectlion
4,4,2, thermal cogeneration as a cooling-water mitigation
alternative for L-Reactor |s not considered economicatly or
technically feasible at this time,
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Comments
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In summary, we feel that the environmental impacts of the re-
start of the L-Reactor have been very adequately assessed, and
that the data does not Indicate any unacceptable or potentially
dangerous condlitions arising from its operation, We sincerely
hope that the Draft EIS wlll bs approved expedltiously, and
that the present legal and legislative constraints on the
re-start of the L-Reactor wiil be removed in an equally
expeditious manner,

Yery truly yours,

John C. Snedeker

Preslident of LYRIC, INC,, Savannah-based management consultants
specializing In the aerospace, defense, and high technology
tndustries,
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Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF J, KELLY NELSON, JR,
J. Kelly Nelson, Jr,
Real Estate Appralsal Co.
1940 Blossom St,
Columbla, SC 29205
YOU DON'T HAVE TO BE AN MEXPERT™ TO PLAY A MEAN|NGFUL ROLE IN
THE EIS PROCESS. A valuable contribution at this polnt would
be a letter demanding that:

1, DOE facllities be required to comply wlth federal and
state envlironmental standards appllicable to commerclal reactor
sites;

and
2, Steps be taken to avold damage to the envlronment
before startup,
We urge you to write such a letter to OQE, If you have
guestions about the hearings, the draft EIS, or the L-Reactor,
cali me at 803-256-7298, YOUR INVOLVEMENT IS IMPORTANT,
I requast that:
AF=1 1, DOE facli)lties be required Yo compiy with federal and As stated in response to comment AA-3, Tthe restart of L-Reactor

state environmental standards applicable to commercial reactor

sites;
and

wiii be in compiiance with aii appiicabie Federai and state
environmental protection requirements. Further, restart of
L-Reactor will meet DOE radlation protection standards that are

comparable to those of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission {10
CFR 20) for a production facility {i.e., 500 milllrems to the
whole body In any one calendar year),

The need for specific engineered safety features for nuclear
reactors varjes according to the deslign and operating

dif ferences that exist between different types of reactors.
Commerciai 1lght-water nuclear reactors that have contalnment
domes, for example, have coolant conditlons that are at
high-pressure (over 2000 pounds per square Inch) and at high

temperatures (greater than 500°fF), L-Reactor, which Is used to
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DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

AF-2

2, Steps be taken to avold damage to the env(ronment
before startup.

Ploase don't do anything to endanger !lves or environment!

Don't sacriffce 5.C. and GA. for tha "good" of others--How
about in New England, thay would complain too much.

| believe {n arming the U,S, to keep Russlia In (ts place, but
not at the expense of lives, when we can do 1t correctly. {can
do It safely)

Should have (nvaded after ww 11,

produce defense nuclear materials, is of a different design
than commercial l}{ght-water nuclear reactors; (ts coolant
conditions are at considerably reduced pressure (5 pounds per
square Inch) and temperature (212°F), The differences that
exist batwesn different types of reacfors is illustrated by the
tha Fort Satnt Vrafn gas-cooled reactor (n Colorado, which has
no contafament dome ans was li{censed by the NRC,

DOE will take all reasonabie steps to mitigate the (mpacts
from L-Reactor operation while meeting (ts mandate to produce
nuclear materials, Compliance with the applicable Federal and
state environmental protectfon requirements witl ensure that
appropriate mit(gative act(ons are taken, In add(tion, the
Department of Energy (s cooperatina with the Fish and Wildlife
Service to dovalop a Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) plan
for the Steel Creek system with the {mplementat{on of the pre~
ferred therma! m{ti{gation system for L-Reactor, The HEP w(ll
fdent{fy the value of hablftat fo be gafned or fost with (mple-
mantat{on of the preferred L-Reactor cooling-water alternative
for use in assessing further mit{gation., 1If required, DOE wil}
tmploment additional mitigative measures that might bs (dent(-
fied through the HEP process dependent on Congress(onal
authorfzation and appropriation,

Also see the response fo comment AA-3 regarding complfance with
applicable Federal and state environmental protection
regulations,
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Comment Comments Responses
numbar
STATEMENT OF MRS, ELLEN G, S. SPIRES
10-19-83
Mr, Melvin J, Sires, 11!
u,.5. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
Post Office Box A
Alken, South Carolina 29801
ATTN: EIS for L-Reactor
Dear Sir:
My name is Ellen G, Slice Spires, | live In Swansea, 5.C. off
RD 9, | am 22 years old, | have two chlldren and a wondarful
husband, At first ! wasn't sure | should aven write, thinking
In terms of I+ happening anyway, no matter what | or anyone
AG-t olse does, But then | thought about my first husband James A, James A, Sllice worked as a carpenter for Du Pont Construction
Siice. We were married 3 years, He worked at SRP about 2 of at SRP from December 1977 to February 1979 and from March 1980
these years, He started feeling tired and weak In the last to September 1980, He also worked for another construction
part of May-1980, By June 12th, the doctor told me he had flrm at SRP from March 1979 to May 1979, He had no known expo-
cancer of an unknown origin, He dled Sept, 17, 1980, He had sure to suspect carcinogenic agents during his Du Pont service
turned 24 Sept. 12, 1980, and had a total measured radlation exposure that was less than
natural background radlation, It has not been possible to
asslgn any Initlating cause for his cancer, but avallable
evidence makes 1t highly unlikely that it was work-related,
AG~2 You probably already think you know what |'m thinking and See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-1 regarding
you're right. It really bothers me that the "L—Reactor Is DOE's commltment to comply wlith applicable Federal and state
going to be started up again.”™ The main reason | am writing regulations and the differences between SRP reactors and
this letter Is to demand that DOE facllities be required to commerclal iight=water reactors,
comply with federal and state environmental standards
applicable to commercial reactor sites;
AG-3 and that steps be taken to avold damage to the environment See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-2 regarding DOE's

before startup; because what can you do when it's been done?

Doesn't anyone care?

Mrs., Ellen G, S. Spires
Rt, 2, Box B3-AA
Swansea, SC 29160

commi tment to comply with applicable Federal and state
regulations and to take al! reasonable steps to mitigate
impacts,
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Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF MARY LIRA AND WITOLD KOSICKI

Mr, Malvin J, Stres, 111 U,S, DOE

Savannah River Oper, Offlicse

Alken, 5C 29801

Dear Sir,

Unless you can give substantive reasons to the contrary we

demand that:

AH=-1 1. DOE facll)lities be required to comply with Federal and See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-1 regarding DOE's
State environmental standards applicable to commerclal reactor commi tment to comply with applicable Federal and state
sites, environmental regulations and the differences botween SRP

reactors and commerclal |Ight-water reactors,

AH-2 2, Steps be taken to avoid damage to the environment See the resronses to comments AA-3 and AF-2 regarding DOE's

before startup of the faciilties,
Thank you for your attention, and hopefulty your cooperation,
Mary Lira and Witoid Kosicki

109 Ligustrum Lane
Columbta, SC 29209

commi tment to comply with applicable Federal and state
environmental requlations and to take all reasonable steps to
mitigate Impacts,
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DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {(continued)

Comment Commants Responses
number
STATEMENT OF MRS, JEAN MAY
935 Law Lane
M, Pleasant, SC 29464
October 21, 1983
Mr, Melvin J, Sires |11
Asslstant Mgr, for Health, Safety & Environment
U,5, Department of Energy
P, 0, Box A
Aiken, South Carolina 29801
Re: EIS for L—Reactor
Dear Sir:
| am distressed to hear the possible start-up of the Savannah
River Reactor In a manner that may be harmful to many,.. me

Al=1 included, It is my feeling that not only will Its operation be See the responses to comments AA-1 and AA-3 regarding coollng-
a violation of some South Carolina Laws; but the Federal water mitigation aiternatives and DOE's commitment to comply
Governmant appears to agree to a harmful operation THAYT COULD with appllcable Federal and state enviroamental protection
BE AVOIDED, reaqulations,

Al=2 As | understand It, there would be a direct dlscharge of about See the responses to comments AA-1 and AA-2 regardlng cooling-
17 ANN mal lama DED LIAMITE ad amaldloas coadam. P R e ey rimdenir mldlaadlon aldammadluons . A el mdet el P o o L
IJU’UUU gal I T i mMImuioc Wi eairuriny WﬂlU! r lilﬂl HeLIIap > LI-RE- 1] ALLLBNERE. " L- RN Lol lill 19 QP YyoD> atiu IIIU I Ulﬂl Ionsinip wvi FauiIu—
involved would be flushing of RADIOACTIVE Cesium Into the cosium and radiocobalt concentrations to EPA drinklng-water
Savannah River, standards,

Al=3 Please remember that the Savannah River Is a source of drinking As noted in Sectlons 4,1,1,5, 4,1,2,4, 5,1,1,2, and 5.2.6 of
water for about 70,000 South Carollinians and Georgians down the EIS, the operation of L-Reactor wiil have |I1+tle Impact on
stream, TOXIC CHEMICAL LEAKAGE wil! ba INCREASED in a the quality (chemical and radicloglical constituents) of Savan-
freshwater that is source for much of the Southeast, nah River water, Nonradiocactive discharges will mest the re-

quirements on an NPDES permit Tssued by the State of South
Carolina; radloactive discharges will meet applicable radlatlon
protection standards,

Al-4 Ploase remember we think some of the Impacts ARE AVOIDABLE! We DOE fully agrees that the health of resldents should not be

do not think the health of many residents should be sacrificed
for Business,,.maybe mean LARGER PROFITS 1t safoety steps are
by-passed,

sacrificed, DOE's health standards are consistent with
Industry requirements (see also the response to comment AA-3),
The healtth and safety of employees and residents are and have
always been a primary conslderation In operating the Savannah
River Plant,
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numbar

Responsas

Please consider these comments and AVOID steps that may be
detrimental to the health of many,

Sinceraly vours,

Mrs, Jean D, May

The Department of Energy Is an agency of the U,S, Government
and E, |. du Pont de Nemours and Company operates the SRP for
DOE wlthout fee,
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Comment

number

Comments

Responses

Ad=1

STATEMENT OF ROBERT H, DRIGGERS

Under the Sun, Inc,
P. O. Box 4486
Greenville, SC 29608
803/232-6715

Oct, 22, 1983

Mr, Melvin J, Sfres, 111

U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
P,0, Box A

Afken, SC 29801

Dear Mr, Sires:

I wtil not be able to attend any of the publtic hearings that
have beert scheduled on the startup of the L-Reactor, but 1| did
want fo exprass my concerns about the effect that (t may have

it fs my understanding that the L-Reactor wili{ Increase the
load on ex{sting seepage basfns by about 33%, These basins are
currently teaki{ng toxic chemicals Into the Tuscatoosa water
aquifer and [t seems very short-gsighted to compound the
ex(sting problem rather than working to correct (t,

Tha £15 provides extensive discussions of the ground-water
regime at SRP (Sectfon 3,4.2 and Appendix F} and of the poten-
tial impacts to ground waters from the operation of L-Reactor
and Its support facilities {n Chapters 4 and 5. This final EIS
has been mod(fled to reflect the current wastawater discharges
to seepage/settling besins and to more clearly defina the fn-
cremental impact of tha L-Reactor restart on groundwater, The
Incremental (ncrease--"33 percent"--in discharges to seepage
basins doas not (n and of (tself reflect a substant{al {mpact
to groundwater,

In early 1983, DOE announced the detectlion of chlorinated
hydrocarbons (27 micrograms per titer) (n two wells {n the
A-Area, which produce from the Tuscalcosa Formatfon., Subse~-
quent tnvest(gatfons of this reported contamination (Geraghty &
and Mlller, 1983) have concluded that thfs contamination of the
Tuscaloosa Formation dfd not result from the vertical mfgrat{on
of chiorinated hydrocarbons through the clay units that overlie
the Tuscaloosa, Investigations have concluded that the
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Table M-2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (cont{nued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

chlorinated hydrocarbons entered these wells bty migration from
shallow groundwater through defects (n the cement grout of at
l1east one production well and down the wel! to the Tuscaloosa
Format fon,

The chlorinated hydrocarbons are primarily confined fto the
Tertfary sediments above the base of the Congaree Formation,
Remedfal actions to prevent the migratfon of these contaminants
fnto defoctive well casings will confine the contaminants to
the Tertfary groundwater system, Recent analysis of samples of
productfon and moni{toring waells have not detected chiorinated
hydrocarbons {n the Tuscaloosa Formation above the limit of
detectfon (1 ppb), The absence of the detectlion of the chlor(-
nated hydrocarbons {n the Tuscaloosa Formatfon evidences the
affoct{veness of the confining clay units that overlie the
Tuscaloosa Formatton,

The (ncremental Increase In discharge to the M-Area settling
bastn from tne restart of L-Reector (s not expected to further
contaminate the Tuscaloosa Formation, Groundwater protection
measures at the M- and A-Areas will consist of a remodial
action program to remove contaminants {n the Tertiary ground-
water, and The phaseout of the M-Area settlfng basin by Apri{l
1985, The L-Reactor Incremental discharges to the M-Area
settling basin are not hazardous except for low pH, The in-
cremantal discharges fo the settiing basin until April 1985
are expected to cause only a minor and locallzed f{ncrease (n
the concentrattons of contaminants that are entering the
Tertlary groundwater system, W!(th the (mplementation of the
remedial action program, consisting of recovery wells and an
air stripper, this (ncremental increase will be {ntercepted and
removed,

The restart of L-Reactor would also result fn radfoactfve dis-
charges to the L-Area seepage basin that are not hazardous, and
Incremental radfoact{ve discharges to the existing Separations
Area {F- and H-Areas) seepage btasins., The present discharges
to the F- and H-Area seepage bas(ns are non-hazardous except
for frequent perfods of low pH and (nfrequent discharges of
hazardous levaels of mercury to the H-Area seepage basins. In
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DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {contfnued)

Comment
number

Commants

Responses

AJ-2

AJ=3

1'm also very disturbed that the DOE would choose to fgnore and
viotate state water quality regulations by discharging water In
oxcess of the allowed temperature,

This seeming disregard for the qualilty of the environment that
we all share (s one which | can't understand or accept. We ali
have a responsibt1lty to pass on to our children a safe and
healthy place to ltve, 1 urge you to use your posftion of
respons{bliity to work for the (mprovement of environmental
qualfty fnstead of contributing to Its decline,

additlon, recent dfscharges to the H-area seepage basfns have
contained hazardous levels of chromium; however, thase hazard-
ous levaels of chromlum were primarily assocliated with the
processing of radloactive waste fn H-Area waste tanks and the
processing of offsite fuel elements., The [ncremental (ncrease
to the F- and H-Area seepage basins due to L-Reactor operaticon
{s not expected to be hazardous except for low pH and
occaslional discharges of mercury to the H-Area seepage basins
that wil! be less than 8,0 kiilograms per year.

The discharges to the L=, F=-, and H-Area seepage basins are not
axpected to [mpact the Congares and Tuscaloosa groundwaters,

a green clay and *the thick low permeabl!{ty clay units at the
base of the Congaree and upper Ellenton Formation will act as
effactive barrfers to the downward migration of contaminants.
Above the Congaree Formation, contaminants will mfgrate from
+the seepage basin to onslite streams. DOE plans to requests
f1scal year 1986 Congresstfonal funding for an effluent
freatment facttity to process the wastewater discharge Yo the
F~ and H-Area seepage baslins,

Thr muoa
m

This final EIS contafns a new Sectlon 6,1,6 which discusses the
draft "SRP Groundwater Protection Implementation Plan,” This
plan was recently developed to examine strategles and schedules
for sftewlde m{tfgative actions required to protect the ground-
waters beneath tha SRP, This plan has been reviewed by EPA and
the State of South Carolina and Is currently befng revised,

The final plan will be the subject of a separate NEPA review,

See the responses to comments AA-1 and AB-13 regarding
cooling-water mitigation alternatives,

The SRP (s not only a site for the production of defense nu-
clear materfals, but I+ (s alsc a Natlonal Environmental Re-
search Park providing a stgnlficant area of protection from
uncontrolled (nfluenca, A forest management program was begun
{n 1952 that conslsted of planting old flelds with loblolly,
slash and longleaf plnes, By 1978, more than 100,000,000
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Your decisfon in this matter will affect many people for

generations to come, | hope you will think about them and have

the courage to speak for their right o a healthy environment,
Sincerely,

Robert H, Driggers

trees had bean planted. The deer population on the SRP (s one

of the largest In the Squtheast due to the protecticn afforded
by SRP, A jpecles and vegetgtion enhanc t
firograms_have nding more

than 350 miliion a year on environmentai activities at SRP,

=
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Comment Comments Responsas
number
STATEMENT OF FRED M, REESE, JR.
October 21, 1983

Mr, Melvin Sires, 111

U.S. Dept, of Energy

Savannsh Rlver Operations Office

P.0., Box A

Alken, SC 29801

Dear Mr, Sires:

AK=-1 As a South Carolinfan, a patriotic American, a concerned world DOE has considered environmental safety extensively In
cltizan, | wrlte to express anger, hurt and disappolintment for L-Reactor restart preparations, Approximately 60 percent of
the callous way our environment safety is beling compromised by the %204 million spent an L-Reactor ranovation went to Improve
the startup procedures presently underway for the SRP satety and envirommental controls, Also, about $5 mitilon has
L-Reactor, beon spent to date on envircnmental analyses of the impact of

the restart, Also see the respense to comment AA-3 regarding
DOE's commitment to comply with applicable Faderal and state
onvironmantal protection regulations.

AK~2 It seems incredible to me that DOE policies are permitted to See the responses to comments AA-1 and AA-3 regarding lssuance
by-pass state and federal standards designed to represent of an NPDES permit for thermal discharge and DOE's commitment
public interest, It scares me to realilze that Mproduction to comply with appiicable Federal and state regulations,
schedule demands™ can override conclusive evidence of naed for
further careful study of the environmental Impact of L-Reactor
start-up,

AK=3 it Is a sad commontary on the democratlic process when DOE 1s following all provisions of the NEPA process,

tegltimate pubtlc concern and well documented violations of
publlic pollcy can be put aside by DOE political imperatives,

You are our best hope for requiring legitimate recognition of
persistent concerns from area reslidents and afl who care about
a vlable, safe and environmentally product!ve community,

Please Inslst on conslstent uniform standards for all agencles
involvad, For the sake of all of us,
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Slncerely,

fFred M, Reese, Jr,
1732 Crestwood
Columbla, SC
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Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF MRS, R, W, WHISNANT
October 21, 1983
Dear Mr, Slires,
} am against the proposed resumption of operations of the
L-Reactor at the Savaanah River Plant, This would be very
harmful to our environment,

At-1 DOE facllitlies need to be required to comply with federal and See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-1 regarding DOE's
state environmental standards that apply to commerclal reactor comml tment to comply with applicabie Fedaral and state
sites, environmental regulations and the differences between SRP

reactors and commercial light-water reactors,

AL-2 Steps must be taken to avold damage to our enviromment before See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-2 regarding DOE's

startup,

Sinceraly,

Mrs. R, W. Whisnant

comml tment to comply with applicable Federal and state
environmental requlations and to take all reasonable steps to

mitigate Impacts,



09-K
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Comment
number

Comments

Responses

AM-1

AM-2

AM=3

AM-4

AM=-5

STATEMENT OF MRS, ZELDA NOLAND

Mr, Melvin J, Sires 111

I understand that Environmental experts In varfous ftelds of
5.C. and other flelds are now (n the process of reviewing
drafts of E.!,S., Hopefully they will assess alternatives and
suggest the most desirable without regard to alleged Production
Scheduling Demands,

If we don't tnsfst that D.O,E, take these and all comments fnto
account, [f our experts recommendations remain unread and
unhdetended in the appendix of the E.l,S,, the progress wa've
made f(n forcing the Federal Government to take our [nterests
and health and thoughts Into account and to obey their own laws
and ours wili be called into questfon, | have worked for the
snvironmentalist Energy Research Foundation and gotten several
hundred names and thelr comments and letters too, | think
every parson should be vitally fnterested {n this (ssue. I'm

and smogs and etc, now,

I feol that (f we don't wake up and +ry to do somethfng about
all this Impact on our alr and land and waters and vegetation
we will all be wiped off the face of the Earth by our own In-
d{fference and won't have to walt on the Communists to do ft,
| for one would like to see people more concerned about any-
thing that harms Gods great world He loans us to use, | do
hope you will consider all the things that were discussed and
brought to the public’s attent(on, Our fresh water sources are
befng polluted every day by plants and other {ndustries and
getting away with 1t, What good is a stiff fine |f 10 years
later we still have the pollutant in our water and food? Much
of this (mpact {s avoldable and we belleve they should be
avolded, Thank you for your attention,

Sincerely,

Mrs, Zelda HNoland

The EIS describes two sets of alternat(ves--production alterna-
tives In Chapter 2 and mitigation alternatives in Section 4.4,
The Record of Decislon on this final EIS will balance the pos-
sible gafns from these alternatives agalnst the losses that
thoy entail (n delaying or eliminating the plutonium production
catted for In the Nuclear Weapons Stockplle Memoranda signed by
Presidents Carter and Reagan,

The E1S and NEPA process are desfgned to ensure that all
tnterested citizens can have fnput {nto the decision process,

Estimates of atmospheric releases from L-Reactor and its
support fac{lities are given {n Sectfons 4,1,1.,6, 4,1.2,1, and
5¢1.2,2, These releases result In amblent alr concentrations
that fall within all applicable state and Federal guideltnes,

arding the EIS

g *h NEPA

See the response to comment AM-2 reg and

process,

Unavoidable and {rreverstble {mpacts for the reference case and
preferred alternative are considered in Chapter 8 of this EIS,
Aiso see the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-2 regarding
DOE's commi{tment to comply with applicable Federal and state
ragulat{ons and to take all reasonable steps to mit{gate
{mpacts,
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STATEMENT OF CATHERINE C., BRADSHAW

Mr, M, J, Sires, |11:

i strongly oppose the proposed resumption of L-Reactor
oporation at the Savannah River Plant in Alken, 5.C.

o mlicda mn: =
include my positlon in ths ¢

Please
ssponse to the Draft EIS,

Sincerely,

Catherine C, Bradshaw
206 Hurt 5t NE
Atlanta, GA 30307
(404) 524-4190

Commant noted,
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STATEMENT OF MARY EMMA GLEFFE
Columbia, S$,C., 29209
828 Byron Road
Oct. 26, 1983
Mr. Melvin J, Sires 111
U,5, Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Offlce
Post Oftice Box A
Afken, South Carollina 29801
Dear Sirs:
AD-1 | am concerned about the Savannah River Plant reopening and Liquld nonradioactive releases from SRP operations are governed

pouring all that contaminated water in the streams, FPlease
take some kind of measures to keep our water supply free of
chemicals that is harmful to the fish and wildiife and us human
belngs,

Piease take measures to protect us,

Sincerely,

Mary Emma Gleffe

by a National Pollutlion Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit, This permit limits the nonradioactive releases to
[Tmits established by the EPA and State of South Carolina to
protect the health and safety of the surrounding population,
Wastewater discharges from the proposed L-Reactor restart are
dl scussed in Sections 4.,1,1,5 and 5,1,1,2 of the EIS,

Radlocacttive I1quld releases are governed by DOE radlation pro-
tectlon standards (DOE Order 5480,1A, Chapter 11) that are com-
parable to those of the Nuclear Regulatory Comlssion (10 CFR
20) for a productlion facility (i,e,, 500 milllirem to the whole
body Tn any one calendar year), Sections 4,1,2, 5,1,2, and
5.,2,6 of the EIS discuss llquid radloactive releases,

Also see the response to comment AA-3 regarding DOE's commit-
mant +a rrvvnly widh annllsabhla fadaral and cdata anvieanmandal
nerie g LA L LUt WU U waur S 1oUg] an A 1D IT DT WMIiron I ane

regulations,
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number
STATEMENT OF JANET T, ORSELL!
Radiatlon Awarenass
Box 81
Folly Beach, SC 29439
Qctober 21, 1983
Mr. M, J, Sires, |11
Assistant Manager for Health
Safety and Envircnment
U.S5. Department of Energy .
Savannah River Operations Office
P. 0. Box A
Alken, South Carolina 29801
Dear Mr. Sires:
COMMENTS ON THE L-REACT(R
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
AP-1 Our organization, Radiatlon Awarenaess, Is very concerned about Ses the response to comment AB-20 regarding the oplinlon of the
the numerous omissions, conflicting Information and serious Unlted States District Court and the preparation of the Finding
defacts in the Draft Environmental tmpact Statement (DEIS), of No Signiticant Impact,
From the outset, It is unclear to us why the NUS Corporation
was chosen to prepare the DEIS, when their initfal Finding of
No Slgnificant Impact was denounced as defective and
unreasonable by a U.S. District Court Judge,
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
AP=-2 During the scoping process, numerous Individuals and state and The purpose of the EIS Is to evaluate the environemental con-

federal agencles requested that the DEIS provide Information
regarding the routine and accidental releases of radloactivity
over the 25-30 year operation of the Savannah River Plant,

This Information 1s not provided nor even addressed In the

DEIS. As we stated in our scoping ltatter, "without this vital
Information, it would be impossible to serlously evaluate the
total, cumulative health effects of the L-Reactor restart”
(K-97), This data must be made avallable In the Final E!S,

sequences of the proposed restart of L-Reactor. Routine and
accidental releasaes of radloactivity from past operations at
SRP are covered in the references listed in Chapters 4 and 5,
In particular, Appendlix A of Environmental impact Statement,
Waste Management Operations, Savannah River Plant (ERDA-1537)

confains tabula¥Tons of radlonuclide releases from the startup
of the SRP through 1975, Annual releases since 1975 have been
published in a serles of publicly avallable annual reports
entitled Envircnmental Monitoring in the Vicinity of the
Savannah River Plant,
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AP-3

AP-4

THERMAL D1 SCHARGE

The DEIS's plan to discharge 176,000 gallons per minute of
scalding water {nto Steel Cresek, (s totally unacceptable, and
ts a direct violation of state water quality standards, It
appears that the DOE conti{nues to assume (+ can exempt (tself
from the water qualfty regulat{ons that (+ expects private
{ndustry to meet, OOE factlitles must be required to comply
with federal and state environmental standards, and therefore
the Final EIS must provide a comprehensive study of viable,
logal alternatives to the plan proposed in the DEIS,

ECOLOGY

The DEIS's plan to destroy 1000 acres of valuable wetlands and
turn Steel Creek stream [nto a non |ife-producing mudflat Is
2lso an unacceptable solutfon, The DEIS tafls to address how
the DOE plans to mit{igate the fatal effects which the extremely
high thermal temperatures wfll have on the major(ty of ex{sting
forms of aquatic and other endangered species, The DEIS states
that forms of aquatic {ife such as snakes, turtles, fish
larvae, will be destroyed and the endangered American alt(-
gator's hab(tat will be eliminated,

See the responses to comments AA-] and AA-3 regarding (ssuance
of an NPEES permit for thermal discharge and DOE's commltment
to comply with applicable federal and state regulations, and
the response to comment AB-13 regarding {nformation on cooling-
water alternati{ves contained In the EIS,

The mitigation of thermat (mpacts to aquatic and endangered
spacles could be attafned through the (mplementation of alter-
native cooling systems, which are described i{n Section 4.4,2
and Appendix | of the EIS, Also see the response to comment
AA-1 regardfag cooling-water alternatives,

The National Marine Fisherles Service has concurred (n DOE's
datorminatfon that the restart of L-Reactor operation will not
Jeopardize the population of the shortnose sturgeon fn the
Savannah Rivar, On February 25, 1983, the FWS (ssued a Blo-
togfcal Opinion on the American allfgator (Alllagtor
mississ{ppfensis), which stated that the operation of L-Reactor

as proposed (direct discharge, of cooling water) would not
Jeopardlze the continued existence of this species, Since the
Issuance of Tthis opinfon, the Department of Energy has f{denti-
fied the discharge of cooling water to a 1000-acre cooling lake
as {ts preferred coofing-water system for L-Reactor, An up-
dated blological assessment that Incliudes the Department's pre-
ferred cociing-water system was fransmitted fo the FWS at the
end of March 1984, Currently, the Department (s awalting the
review of this updated assessment by the FWS. The Department
anticipates That the FWS review will not alter the prior opin-
fon that the operation of L-Reactor would not Jeopardize the
continued existence of this specfes, Also, see the response to
comment AD-3 regarding the wood stork,
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AP=5 In addition, the DEIS commants that the (ncrease f{n water Red sore disease Is caused by the bacterfum Aeromonas
tomperature could precipitate the onset of red sore, a hydrophflla, a ublquitous organfsm {n surface waters (n the
bacterf{um—caused dfsease that would have serfous detrimental southeast. Any {ncreased {ncidence of red sore disease (s
of facts on the already endangered American alligator, And the more llkely to be a result of stress on the host organism
DEIS's plan for a winter startup would be fatal to adult rather than changes In the bacterium, Alltgators are expected
alltgators that overwinter in shallow water areas, The DEIS to avof{d the heated effluent by moving to peripheral unaffected
doasn't expla(n what mf{tigat(on measures {t plans to Instigate watiand areas,
to protect this specles,

AP-6 The Final EIS must make this {nformatfon ava(lable and provide Section 7.3 of this final EIS presents the current status of
Informat{on regarding the Biologfcal Opinions obtained from the DOE's consultations with the ¥,S, Fish and Wildilfe Serv(ce and
U,S. Fish and Wi{ldl{fe Service, the Natfonal Marine Flsherf{es Service,
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION

AP-7 The DEIS fails to address or explain the causes for the seriocus See the response to comment AJ-1 regarding seepage basins and
contamination of the Tuscaloosa aqulfer, and how the wastes ground-water contamf(nati{on at SRP,
wiii be handied in the fufure 1o prevent further
contam(nation, Since the L-Reactor startup will I[ncrease by 33
percent the load on seepage basins which are currently leaking
toxic chemicals Into the aquifer, the question of how this
problem wil! ba corrected s a very cruci{al one, The DEIS
tolls us that the mitigation of this contamination wifl be the
subject of a separate NEPA review, Our organfzation feels that
this {ssue not be dismissed until a later date, but must be
addressed {n the Final EIS,
THE NEED FOR THE L-REACTOR

AP-8 The DEIS miserably falls to comply with the requirements of the Sea the response to comment AB-2 regardfng the discusslon of

Natlonal Environmental Policy Act (n this area, The DEIS falils
to adequately address atternatfves to the L-Reactor restart and
fails to explain why the restart (s cructal at this time,

CONCLUS ION

Please send copies of our comments to the preparers of the
DEIS, whose names are listed on pages LP-2 through LP-14 |n
Volume 2,

noad and productfon alternatives In the EIS,
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number

Comments
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AP-9

On behalf of Radlation Awareness, ! request that a discussion
meeting be arranged as soonh as poss{ble between consultants
with NUS Corporation, State/Federal officials and representa-
tives of commentfng organizations, including Radlatton Aware-
ness, The purpose of this meetfng woutd be to discuss the
fatlures of the DEIS, which (f repeated fn the Final EIS would
prevent the document from complying with the Natlonal
Environmentat Policy Act,

Sincersly,

Janet T, Orsell{
Resaarch Consultant
Radiation Awareness
Box 81

Folly Beach, SC 29439
Tet. 803-588-2322

DOE conducted a 45-day public comment pariod and held four
public hearings to recelive comments on the Draft EIS, Repre-
sentatives of DOE were availabla at the public hearings to
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Comment Comments
number

Responses

STATEMENT OF MARY G, DABBS

October 25, 1983

Dear Mr

| oppose strongly the resumptlion of the L-Reactor operation at

the Savannah River Plant in Alken,

Piease include my position In your response to the decision,

Thank you,

Mary G, Dabbs

854 Barton Woods Rd, N,E,

Atlanta, GA 30307

Comment noted,




89-KH
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Comment
number

Comments

Responses

STATEMENT OF SHERRY W, CLEMENTS

Dear Mr, Aiken,

| oppose strongly the resumption of the L-Reactor operation at
the Savannah River Plant in Alken!

Please Include my position In your response to the declslon,

Yours truly,

Oct, 25, 1983 Sherry W, Clements

Comment noted,
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Comment
number

Comments

Responses

AS=2

AS-3

LETTER OF AGNES H, EVERETT AND CHARLES H., EVERETT

Mrs, Charles Henry Everett
4211 Devine Street
Columbfa, South Carolina 29205

October 25, 1983

Mr, Melvin J, Stres, |11
DOE U.S5.

Doar Mr, Sires,

T Sy 1

My husband and | strongly urge——wa'd {{ke to demand--that

tactl(tles be required to comply with Federal and state

o

environmental standards applicable to commercial reactor sites.

and

That steps be taken to avold damage to the environment before
start up,

We do not want to see more poltution and creation of wastelands
tn our wetlands,

Sincerely,

Agnes H., Everett
Charles H, Everett

See The responses 7o comments AA-3 and AF~i regarding DOE's
commitment to comply with applicabte Federal and state environ-
montal reguiations and the differences betwsen SRP raactors and
commerclal light-water reactors,

See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-2 regarding DOE's
commiftment to comply with applicable Federal and state environ-

mental regulations and to take all reasonable steps to mitigate
{mpacts,

Commaents noted,
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Table M-2, 0DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (contlnued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF ROBERT J, MARSHALL
LUTHERAN THEOLOGICAL SOUTHERN SEMENARY
4201 North Maln Street
Columbia, South Carolina 29203

October 27, 1983
Mr, Melvin J, Sires, 111
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
Post Offlice Box A
Alken, South Carolina 29801
Attn: EIS for L-Reactor
| continue to be concerned about the way the planned start-up
of the L-Reactor at the Savannah River Plant is belng managed.

AT-1 The most recent information indicates that hundreds of thou- See the responses Yo comments AA-1 and AA-3 regarding coollng-
sands of gallons of scalding water will be discharged Into water alternatives and DOE's commitment to comply with appli-
Steel Creek in violation of state regulations, cable federal and state regulations, and the response fo com—

ment AB-13 regarding Tnformation on cooling-water alternatives
contained In the EIS,

AT-2 A 33% increase in load will occur for seepage basins that are See the response to comment AJ-1 regarding seepage basins and
already leaking toxlc chemicals into the Tuscaloosa aguifer, ground-water contamination at SRP,
These and other facts represent significant Impacts which nead
to be avolded,

AT=3 | am convinced that the Department of Energy has not considered DOE began praparing the L-Reactor EIS based on comments

adequately all of the optlons to 1ts present plans, The De-
partment must take publi¢, written and detailed notice of the
assessment now belng made of the Environmental |mpact Statement
by many experts,

recefved on an Environmental Assessment (DOE/EA-0195), comments
from the public hearing conducted by the Senate Armed Services
Commi ttes on February 9, 1983 (Senate Hearing 98-18), and from
the 90-day public review period on the hearing record of the
Senate Armed Services Commlttee hearing (DOE/SR-0OE-5007), The
flnal scope of the EIS is based on the substantive comments
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Table M-2, ODOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (contlinued)

Comment Commants
number

Responses

Please give careful consideration to the weltfare of the people
In the Southeast,

Sinceraly,

Robert J, Marshall

recelvad during the scoping perlod, including those recelved at
four scoplng hearings (Scoplng Report for the Environmental
Impact Statement, DOE/SR-QE-5008), 1n developing the EIS, DOE
used standard methodologles and reltad on sclentiflc and other
sourcas of information compiled from more than 100 publicly
available documents that had been developed durlng the last 30
years, Including data from ongolng studies.

This final EIS Includes discusslons of comcerns Identifisd by
Federal, state, and local agencles, private organlzatlions, and
Indlviduatls during the EIS publlc review process, This EIS 1s
avallable to all Tnterested agencles and the public, After the
final EIS is avallable, DOE will lssue a public Record of
Declsion based on the EIS,

¥
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Comment Comments
number

Responses

THE TOWN OF JACKSON
Telephone 471-2227
Jackson; South Carolina 29831

October 10, 1983

United States Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations QOffice
P.0, Box A

Afken, South Carolina 29801

Gentlemen:

The Town of Jackson, South Carclfina, (s a clase neighbor to the
Savannah River Plant located in Alken County, South Carolina,
We have enjoyed very good relat{ons with SRP offfclials for over
thirty (30) years,

We have extreme confidence (n the DUPONT Company, the Depart-
ment of Energy and the Unlited States Government, that all
phases of FlanT operations wili be done safely and economf-
cally, Based upon these determinations we would |fke to pro-
pose the following resolution,

RESOLUT ION

THE TOWN COUNCIL AND MAYOR DO HEREBY RESOLVE TO GIVE THEIR
FULL SUPPORT TO THE STARTUFP OF THE L-REACTOR,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT THE TOWN OF JACKSON DOES FULLY
SUPPORT THE BUILDING OF A NEW REACTOR AT THE SAVANNAH
RIVER PLANT,

WE URGE THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO GIVE
THEIR FULLEST CONSIDERATION TO SRP BEFORE SELECTING A SITE
FOR THIS NEW REACTOR,

Comments and resolution noted,
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Comment Comments Responses
number

Raspactful ly submitted: COUNCIL MEMBERS

Hoyt E. Dunsfeth, Mayor Fred Darnell A. Ellts

CC: Prest{dent, Ronald Reagan

US Dept., of Energy Secretary

Senator Strom Thurmond Dennis Boring Jean Collfer
Senator Fritz Hotlings

Rep, Butler Derrick

Governor Richard Rfley

State Rep. 1rene Rudnick Gurney Wi{ggins Russell McKinnay
Chmn Afken County Councll



#L-R
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Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF DORETHEA SMITH
October 31, 1983
Mr, Melvin J, Sfres, III
U.5. Department of Energy
Savannah River QOperatfons Office
Post Offlce Box A
Alken, South Caroltna 29801
Attn: EIS for L-Reactor
Dear Mr, Stres:
I'm very concerned about the Environment we live in today, we
hava the Department of Energy (DOL) along with the Environmen-
tal Impact Statement, The L-Reactor Operation at the Savannah
River Plant should be studfed very careful because we are talk-
fng about human beings, and the Eavironment which we live In,
AV-1 The startup of the L-Reactor will I(ncrease by 33% the load on See the response to commant AJ-1 regarding seepage basi{ns and
sespage basins currently leaking toxic chemical (nto freshwater groundwater contamination at SRP,
source for much of the Southeast,
AV=-2 The amount of liquid high-level wastes produced at the Savannah Incremental processing by the chemical separatfons facllities
River plant will fncrease by 33%, as a result cf L-Reactor operation will generate 1150 to 2300
cublc meters of liqulid waste per year., This volume wil! be
concentrated to 380 to 760 cubic metaers per year, A maximum of
three tanks would be required per decade of L-Reactor opera-
t{on; howaver, because the Defense Waste Processing Fac(lity (s
axpectaed to te {mmobilfzing SRP high=level waste (nto borosiii-
cate glass by 1989, no new high-level radl{oactive waste tanks
are expected to be required for L-Reactor. Sectlon 5,1,2.8
dascr(bes the f(ncremental {mpacts of L-Reactor on the
waste-management operations at SRP,
AV=3 The Department of Energy plans Involve the flushing of radio- See the response to comment AA-Z regarding the retlationship of

active cesfum {nto the Savannah River, This (s not safe and |
fael the startup of the L-Reactor should be avolded (n South
Carolina,

radfocesium and radiocobalt concentratfons to EPA drinking-
water standards,
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Comment Comments Responses
number
AY=-4 The Department of Energy facllities should be required to See the responses to commonts AA-3 and AF-1 regarding DOE's
comply with Federal and state environmental standards commi tment to comply with applicable Federal and state environ-
applicable to commerclal reactor sites; mental ragulations and the differences between SRP reactors and
commercial 1ight-water reactors,
AV=5 and vary serlous steps be taken fo avoid damage to the See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-2 regarding DOE's
Environment before startup, comml tment to comply with applicable Federal and state environ-
mental regulations and to take all reasonable steps to mitigate
impacts,
And 1f proving found not to be safe for cur Eavironment that we
live In, | urge you and others not to start up the L-Reactor In
South Carolina for the production of plutonium,
| would llke to have a copy of the Flnal Draft Environmentzl
impact Statement, along with any other Information you may be
able to share with me,
Thanking you In advance for your assistance,
Sincerely,
Dorethea Smith
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS MADE AT PUBLIC HEARING ON NOVEMBER 1, 1983
AV=-6 As we can see, when we have publlc hearfngs to Invite citizens Hearings were held at both 9 a,m, and 6 p,m, In Augusta,
here to meet with you to discuss the Issue at hand, it's a time Georgia, Alken and Beaufort, South Carolina, and Savannah,
when citlizens are at work, Most citlzens are at work at 9:00 Georgla, to provide a maximum opportunity for citlzen response
o'clock, and some of them are at work at 6:00 o'clock, with minimum Interference to work schedules, In addition,
written comments were sollcited in the EIS and In newspaper
advartisemants from parsons who were unable to attend the
hearings or who wished to suppliement their oral statements,
AV-7 I'm sure we can't make It avallable for all that are concerned, As stated In the EIS, DOE will comply with all applicable

but we should do something in the Interest of the people that
are belng -- thelir lives are balng Jeopardized by tryling to
restart the L-Reactor,

Federal and state environmental protectlon regulations.
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Comment Comments Responses
number
AV-8 I'm sure you have pesople who are sayfng that the L-Reactor s Toxlc chemicals and rad{oactive materials befng produced and/or

safa, but we understand that there's very toxic chemical that
are balng produced at the Savannah River Plant that causes
birth defects and causes a lot of effects to human belngs.

We are askfng each of you to please do something about the
environment that we live {n, We have the EPA; we have DOE; we
have all these people who are working that's supposed to be
protecting the environment which we live {n, And every time
you look around, there's something wrong. As you can see, we
have people being born with a lot of birth defects, and (t's no
more than the toxlic chemicals that we are drink(ng from our
table,

uttllzed at the Savannah River Plant are contalned and handled
In a safe manner, Reteases to the environment are mafntafned
within strict limits,

The calculated overall reference case health effects to the
population within an 80-kilometer radius around SRP and In the
downstream population that consumes river water are 0,002 and
0,005 excess cancer death from the first and tenth yvears of
L-Reactor operaticons, respecti{vely. Risks from a 10-perceg1~
core-melt reactor accident are even lower, about 2.4 x 107
excess cancer death per reactor-year (Section 4,2,1,5).

No defrimentai heaith effects due to relieases from the Savannah
Rfver Plant have been observed, and none are predicted to occur
as a result of L-Reactor operatfon beyond those already fdenti-
fled tn the EIS (Sectlons 5,1,2,5 and 5,2.7), These conclu-
sfons are supported by three health effects studies by Profes-
sor H, |, Sauver of the University of Missour{-Columbia {(now
retired), whose findings show no evidence of unusual cancer or
{nfant death rates near the Savannah River Plant (Section
6,1,5),
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STATEMENT OF A, R, JARRETT, PH.D., P,E.

THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY
249 AGRICULTURAL ENGINEERING BUILDING
UNIVERSITY PARK, PENNSYLVANIA 16802

College of Agriculture
and
College of Englneering
Department of Agricuitural Englneering

Octobar 28, 1983

Mr, Meivin J, Sires

Savannah River Operations Offlce
P.0., Box A

Alken, SC 29801

Dear Mr, Sires:

In a letter dated October 27, 1983, | contributed a few com-
ments to the Draf+ EIS on the L-Reactor Operation at Savannah
River Plant, There was one correction necessary In that state-

ment, | would appreclate if you would disregard the earlier

comment and replace It with the enclosed statement,
for your consideration,

Sincerely,

A, R, Jarrett, Ph,D,, P.E.

,,,,,,,,

ARJ /sek
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AW-1

I have reviewed both Volume 1 and 2 of the draft Environmental
Impact Statement (E1S) or the L-Reactor Operatfon at the
Savannah River Plant (5RP)., My review was limited to the areas
of surfaca and subsurface hvdrology and solls, areas of myv ax-
pertise, Based on this review, | find this EIS Yo be In quite
good cond({tion, having addressed the necessary [ssues, | have
noted bolow one or two areas of concern, These areas of con—
cern appear to be based on (nterpretations of data collected
and pubifshed (n the EIS,

Page 3-25 and Appendix F reveal! an extensive roview of the
total heads exf{sting at varlous locations within the S5RP,

These results are summar{zed several places, partially Fig. 3-8
and 3-9, which show most of the SRP to be fn a zone of upward
hydraullc gradfent from the Tuscaloosa formation to the Con-
garee formation, The aqual potentfal map, Fig. 3-9, reveals
the magnltude of these head differences ranging from an upward
head difference of greater than 30 ft., (n the swamp region near
the Savannah River where the Congaree s drawn down to support
the flow (n this river, As one moves northward, the upward

df fferent{a! decreases unt!il it reaches an equal head condition
near Par Pond and then a reversal {mplying that there fs
ﬁ?ESGﬁflf l‘!U' fl wAn 'I‘hU C\Jllyul UU lll#\.’ ?hﬂ TUJ\-‘J%\AI\‘):DQ =ll ?hv
area of Par Pond, Figure 39 does not quant{fy the magnitude
of this downward gradfent but does suggest that Par Pond and
the surrounding area Is a recharga zone for the Tuscaloosa,
This entire analysis (s done using wel! data from the area, but
nothing {s safd about the condition of pumping or the pumping
history of wells used {n the analysts when the head data were
takan., |t must be assumed that these data are under conditfons
of no withdrawal, The only pump drawdown data | could find (n
the report was on page 3-36 where drawdown values of 6 to 12
metars are suggested as typical for the ex(sting withdrawal
ratas of the Tuscaloosa, I1f one superimposes these drawdowns
to the stagnant well levels from the Tuscaloosa, the area of
downward gradient enlarges as shown In Figures | and 2 (Your
Figure 3-9 adapted). Even using the 6-m data enlarges the re—
charge area 1o (nclude the L-Reactor area and during discharges
creating a 12-m drawdown essentially the whole SRP becomes a
recharge area,

The head differences between the upper Tuscaloosa and Congaree
formations at SRP (discussed (n Sections 3.4.2.4 and F.4,1)
ware developead from measurements of the water levals that were
made In mon{toring wells (n these formatfons, not fn productfon
walls, Thus, the head relatfonships shown (n +the EIS represent
conditlons durtng withdrawals of ground water by production
wolls, Ftgures 3-9 and F-30 have been modified fo more accu-
rately reflect the subtraction of the plezometric surfaces
shown In Figures F-9 and F-18, In M-Area, which produces fuel
and target assemblfes for 5RP reactors, the downward gradient
between the (ongares and Tuscaloosa Format{ons was about 5,5
meters (n 1982 (Sectfon F,2,3}, This (s sxpected to Increase

e abad O R o um - mbk mimanama famsa s an dm imanmd Al
TO GUOUT Va4 MOTGTS OICaUSS OF PUHIPOYT (e 902U i auppvl T OF

L-Reactor opearation,

Sectlons 4,1,1,3 and 5,1,1,4 describe the long-term drawdowns
itn the Tuscaioosa beneath seepage and ash basins fn L-, K-, F-,
H-, and M-Areas, For example, beneath the L-Area seepage
basin, the upward head d{fferentfal would decrease to 1.4
meters (n the long-term, Calculations indfcate that the de-
ciine (about 0,16 meters per year) In water levels In wells
used to mon{tor heads in the Tuscaloosa aqulfer are primarfly
related to Increased pumping rates at SRP (Section 3.4.2,5),
Because pumping rates are expected to be relatively stable over
the next six years with pumping rates less than {n 1983 (Sec-
tions 5.1,1.4 and 5.2,3) this rate of decline (0,16 meters per
year) 1s not expected to continue. Changes In the equiilibrium
piezometric surface developed {n response to changes In SRP
pumping rates occur very rapidly with near squllfbrium leveis
being attained (n about 100 days (Section F,4,2), Thus, sta-
bi lizatlon of pumptng af SRP Is axpected to stabllize Tusca-

i0D0Sa water jeveis at 3RP, A Key point of The discussions {in
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Comment Comments Responses
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This concern Is further confounded by extrapolating the well Sections 3,4,2 and F,2 Is how the characteristics of the hydro-
water leveis shown In Fig, 3-11 (nto the future, The water stratigraphic units I[n the central portlon of the SRP afford
level (1 assume stagnant) In well P7A has been deciining at the protection against the contamination of the Tuscaloosa aqui-
average rate of 0,16 m/yr, and at this rate will reach the head fers, The clay layer at the base of the Congaree formetion and
tevels (n the Congaree (55,0 m) {n 2012, A similar extrapoia- the upper clay layer of the Eillenton format{on are effective
tton for wells P5A, P54, and P3A shows the gradient reversal confining units and tend to protect lower ground-water sands
will occur (n about 1990 for well P5A and that It aiready has throughout the SRP (see the response to comment AJ-1, Tabile
occurred for the other two wells., | feel the key point which F-1, and Section 5,1,1,4, which have been revised)., Pollutants
needs to bo brought out (n the EIS fs that a ciloser Jook at entering shal low groundwater wi{ll migrate to ons{te streams,
these data reveals a problem which already exfsts [s the area This (s not the case in M-Area, as noted In Section 5.1,1.4,
of the Par Pond and wiil more than likely increase (n magnlitude and fn the response to AJ-1,
with tima assuming the water withdrawal rates at SRP cont{nue
+o remain about constant, The startup of the L-Reactor witl
have only a very small (mpact on this rate of change since the
increased water for the L-Reactor {s small,

AW-2 The remaining data, which makes this evaluation somewhat unim— The amounts of waste generated and the faciif{tlies to be used

portant is that ¥he £i5 does not ocutiine the exient and ioca-
tions of the waste disposal operatfons at the 5RP, The assump-
tlon has been made, and maybe rightfuily so, that the restart
of the L-Reactor will have no [mpact on any of the waste
disposal operatlons withtn SRP, The EIS does, however, mention
(p. 5-5) the alr-stripping clean up of the Congarees formation
which {s underway {n Area M which (mplles the same waste dfs-
posal s{tuati{on may evoive (n Area L, If sedimentation, evap-
oration or adsorption waste disposal basins are needed as a
rasult of the L-Reactor restart. thelr location north of the
6~m drawdown line (Flgure 1) can be expected to eventually con-
taminate the Tuscaloosa especfally (f non-adsorbed specles are
included {n the waste such as tritium,

due To the restart of L—Reactor and incremantsi supporT
faclltity operation are discussed {n Sectlions 4,1.,1,7, 4,1,2,8,
and 5.1,2,8 of the EIS,

The quantities of nonradloacti{ve and radloactive polliutants
that would be released to seepage basins due to the operation
of L-Reactor and (ts support factiities and the locations of
these bastns are discussed In Section 3.4.2.2 (location of
L-Reactor seepage basin), Sections 4,1,2.2 and 4,4,3,2 (dis-
charges to L-Reactor seepage basin), Sectlon 5.1.1.2 (incre-
mental nonradloactive reieases to K-, F-, H-, and M-Area
basfns), Section 5,1.2 {incremental radfoactive releases to
basins (n the Central Shop area and F-, H~, and M-Area seepage
basins), and Appendix F (Jocatfon of L-, H-, and M-Area ssepage
basins), Changes to this EIS have been made to reflect the
wastewater discharge rates fo seepage basins and to more com-
pletely descri{bs {mpacts to ground-water quallty and surface
water qualfty tmpacted by ground-water releases,

Based on observations in monitoring welis iAppendix F and Ou

Pont, 1983 (DP5T-83-829)], (t {s very unlikely that the Tusca-
ioosa Aquifer will become contaminated due to the operation of
L-Reactor and its support factlitlies [n the central portion of
SRP. In the central portion of the SRP the green clay (which
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AW=3

A second area of concern {s about the expanding delta expected
to evolve near the outfiow of Stee! Creek into the Swamp,
Nowhere {s the cause of this delta growth described, Are the
increased flow rates (minor) expected to accelerate the stream
bank erosfon to produce the deita? Are particulates from the
Reactor included in the discharge stream? Or are natural
erosf{on rates (n this ares sufficient to produce this delta?

Is disconti{nucus {n A- and M-Areas) and the clays which overiy
the Tuscaloosa are effecti{ve confining units., The green clay
supports large head dlfferences and has bsen an effective bar-
rfer to the downward migration ot contaminants to tha Congaree
Formatfon, In L-Area this clay {s 7 meters thick, Contam-~
Inants that might reach the Congaree In L-Area would be trans-
ported beneath SRP to the Savannah River (n about 76 years. In
A= and M-Areas, the chlorinated hydrocarbons reported in the
Tuscaloosa Aquf fer have entered A-Area production walls via
dafects in the cement grout of at Jeast one production well and
Tertlary groundwaters, Also see the response to comment AJ-1
which dfscusses the entry of chlorinated hydrocarbons {nto the
Tuscaloosa ajulfer, remedfal action measures, and the F-, H-,
and L-Area ssepage basins,

Section 4,1,1,4 of the EIS has bsen expanded to findicate that
delta growth will be caused by erosion of the Steel Creek
streambed and banks, The flushing of sediments, accumulated In
the 186-basin from the withdrawal of water from the Savannah
Ritver, to Stsel Creek would contribute cnly small quantiti{es of
sediments to the delta ares.
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£

STATEMENT OF IRA DAVIS

Mr. Chalrman, the Rlichmond County Property Owners Association Comments noted,
wishes at this time to go on record as being heartlly in tavor

of and endorsing the Immediate restart of L-Reactor at the

$5.R.P. without waiting for any more M"impact® studles, environ-

mental studies or any other studles,

i suggest to you and to this audlience that we have already
ngtudied® the subject to death, The most Important "study™ and
the study having the most bearing on the subject fs the long
successful operation of the entire piant, For thirty years
plus 1+ has lived Tn our midst., There have been no accidents,
no babias have baen born with fthree heads and the statistically
normal number of people have departed from this world with the
usual dlseases, How much more proof do we need?

L-Reactor is a vital part In upgrading the natlon's defense
posture, Dally the news swirls around our heads of Red ad-
venturism in evary quarter of the globe - Cuba, Grenada,
Lebanon - and probably some we don't sven know about yet!

The only thing that keeps us free from Red atfack {s the sure
and certaln knowledge of the men In the Kremilin that an attack
would bring a blow down on thelr own heads In return, No one
starts a war they can't win,

So let us have done with worrying about what may happen to some
obscure specles of fish and fowl if we start up L-Reactor. Let
us start worryiag about what may happen to us If we do not
start it up.

Let's do it now, |t means a better defense, more Jobs In our
tocal economy, more money spent In our local business places
and increases our chances of sleeplng peacefully in our beds at
night and dying at a ripe oid age In a world at peace,

So In concluslon | say o my environmentalist friends. | re-
spect your convictions gentleman but | am a great deal more
worried about what may happen o mankind while we debate the
subject than 1 am worried about some species of fish if we take
this step to make ourselves stronger,
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Thirty years of qulte remarkable efficiency should, | think,
speak for themselves and deserve to be heard, Let them be
heard, here and now,

Ira Davis
Pres. R.C.P-ole
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STATEMENT OF JUDITH E. GORDON

October 31, 1983

PIRY =] e

ERRA CLUB South Caroiina Chapver
.To explore, enjoy and preserve the nation's forests, waters,
idlife and wllderness,..

To: Dept, of Energy, Savannah River Plant Operatlions
From: Dr, Judith E, Gordon
Re: Draft €15, L-Reactor Operation, SRP

| am here representing the South Carollna and Georgla Chapters
of the Slerra Club,

Thls s the fourth time that we, from our opposing polnts of
view, have met to address the environmental problems assoclated
with L-Reactor restart, Speaking for myself, ! am thoroughly
disheartened with the entire business, particularly when DOE
seoms determined to proceed wlth Its original plans in splte of
all tha evidence that contradicts the wisdom of restarting this
reactor, it Is especiaiiy disheartening that few peopie wiii
know or even care what happens glven that press coverage deals
more with the general statements made by both sides but seldom
covers the evidenca that supports these statements, None=the-
less, If It is possible to convince even a few persons, then
the effort Is well made,

AY~-1 Having read the Environmental Assessment, and knowing of i+s See the response to comment AB-20 regarding the oplnion of the
inadequacy, | find 1t difficult to understand why DOE con- Unlted States DIistrict Court and the preparation of the Flnding
tracted the E1$ to the same corporation that produced the EA of No Sianlficant lmoact.

found wanting by not only environmental groups, but by the
United States judicial system as weli, Thirty-seven of the 41
preparers of this questionable document are affliiated wlth NUS
Corporation, | belleve an explanation Is In order,
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number
I+ {s indeed difficult to understand how any final conclusfon
can be drawn from this document when several critical studies
have yet to be {ncorporated, e.9.

AY-2 1. Studies on the wood stork, an endangered specfes, are Appandix C, Section C.3,2 of this EiS contains more detaiied
stil! befng completed, Yat even the partfal evidence, information on the woodstork than was available for the pre-
to quote the EIS, "...(ndicate that the Savannah River paration of the Draft EIS. Sect(on 7,3 of this tinal EIS pre-
Swamp, part{cularly the deltas of Beaver Dam and Steel sonts the current status of DOE's consuitations with the U,S,
Creek, reprasents (mportant feeding habltat for wood Ftsh and W(ldlffe Service and the National Marine Fisherfes
storks of the Birdsville rookery," Quoting further, Sarvice,

"A total of 386 wood storks have been observed on the
SRP site {n summer 1983, Foraging sites on Savannah
Rivar Plant were used by more wood storks than other
regfonal wetlands based on the number of blrds per
foraging location," {(C=37) Need | remind you that
once a speci{es f{s gone, (Tt Is extinct forever, and
forever (s a very long time,

AY-3 2, Information on another endangered species, the The shortnose sturgeon fs discussed in Appendix C, Sectlon
shortnose sturgeon, (s also {ncomplete, Although C,4,2.2 of this EIS, Additfonal data on the shortnose sturgeon
larvae have not yet been found In Steel Creek, they from recent {isharfes studles has also been Included (n Appen-
have been found f(n nearby areas. dix Co 1n 1982, two shortnose sturgeon larvae were collected

at River Mile 157,3, which fs upstream from the 1G canal, In
1983, saven shortnose sturgeon larvae ware collected, five in
the Savannah River adjacent to SRP (two from the canal and
three from the river), Two larvae were also collected at River
Miles 79,9 and 97,5, both of which are more than 60 miles down-
river from SHP, DOE has prepared a Blological Assessmant on
the shortnose sturgeon which was provided to the Natfonal
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) on October 28, 1983, On
November 1, 1983, NMFS concurred in the DOE determination that
SRP operations would not jeopardize the population of the
shortnoss sturgeon population {n the Savannsh River, The EIS
has been revised to reflect thi{s NMFS concurrence,

AY-4 3, At the scoping hearings | requested that (nformation To date, there has been no published comprshensive f{nventfory of

on wetlands {mportance ba {ncorporated tnto the EtS,
particularly with {nput from state agencfes, On p,
5-24 a cursory treatment {s glven with no (nformation
on the extent of wetlands loss (n Georgla and South
Carolina, DOE would have us believe that this (s a
rather Insfgnificant problem. After all, why get
upset about swamps filled with mud, mosquitos, and
moccasins? Of course, well-informed people know that

wetlands in the contiguous United States, The U,5, Fish and
Wildlife Service {s {n the process of fnventorying the Natlon's
wotlands but current data In South Carolina and Georgla are re-
stricted to coastal ecosystems. Nelfther South Carolina nor
Georgi{a have an (nventory of their wetland resources,

Although no comprehensive (nventory presently exists for wet-
lands, from ivallable data, there were about 38 milllon acres
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AY-5

AY-6

wotlands loss ls one of our mre Important environmen—
tal problems In the United States today.

DOE assumes that if the 5tee] Creek corridor recovered
from mlstreatment once, it can do so agaln, This Is
probably true to a degree, but the next recovery might
be made without the wood stork, without the shortnose
sturgeon, and at the expense of further deplations In
Savannah River fish populations, In the 1950's fow
peopie knew anything about thermal pollution, Have we
learned nothing In the Interim? It wouid seem sSoO.

| wonder how many fishermen In the CSRA are aware of the
following:

1. With restart of tha L-Reactor, the number of tish eggs
and larvae lost to entrainment In water intake canals
at SRP will be about 19% of the numbers passing
through the river along SRP?

of bottomland hardwood forests In the Unlted States (Clark and
Benforado, 1981), Approximately 11,4 percent and 10,1 percent
of the totat land area of tha States of South Carolina and
Georgla, respectively, contaln bottomiand hardwood forests,
The Savannah River watershed contalns about 258,000 acres of
wotlands dominated by bottomland hardwood forests. Of this
total, South Carollna contalns 138,000 acres and Georgla has
120,000 acres,

From 1960 to 1975, South Carollna lost about 30,000 acres and
Georgla lost 141,000 acres of bottomland hardwood forests., The
overall net loss of bottomland hardwood forest wetlands from
1950 +o 1970 was & mi!tlion acres (Fraver at al_, 1983).

177w T 170V Waa v i SON 3CToS LT ayel 8 S1s; IS0

Sectlon 4,4.2 and Appendix | assess coollng-water mitigation
alternatives and their effects on wetlands, The purpose of
presenting this information is to enable ‘the declsionmaker to
formulate a reasoned decislon on the implementation of a
cooling-water mitigation alternative--inciuding the Importance
of the watlands to be affectad--In relatlon to the need for
required defense nuclear materials. Also see the response to
comment AA-1 regarding revisions to Sectlon 4.4.2 and Appendix
| contalined In this final EIS,

See the responses to comment AA-1 regarding cooling-water
mitigation alternatives, and the responses to comments AY=2,
AY-3, and AY-6 regarding the woodstork, shortnose sturgeon, and
fish populations,

The estimated cumuiative percentage of fish eggs and larvae
passing the Savannah River Plant in the river that will be lost
to entrainment by the comblned operatlion of C-, K-, and
L-Reactors Is about 19 percent {(see Sectlon 3,2,5,2 of the
EIS). During perlods of high water, the cumulative total fish
Impinged could reach about 104 fish per day, 31 of which would
be dus to L-Reactor operation {sea Sectlon 5,2,5.3 of the
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AY=7

AY-8

2, With restart of the L-Reactor, total fish losses due
to i(mpingement will be about 19 per day but possibly
as high as 104/day during high water?

3. That comprehsnsive studies of river blology have been
underway for only the last few years and that "The
flood plain swamp, which includes the Steel Creek
delta, bordering the river (s the least known aquatic
habit+at on the Savannah River Plant."? (C-~39)

There are other areas of concern dealing with wetlands and
thermal pollution that contain questlonable (nformation, but !
will subm{t written comments later,

| would now l{ke to comment on another area of concern, that of
emergency preparedness, particularly at the county level, and
particularly given the age of reactors at SRP, (ncluding

L-Raactor, | was somawhat eur‘nl-land +o laarn that countisc

NS T Y = C LU=

surroundlng SRP are Just now beglnnlng to work with DOE to co-
ordinate emergency procedures (n the event of a major accident
at SRP, one that would releass radtoact{ve contam{nation beyond
SRP boundarfes, The lateness of this congern is difficult to
understand since focal officiais wouid jikeiy be the first o
deal with such emergenclaes. Even maore surprising, Richmond
County, GA, according to the EIS, has not developed any plan.
The att(tude seems to be that the projected accldents wil}
never be severe snough fo endangsr the Augusta area and that
the probabiltties are so low that there fs nothing to worry
about, Offfcials st TMi probably satd +hat, ‘oo,

E15), Of the 1315 fish tmpinged during these high flow
periods, bluespotted sunfish, threadfin shad, and gfzzard shad
made up the majority of those I{mpinged (60 to 90 percentl}, The
total fndividuals collected during these peak periods were
small, averaging only about 9 grams In weight with an average
total length of about 80 mitlimeters (approximately 3 fnches),

The overall SRP swamp remains a relatfvely unstudled ecosystem,
i{n sharp contrast to the Steael Creek delta regfon. The 5tesl
Cresk area will be affected by the L-Reactor restart, Inten-
sive studies of the Steel Creek reglon of the swamp were (ni-
ttated {n 1980 as a component of the L-Reactor environmentatl

studies, The results of these studfes are [ncluded [n Chapters
" a and B and In nnandiwuae O n and | A‘ +ha CIC Imfmrme
<p Tp QU Ly UHU I NWEPTHUTAGD vy W, Giiu 1 VHT T iJe VTR

matfon on the remainder of the swamp (s Iess complete, but
extensive ecologlcal studtes have been Inttiated as part of the
comprehens ive cooling-water study, Additional (nformat(on from
recent fisherl{es studfes has been {ncluded in Chapter 4 and
Appendix C of this Finai EiS.

Appendix H describes SRP emergency plannfng, Addfitfonal (nfor-
matton on the current status of emergency planning and emer-
gency planning zones has been provided In Appendix H of this
Final ClQ With raespact +o Richmond County, the closest bound-

e ¥ FFRLIN OGP’ LR AR Ll e LI O TV WSO I\.l
ary Iles tarther than 10 miles from any SRP reactor and the
Augusta city limits are more than 20 mfles away., Calculated
consequencas of the worst credible acctdent at SRP are lower
than EPA protoct(ive actfon guides for emergency planning at
this distance, even under exfreme meteorologicatl conditions,



68-K

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

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

AY=9

AY-10

In fact, the EIS does not clearly establish how the probtablii-
tles are calculated, Also, the accidents suggested could be
more sevaere than projected in the EIS,

Perhaps of more crucial concern Is the fallure of the EIS to
doal adequately with another potentlial problem tikaly to be
encountered by local officlals—-that of transport acclidents,
L-Reactor restart wiil add to the radloactive load aiready
present at SRP, It will add to the processing to be done at
the Waste Dlsposal Facllity, and the subsequent shipping of
high-level waste to a permanent repository, yet-to—be—
deslgnated. Several environmental groups, state offlcials, and
local officlals In other areas have questioned the adequacy and
safety of the shippling casks and transport routes,

Section 4,2,1.4 of the EIS has been medifled to Include the
basls for the probabitiities, The accidents analyzed In Sec-
tion 4,2,1,4 incorporate conservative assumptions: for example,
the moderator spill accldent considers tritium concentrations
that are 30 to 40 percent higher than actual concentrations for
current and planned charges; credit Is not taken for any
spray-system removal of airborne particulates or Jjodine In the
discharge mishap; core-melf accidents consider a power ievei of
3000 megawatts, which Is more than the actual power level at
which L-Reactor wlll operate,

Additional fallures or more extrems meteorological conditlons
would be required for the accidents fo be more severe than pro-
Jected In the €15, Additional fallures would resuit In
accident sequences of lesser probabllity than those conslidered
In the EIS, and, as such, are not considered credlble, The EIS
provides an analysis of a hypothetical 10-percent core-melt
accident that Is more severe than any considered credibte, The
results calculated for credible accldents and the beyond-
credible 10-percent core-melt accident assume meteorclogical
dispersion conditions that are taken to be nelther the best nor
the worst for the site, but rather an average value determined
by actual slte measurements; they represent reallstic values,
Calculations to estimate the potentizl upper bounds for indi-
vidual sxposures from the same Initlating accldents in the EiS
woere calculated In a Satety Analysls Report assuming extreme
meteoroiogicai conditions rather than average conditions,

Sectlon 4,3 of the EIS describes fransportation requirements

and transportation risks associated with L-Reactor operation,

Transportation requiremants and rlsks associated with the even-
tual shipment of high-level waste forms from the Defense Waste
Processing Faclilty (DWPF) to a Federal repository are described
In the DWPF E1S (DOE/EtS-0B2), These analyses made use of the
NRC Ei1S on the transportation of radioactive materials (NUREG-

0170). The draft EIS (Table 4-30) estimates a transportation
risk of 1,1 person-rem per year with a maximum Individual ex~
posure of 0,017 mlllirem per year from offsite transportation

activities associated with L-Reactor operation,
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The EIS polnts out that all offsite shipments of hazardous and
nuctear materlais fn connectfon with L-Reactor w(ll adhere to
Department of Transportation (DOT) regutations 49 CFR 170-179,
If shipping casks are required, a DOE- or NRC-approved certif(-
cate of compiiance w{th the DOT reguiations on packaging is
tssued, OOE Order 5480,1, Chapter 3, reqguires that DOE cert{f-
fcates be based on requirements that are equivalent to or
better than those of the NRC,

The response to a transportatlon accident varies with the
materfal belng transported, For shipments {nvolving appreci-
able quantities of specfal nuclear materfals, DOE courlars
malntaln constant radlo communicatfons with both DOE and local

offictale, For other schipmants DOE maintaing raegional amor-
gency teams fo respond to accldent situations; Savannah River
Plant has the response team for the Southeast, Current DOT
requlations require that the shippfng papers carried by the
driver give Instructions on how to contact these response
teams, The response system (s described fn Guidance for
Developing State and Local Radicleogical Emergency Response
Flans and Preparations for Transportation Accidents (FEMA
REPS)Y, Issued In March 1985,

As Indicated (n Section 4,3 of the EIS, the transportation of
high-tevs! radioactive waste (s reguiated by the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commisslon and/or the Department of Transportation,
Therefora, a)l persons or companies Involved {n any aspect of
this transpcrtation must be licensed and all activities must
meeot regulations and guidelfnes promulgated by these agencies,
tn addttfon, all containers and shipplng casks are tested and
licensed, Many regulations have been promulgated on the sub-
Joct and many reports have been Issued; existing NEFPA-related
documsnts dssciribs the radiological impacts to be expectsed from
normal operations and accidents {nwolving high-leval waste, A
listing of references for many of these documants are contailned
{n Appendix D of the Finai Environmental impact Statement,

Defense Waste Processing Facflf+ Savannah Ri{ver Plant, Alken
SouTh Carolina !DUE?EngUUBZF. *iso see commeny lefter VORY

and The responses to that letter,
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AY=i2

| see no evidence of concern or attempts by DOE to work with
loca) officials on this problem, The pubtic (s generally
unaware of the potential hazards, In Appendix H, DOE appears
more concerned about media communicatfons than alerting and
helping local offlclals,

In summary, this EIS Is (nsufficient, blased, and unaccept-
able, There are solutions to many of the restart problems;
cooling towers may be expensive, but wetlands losses are too,
I+ is time to be mre concerned about our future healith and
walfare and less concsrned about how many Jobs are saved., |If
we can't adequately protect the people of this country and
thalr environment, perhaps we should ask [f we really need this
reactor or any others planned for the future,

The States of South Carolina and Geotrgia have Nuclear Regula-
tory Commisslon and Federal Emergency Managemont Agency-
approved emergency response plans that address, among cther
things, transportation accidents fnvolving high-level radfo-
act{ve waste, County plans {nclude the ldentification of
respons{bl Htles, resources, and acti{ons necessary to carry cut
the jurisdfctifonal requirements of the state plans, These

stats plans {nclude agrssments w{th DOE-SR and DOE Rsgfon 3

Interagency Radiological Ass{stance Plans to coordinate Federa!l
agancy rasources for a radlological emergency response fn the
Southeastern United States,

As stated (n the E1S, notlif[cation agreements have baen In
place for soma ti{me; all parties have agreed to the detalls of
coordinatfons and responsibilities. The details of protective
action planning have been completed for the States of South
Carolina and Georgla and all counties except Burke County, The
Burke County plan will be completed [n June 1984, Drills and
exercises to appralse the plans and actions are scheduled for
November 1984, At that t(me, the detalls of noti{fication and
protective actions will be revised and mod{fled as necessary to
meet state and county public health and safety response needs,

The subject matter covered In the EIS follows the regulations
established by the Council] on Environmental Quality for the
preparation of an E1S, The EIS assesses environmental (mpacts
so they can be baianced against the nead for defense nuciear
materfals that has been established (n the FY84-89 Nuclear
Weapons Stockpile Memorandum and approved by the Pres(dent,

Along wlth other documents on the need for materials, DOE wii!
use this EIS in reaching its Record of Decisfon, Mit{gation
alternatives, Including cooling towers, are discussed In Sec-
tion 4,4 and Appendix I, All factors, {ncluding environmanta}
impacts, socloeconomlc conslideratfons, the need for materlals,
and health and safety will be consldared fn the declslon
pProcCess,
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STATEMENT OF JOHN STANYARNE WiLSON
My name {s John S, Wilson, and | would llke to express my con-
AZ-1 carn about a general aspect of the draft EIS. It seemed that Section 4,4 of the EIS discusses mitigation alternat(ves that

the E1S did not give serlous consideration to alternative pro-
cedures that would enable operation of the L-Reactor to comply
with state regulations, and decrease the (mpact on the environ-
mant before restart,

For (nstance, the use of fully recirculating mechanical draft
cooling towers (s a viable alternative cooling water system for
the following reasons:

1.

3.

6.

It would bring operation of the L-Reactor Into complf{ance
with the state delegated NPDES permits, without reclass{fy-
ing Steel! Creek.

1T WOUIG 8NEDIe T tinved growth and regeneration of
the wetlands, wildlife, and ecosystem of the Stee) Craek
corridor, delta, and floodplains,

(£ 3 _u-u\d Yy el &r

I+ would decrease the amount of radfocesium entering the
Savannah River, a source of drinking water for many South
Carclinfans and Georglans,

It would decrease the amount of water needed to ba with-
drawn from the Savannsh River,

I+ fs economically and technclogically feasible to (mple-
ment the system,

The reference case of direct discharge into Steel Creek
does not allow for any of these benefi{ts, and seems 1o be
the chosen method only because {t allows restart of the
L-Reactor according to "production schedules,”

could reducas potentta) environmental ef fects, The dfscussion
of alternative cooling systems, {ncluding mechanical-draft
cooling towers, has been expanded {n Section 4.4,.2 of this
fina) EIS, Also see the response to comment AA-1 regarding

coolling-water alternatives and the (dent(f(cation of a
preferred cooling-water alternative In this Final E£1S.
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| fesl that the safety and protection of cur clitizens and our
fragite environment takes priority over the necessity of re-
start for the production of materials for the nuclear arsenal,

Thank you for listening,

John S, Witson
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BA-1

BA~Z

BA~3

Statemant of Karen Arrington
on the
Draft Environmental |mpact Statement
L~Reactor Operation
Savannah River Piant

My name is Karen Arrington. | llve in Eastey, South Carolina,
20 miles from Greenville, Since moving here seven months ago,
t have become aware that this beautiful state has some very
serious environmental problems, the crown Jewel of which Is the
Savannah River Piant, The restart of the L-Reactor will re~
lease 33% more emissions and ef fluents from fua! fabrication
and chemlcal processing and 33% more waste,

Instead of mollifying my fears, reading the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement has served to greatly sharpen my awareness of
the seriousness of radloactive pollution, and has caused me to
try to learn something of the nature of what constitutes these
silent and invisible rays,

Although the calculations presented In the Draft Envircnmen-
tal Impact Statement are very technlcal, | seriously ques-
tlon the adequacy of the calculatlions for concentratlions of
radlonucllides for the first-year and tenth-year operation of
L-Reactor, Radioactlve substances are conceatrated In the
lower forms of ilfe and increasingly concentrated as they reach
higher forms, A variety of radloactive substances are released
from the Savannah River Plant In an environment of many dif-
ferent kinds of living organtsms,

Radlocesium (primarlly Cesium-137) is frequently mentioned in
the Impact Statement, Radlocesium has already been released in
large quantities from the disassembly basins of the L- and
P-Reactors to Steel Creek, The impact Statement traces the
radlocesium flow from Steel Creek to the Savannah River down—
stream more than 10 miles from the confluence of the Stesl
Creek and Savannah River, Ceslium—=137 exists in the L-Area

See the response to comment AA-3 regarding DOE's commitment to
comply with applicabie Federal and state regulations, the
response to comment AJ-1 regarding seepage basins and ground-

water contaminatlon at SRP, and the response to comment AY-2
regarding high-level radloactive waste,

The dispersion and concentration of radloactivity released to
the environmant has been observed and studied for more than 40
years, Pathweays and bloaccumulation factors through various
acological chalns have been measured for a varlety of natural
conditlions, These data are widely pubilshed and subject to
intense peer roview, The data have formed the basls for radla—
tion exposurs models that predlict bioconcentratlons close to
measured values. Actual releases from the Savannah River Plant
have been measured for more than 25 years; they have shown a

rlacn cracrealatlian width nradlisctad anviranmantal sancsandeabiane
0S8 COMTe»yaTi0n Wit prol:CvaC SNVITONMERTaYy CORCSNTT AT IONS,

Thus, concentrations of radicactivity In the environment from
expacted relsases can be predicted with confidence, As more

data becoma avallable, the models will continue to be refined
so predicted values are even more preclse,

See the response to comment AA-2 regarding the relationship of
radiocesium and radiocobait concentrations to EPA drinking
water standards,

Because of the relatively high distribution coeffliclent (Kd)
for cesium=-157 (up to 3960; see Section D,2,1), the ceslum=137
existing In I_.-Reactor seepage basin solls wifl not be flushed
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number
seepage basin sofl, L-Reactor will again release {t (nfo Steel through the unsaturated zone to the water table by the resumed
Creek, Cesfum=137 s known to be one of the more dangerous operat fon of L-Reactor,
radic!{sctopes {n existence, It also attacks the reproductive
organs of humans,
BA-4 In additton to the regular annual releases of triti{um by cur- The doses assoclated with the L-Reactor releases [ncluding

rently operating Savannah River Pjant reactors, L-Reactor will
release 80,000 curtes annually of radioactivity, primar(ly
+ritfum to the atmosphere and 9,600 cur(es annually directly
and Indirectly to surface streams, It fs well known that in
the past, very large releases of fritium have occurred. By
these statements from the Impact Statement, (t appears that the
problem of tritfum release s being shoved under the rug, fiNg
factlit{es are currently available to remove tritfum from the
reactor moderator." "As noted (n the table, 30% of the tritium
discharged to the seepage basin (s expected fo be released to
+he atmosphere by evaporation," "Dua to the low routine re-
leases expected from the L-Reactor and its support facilitles,
insignfficant short- and long-term health risk (s anticipated.”
According to Peter Alexander (n his book, Atomic Rad{atlon and
Life, "The dosa of atomic radlatfon needed to produce many

types of blological s

3

s {s often extremely small,”

+ritlum are shown in Sectlon 4,1,2 of the EIS to be very low,
less than 1 percent of the natural! background radiation to the
population within BO kilometers of SRP and the Beaufort-lJasper
and Port Wentworth drinkfng water population,

The large releases of tritium referred to have occurred at tri-
tium facilitios at the SRP that are not associated with the
operation of L-Reactor or Its support factilittes., These re-
leases and thelr consequences have been wel} documented In
DP-1639, Environmental Effects of a Tritium Gas Release from
the Savanna ver ant on May Z, I¥/4, - , cnvironmental
TFfacts of a Tritium Gas Release from the Savannah River Plant

on December 31, , and [n The annual report, Environ-
mental Monitoring {n the Vicinity of the Savannah River Plant
- .

The understanding of the blologtcal effects of lonfzing
radlatton 1s quite substantial, as discussed fn Section B,6 of
the EIS., The subject has received intense review by the
National Academyof Sclences; It continues to receive Intense
roview, The NAS Committee on the Biological Effects of
lontzing Radfatton has recently revised downward (ts eariier
assessment of health effects for a given exposure of
radlation, From stati{st(cal analyses, thera (s no corralat(on
of actual cancer death rates with radlation for reglons of the
United States {Denver, western mountain states} in which the
background radfat{on levels are well (n excess of the average
radiation exposure for the entire natfon,

The models used fn the evaluation of doses and assoclated
health effects (n the EIS do not assume any threshold level for
heaith effects due to radifatfon exposure, The health effects
estimators used (n the EIS have been applied In a }inear man-
ner, (mplying that health effects are proportional to the dose,

no matter how small tha dosa,
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BA-5

BA-6

The most frightening poliution produced at the Savannah River
Plant is the disposal of high- and low-level radioactive
wastes, High-leve)l wastes from fuel reprocessfng emit highly

acid and alkaline substances which make disposal difficult,

Laaks def!'n!fe!\'- hava haan +-I{lnn nlnrn of hlﬂh—lnva] wacta,

Knowing that the Savannah River Planf is sforlng over 30
mi)lton gallons of liqufd high-leve! waste, how can 500,000
galjons more waste each ysar be allowed to be stored? 1n 1982,
Savannah River Plant offfcials reported some contamination of
ground water, The longevity of radloacti{ve waste allows I¥
plaenty of time to seep (nto the aquifer, The Defanse Waste
Processing Facliity sounds J(ke ¢t will help solve the waste
disposal problems, Untll then, however, {t would behoove us to
use the money for the L-Reactor restart to clean up present
waste and contamfnation,

Since our wetlands have been disappearing raptdly, (t s no
smal} matter that 1000 acres of wetliands will be tmpacted, The
eliminatfon of some of the habitat for the American alif{gator,
waterfowl and wood stork cannot be tolerated.

1¥ s bitteriy Ironfc that in order to defend our country we
must subject our people to the very effects of radioactivity we
are trying to avofd. When we can destroy ourselves so many
times, the need for more weapons {s dublous, We are planting
the seeds of genetic damage with radiocactive pollutfon, !
strongly balfeve we ought to start thinking of our children and
the generatfons of people we will never know before doing any-
thing so foolish as restarting the L-Reactor,

DOE has wr(tten four Environmental |mpact Statements and one
Environmental Assessment on SRP's high-level radloactive waste
activities within the last six years, A program (s presently
underway at SRP that (s transferring all high=level waste (nto
naw Typa 11 double-staal walled storage tanks which have not
evtdenced any leakage, During the s?or'age of high-~level waste
tn older type tanks, only one tank--Tank 16--experfenced cracks
that allowed some waste to leak {nto the soli, Waste mater{ai
from this tank has been transferred to a newer Type |1l waste
tank, Over 60 monftoring wells have (ndi{cat

s migrated only a few feet from the tank;
DOE/E1S~0082, DOE s committed to a major program

nt storage mode for hi{gh-

ration work at
Factitty which will tmmobil{ze the high~level radioacti{ve waste
{n borosilicate glass and store the glass in steel contafners
for eventual shipment to an offsite repository.

Low-level wastes generated at the SRP are turfed at an onsite
burfal ground that has been monitored extens(vely since opera-
tions began In the 1950's, Releases have been confined to the
burfal ground and {ts Immed{ate vicinity., The Tuscaloosa
aquffer (s not subject to confam[na*lon since a hydraulic gra-
dient head roversal occurs that greatly limits the depth of

circulation >f water from the bur{al ground,

The EIS describes fmpacts to wetiands, the American alllgator,
waterfow], and the wood stork (n Sectfon 4,1,1,4 from direct
d{scharge, and Section 4.4,2 and Appendix 1 discuss cooling-
water mit{gation alternat{ves and (mpacts to wetlands, Sectfon
5.,2.4,1 of the EIS compares wetland josses for the coterminous
United States, as well as those for Georgfa and South Carolifna,
to those of the SRP. Sectfon 7.3 of this final EIS presents
the current status of DOE's consultations with the U,5, Fish
and Wildli{fe Service and the National Marine Fisheries

Sarvice,
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Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF MR, & MRS, JOHN P, SWAIN, IV
30 October '83
Dept, of Energy:
1t 1s my belief that each generation is given responsibllity
for our world's "upkeep," We must all do our very best to keep
our environment In the best possible condition, and better than
I+ was when we came to It as our knowledge and technelogy make
this possible, | don't balleve any of us would want to leave
our sons and daughters less than we were given,
8B~ it is for these reasons | wish to speak up and Insist that your See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-1 regarding DOE's
facifities comply with federal and state envircnmental stand- commitment to comply with appllicable Federal and state environ~
ards applicable to commercial reactor sltes, mental regulations and the differences betwesen SRP reactors and
commarcial light-water reactors,
BB-~2 i urge you Yo accept your share of the responsibility for our See the responses o comments AA-3 and AF-2 regarding DOE's

environment and take a thorough look at all possibilities of
damage and avold it bofore startup--specifically now of the
L~-Reactor,

Use atl feasible protection measures and ke

mora, Don't take chances that may lead ‘o unco

mlstakes,
Qur quall%y of tiving depends on 1t!

Thank you,

Mr, & Mrs, John P, Swain, 1V
707 Corley S5t,
Lexlngton, S.C. 29072

commitment to comply with appllicable Federat and state environ=
mental regulations and to take al! reasonable steps to mitigate
Impacts,
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Comment Commants Responses
number
STATEMENT OF MRS, JUDITH G, CATOE

2535 Treaside Drive
Columbla, South Carolina 29204
October 26, 1983

Mr. Melvin J. Sires, 111

U.S. Department of Energy

Savannah River Operations Office

Post Offlce Box A

Alken, South Carolina 29801

Re: Comment on L-Reactor Startup

Dear Mr, Slres:

| wish for my comment on the L-Reactor startup to be for the

racord,

BC~-1 First, | feal that startup should not occur until steps are See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-2 regarding DOE's
taken to avoid damage fo the environment, commi{iment +o comply with applicable Federal and state eaviron—
mental regulatlons and to take all reasonable steps to mitigate
impacts,
BC-2 Secand, | feel that DOE faclifties should be required to comply Sea the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-1 regarding DOE's

with federal and state environmental standards that are
applicable to commerclial reactor sltes,

Very truly yours,

{Mrs, ) Judith G, Catoe

commitment to comply with applicable Federal and state enviroa-
mental regulations and the di fferences between SRP reactors and
commercial |Ight-water reactors,
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number
STATEMENT OF MR, AND MRS, CHARLES F, Q00K
829 wWheichel Drive
Decatur, GA 30033
October 29, 1983
Mr, M, J, Slres It
Asslstant Manager for Haalth, Safaty and Envirenment
Savannah River Operation Oftflice
Doar Sir:
8D-1 Wo are Georgla citizens who are very much concerned about our DOE is concerned with the health, safety, and environment of

environment and about the health and safety of pecple In the
Savannah River Plant area,

We are opposed to the starting up of the L-Reactor operation at
the Savannah River Plant,

Mr, and Mrs, Charles F, Cook
Decatur, Georgla

people In the Savannah River Plant area, DOE will comply with
ali applicable Faderal and state statutes and regulations on
environmentai and heaith profecticn, Reguiations and require~
mants that are applicable to the resumption of L-Reactor opera-
tion are summarized Tn Chapter 7 of the EIS, O0QE also has and
%wmmm
r The hea and safety impacts of | actlion h

W §.8% discussed in detall In Chapter 6, Sec~
tlon 5,2 describes the cumulative Impacts of L-Reactor opera-

tion In conjunction with the ef fects from other SRP facllitles
and from major facllitles near the Savannah River Plant,
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Comment Comments Rssponses
number
STATEMENT OF BILL CARROLL
Bili Carroll
630 Lewisham Road
Columbia, S.C., 29210
30 October 1983
Sir:
BE-1 The hands that are typlag this letter have fired, In tralning These comments ars cutsids the scops of this EIS,

axerclsas, using Inert warheads, and stopping the propagation
of the launch signal prior to the EBW clrcuit, at least 1,000
Polaris and Poseldon missiles In the fourteen years | was ac-
tive as an engineer In that program, At core all | want to
tell) you Is that for you 1o consider restarting the "LY reactor
at SRP is, In a word - slck!

A SINGLE Posaidon missiie launched from a square In the Aegean
Sea and programmed to fly northeast from the Volga delta in the
direction of Its junction with the Kama could extinguish the
following cities: Astrkhan, Yogograd, Kamyshin, Sarutov,
Syzran, Kszan, Votlkinsk, Krasnokamsk, Perm and Berznlki ~ thls
would Incinerate the Industrial core of the Soviet Unlon and
render It an impotent economic and social entity, For you to
suggest that a SINGLE Poseldon submarine could not repeat thls
operation 16 times fs to flatiy llel

| know, and you don't know what those miss!ies are capable of
dolng = 1've taught classes In thoss 1+ ~iion systems, you have
not and In aill probabllity never will . abte to - probably

lack the discipline and Intalligence requisite to learn any~

thing serlously technical,

In a word to say that starting up that reactor is in some sick
way assoclated with making this country a more secure area of
the planet In which we live Is a raw lle,
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number
BE-2 The potential for contaminating the Savannah Rlver wlth ceslum Ses the response to commant AA-Z2 regarding the relationship of

is very real - to risk activation of that potential Is flatly a
clear case of c¢riminal irresponsiblliity,

| have two teen-aged daughters who have every right to become
21,..+things like you and other monsters assoclated with the
Departments of Defense and Energy Jeopardize thelr chances..,.a
fact about which we Tn the peace movement are contlnually
stunned,

Little doubt in my mind that this letter, along with other com-
plaints about yuur arrogant attitudes in regards to those of us
who lova our chlldren and the land on which wa Ilve, will be
trashed and characterized as yet another sitly bitch from a
peace freak, That wiil probab., happen but know thls: (1) I
am an honorably discharged ex-naval offlcer who made some slig-
nificant sacrifices for you and vour family - | have a naked
and just right to complain; (2) In October of 1972 the hands
that are typing this letter helped to carry a young trooper to
a mllitary hospital - he was nineteen =~ his legs had been
blasted off his body - by a mine = In Vietnam! The milltury
aristocracy whom you serve took his legs away from him, You
real ly should think about that,

If you should see your children dylng, gagging on their own
vomit - be assured that you were deflinitely in the cause chain
t+hat was responsibie for their horribie deaths, | may be wit-
ness to the sams horror with regard to my own chllidren but at
least 1'|1 know something that you don't; namely that when It
became clear to mo that | was In the cause chain 1 quit and
bagan to fight against thosa whom | had so falthfully served,
| doubt If you have the Inteiiligence and courage to do what |
did - additionally you might be deterred because you can't find
any other kind of work besides being a part of a huge machine
that ganerates lles.

Peacefully,

Bilt Carroll

radioceslum and radlocobalt concentrations to EPA drinking
water standards,
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8F-1

BF-2

BF=3

STATEMENT OF BEATRICE D. JONES

The Issue of cumulative low-dose radlation is one In which many
peopie in South Carciina and Georgia have particuiariy high
stakes, The D.E.!}.5, makes it abundantly clear that restarting
the L-Reactor will substantially increase the radiation dose to
the public from numerous sources,

it appears that few In government ever questloned by what
right, legal or moral, the Department of Energy through its
Savannah River Plant operations has been permiftted to pollute
the alr we breathe with radioactive contaminants, the soil in
which our food Is grown, our water and our wildlife,

it seems less |lkely that this would have occurred, at least to
the extent that It has, |f the promoters of this hazardous
technology were not also its monitors, it Is a situation that
needs to be remedied, There are many complexities involved In
assessing the risks to man from low-level Tonlzling radiation,
but nuclear pollution can and should be reduced to a large
extent at the Savannah River Plant, and never denied or
ballttled wlth half-truths aboutr Its consaquencss,

The EIS statas that the operation of L-Reactor and assoclated
support facilities wiil increase the dose to The population
within an 80-k!lometer radlus by 17,2 parson-rem and the dose
to downstream consumers of Savannah River water wll| increase
by 18,6 person-rem, a combined total of about 36 person-rem,
This dose Is only about 0.03 percent of the natural radiation
dose received by the population living within an 80-kilometer
radius and the Beaufort-Jaspar and Port Wentworth drinking
water population In 1 year, This Is equivalent to saying the
population dose from L-Reactor operation will be equivalent to
about 3 hours of exposure to natural radlation,

As stated In the EIS, DOE wilt comply with al} applicable
Federal and state environmental protection regulations that are
summarlzed fn Chapter 7 of this EIS, Also see the response tfo
commant AA-3 regarding compliance with appllcable regulations,

As discussed In Chapter 6 of the EIS, DDE has malntained and
will continuz to malntain an Intensive survei!lance program to
monfitor the composition of effluants from the SRP facilitles,
to measure radlolsotope concentratlons in the Plant environs,
to assess tha ecological health of the overafl SRP environment,
and to determine SRP complilance with applicable standards, The
results of these monitoring programs are reported annually to
the publlec,

As also polnted out in Chaptar 6 of this EIS, several state and
Federal agenzies also monitor SRP activitles and participate In
varlous studies;these include the Georgla Department of Natural

near the seaccast and monthly analysis of 13 water-quality
parametaers), South Carolina and Georgia (alr-monltoring net-
work, including oTght sampling statlons near SRP), U,S. Geo-
logical Survay (contlnuous monltoring of river flow and
temperature above and below the SRP)}, Natlonal Centers for
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BF-4

BF-5

Recently, while reading the April 18 = July 17, 1983 Hearlng
Report | came across the statement of a DuPont officlal, A
part of his statement sald that offsite radicloglcal Impact of
the Savannah River operations Is less than one percent of
normal! background, It struck me from things that | have read
that his statement may be misieading as waii as confusing To
+he public, slnce there is no reason to dismiss as negliigible
any radiation dose from a man-made source simply on the grounds
that the dose It delivers Is lower than the dese from some
comblned sources of normal background radiation,

The Dapartment of Defense started issulng false assurances
about radlation In tha early 1950's when faliout from Amerlcan
and Soviet bomb testing began to pollute the worid. Many false
assurances continue today at the Savannah Rliver Plant,

Disease Control lepidemiologlcal studies), and the Academy of
Naturai Sclences of Philadelphla (long-term aquatic and water-
quality studies in the Savannah River near SRP). The current
reports documenting fthe radiation monitoring programs of the
states are Environmental Radiation Survelllance Report, Summer
1980-Summer 1982, Georgla Department of Natural Resources, and
Nuclear Facllity Monitoring, Scuth Carollna Department of
Haeaith and Environmental Control, Proposed EPA standards for
radloactive alr pollutants are acknowledged to be well below
“safe? |Imits; the development of these standards was based on

SRP's existing best available control technology practices.

DOE performs sevaral monltoring studies In compliance with both
state and Federal permit requirements. DOE has also initlated
a 2-year program to determine the environmental effects of
coollng-water intake and discharge of the SRP production
reactors. The States of South Carcolina and Georgla, the U,S.
Environmental Protectlon Agency, the U,S5, Fish and Wildlife
Service, and the U,S, Army Corps of Englneers are participating
In this program,

Natural radiation exposes the entire population of the world
and has done so since mankind has existed. The effects of man-~
made radlatlion do not differ in any manner or degree from the
of fects of natural radiation, Thus, radiological impacts of
nuc lear operations are often compared with natural radlation
exposure, T1he infent of the statement that the popuiation dose
from the reference case L-Reactor operation would be onily about
0.03 percent of natural radiatlon exposure was Included to show
that the radiologlcal impact will be very small,

The radlologlical effects of L-Reactor operation are aiso much
smal ler than the variation 1n natural background radiation from
one place In the United States to ancther, or even from one
place to another in South Carolina.

JIhe Department of Enargy has not_congealed [n the past nor will

it conceal In the future any Information concerning the radio-
ngTtal of fects of plant operafions on the public, All assur-
ances by DOE concernlng radlological ef fects are based on monl-
toring data or analytical predictions based on recognlzed
modals and guidellnes,
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ar-7

| betleve 1 can say without fear of contradiction, that people
In South Carolina and Georgia who have taken the trouble to in-
form themseives as bast thay could about the Savannah River
Ptant, are strongly opposed to having their famiiles, tham
salvas or any others bacome casualties of the D,0.E,'s codlflad
permissible radlation doses, especlially when much of it could
be mitigated, or even avolded, No standard implies a safe
amount of radtatlion,

The Savannah River Plant's acting manager said In a 1980 Inter-
view that trying to bulld an air-tight canopy over an old reac-
tor "is not worthwhile in my view.” | agree, It Is one of the
reasons the L-Reactor should never have been renovated, but
since It has, and present day nuclear reactor safeguards diec~
tate the need for a containment dome, one should be instal led,

From a scopling letter ) learnsd that the Reactor Englneering
Division of the Savannah River Laboratory has advanced pro-
posals and designs for containment domes over the years, and
that proposals were turned down on the basis of cost,

The Departmert of Energy's radiation protection standards are
comparable tc those of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (10
CFR 20) for & production faclilty (i,e,, 500 milllrem to the
whole body In any one calendar year), These standards have
been promuigated by the Natlonal Councl! on Radlation
Protectlion (MCRP) and the International Commisslion on
Radlological Protection (ICRP), The Natlional Academy of
Sclences BEIR Committee (The Effects on Populations of
Exposure to Low Levels of lonlzing Radiation: 1980, National

Academy of Sclences, Washington, D.C,, 19 as stated that it
cannot determine 1f the low levels of radlation such as those
that wilt result from L-Reactor and other SRP operatlions are,
or are not, detrimental to man, Thus, the commlttes
conservatively assumes that radlatlon-induced health effects
will occur at all levels of exposure, The risk of health

of focts at low tevels of axposure Is extrapolated from
observations at high levels of exposure. This approach is
taken In the EIS (Appendix B) to calculate the health effects
from L-Reactor operation. The EIS states that for the
reference case the maximum annual health effects expected In
the population living within an 80~ki{tometer radlus and In the
downstream water-consuming population from the operatlon of
L-Reactor an! It+s support faclililitlies will be 0,005 excess

rananm Aandh and 0 NNA averace Aanaadls Al saasdas Thilse lauval A&
LanLel Uoarrl diiu Vavuur SALDSS N 1L U1 DA UGS ¢ IinIS i19vey Q7

health effecls wiil not be detectable statistically In these
populations, where the natural cancer death rate currently Is
about 650 per year and the natural fatal genetic effact death
rate is abou{ 100 per year,

Commercial |ight-water nuclear reactors have containment domes
bacause of the need to confine high-snergy releases during a
potentlal loss~of-coolant accident from the high-pressure
{greater than 2000 pounds per square Tnch), high~temperature
(greater than 500°F) primary c¢ootant, L-Reactor Is a heavy-
water-moderated reactor and not a commerclal nuclear reactor;
Its design 14 different from that of commercial |light-water
reactors. The heavy-water modarator also serves as the reactor
coolant. The maximum moderator temperature fs 212°F and the
moderator is pressurlzed by a 5-pound-per-square—inch
ovarpressure,
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Excesslve conslderations of expediency and cost effectiveness
have consistently baen allowed to override proper considera-
tions of the publlc health and safety,

Contalnment domes could and should have been put In place long
before now. Obviously some enginsers in the Savannsh River
Laboratory must have thought they were needed, The time has
coms for government to stop placing a low dollar value on human
lives.

Englnaered safety features for nuclear reactors vary according
to the dlfferent types of reactors, For example, the Fort
Saint Vrain commerclal nuclear power plant in Colorado llcensed
by the NRC has no containment dome, buf has aifernative safetiy
features that NRC considers to be adequate, Similarly,
L-Reactor has an alternative safety system, confinament, which
serves a simllar purpose as contalnment, The Savannah River
Plant reactor confinement system filters all air leaving the
reactor bullding; 1t traps particulates and radicfodine In the
ovent of an accident, Although noble gases (e.g., krypton) and
tritium would not be trapped, the of fsite radiation dose would
be within radiation protection guidelines and, as indlcated in
Section 4,2,1,4 of the E15, would represent a very low risk to
the public health and safety because of the long distance to
the SRP boundary.

DOE has not refused to conslder the desirabllity of contalnment
domes, The Department has funded contalnment investigations
since the 1960s, A major Investigation that began In 1979 is
used as a basls for safety-system aiternatives discussed In the
EIS (see Section 4.4.1),

The safaty system mitigation alternatives identifled in the £15
are for the mitigation of potent!al consequences from hypothet-
ical reactor accidents, which have a very low ostimated proba-
bl 114y of occurrence and associated risk. Based on benetit,
cost, and technlcal teasibility, this EIS has Identifled the
referance case conflnement system as the preferred safety sys-
tem alternative,

Finally, the NRC rule on the backfitting of llcensed commerclal
reactors aiso requires Interpretation and judgment similar to
that to be exercised In tha EIS selection process on Improved
confinement or contalnment, This rule (10 CFR 50,109) states:

"The Commisslon may ... require backfitting of a facllity
1f It tinds that such actlon will provide substantlal,
additlonal protection which s rﬁulred for the publlc
health and safety or the common ense and securlty
{emphaslis added}, "
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BF-8

BF-9

Etghtean or more years ago the old U,5, Atom{c Energy Comm(s-
sion made the observation that "even reactors that make bomb
ingredients should be operated under the same basic safety cri-
ter(a that are presently applied to licensed reactors," the
AEC's advisory committee on reactor safegquards toid the
Comm{ss(on,

It seems pertinent to mention that a number of reports were

opened to the only reporter allowed access to 5.R,P.'s nuclear

safety documents, One 1966 document noted that DuPont's rasac-

tors were constdered (nherently safe sfnce thelr cooling water
flowed at much lower temperatures and pressures than those
anticipated {n the elactrical generating plants then sti{ll on
the drawing boards. ™"Hence," the report states "they were not
provided with contafnment enclosures." Interestingly, fn 1977,
eleven years later the Savannah River Plant roleased a diagram
of {ts reactors for the first time as part of an E.1.5. state-
ment, The reactor buflding was--m{sleadingly--labeled
"contalnment buildfng,"

The D,E.),S, states that atmospheric releases contafning tri-
tium, carbon=14, krypton-85 and {odine=129 w{l! be released
from the L-Reactor and fts support factlittes, The D.E.Il,.S.
also states that there are studies (n progress to determine the
effectfveness and feastbfi(ty of using sol(d absorbents for
absorbtion of noble gases., It would be {n the best (nterests
of South Carclinfans and Georgfans that the D.0.E. give serious
attent{on to the installation of equipment for the removal of
krypton-85, Thelr program to "assess the technical feasibil{ty
and economic practical{ty® has the famil{ar sound of lame ex—
cuses for not installing environmental protect{on measures be-
cause "more research {s always needed," The nacessary technol-
ogy for krypton=85 collect{on, contatnment and storage has been
avallable for some t+ime,

The Savannah River Plant and, therefore, L-Reactor [s a DOE-~
owned, contractor-operated facitity, Sectlon 11G{a) of the
Atomic Energy Act, as amended (42 U,5,C., 21240a), excludes this
type of facll{ty from NRC licensing requirements, DOE (s
respons{ble for regulating and has established Its own compre-
hensive health and safety programs for Its own facllities {(see
Section 7.8), The rad{ation protectlon standards of DOE are
comparable to those of the NRC (10 CFR 20) for a product{on
tactitty (f.e., 500 mill{rem to the whole body in any one
calendar year),

One of the reactor safety system alternatives d(scussed in Sec-
tion 4,4,1,3 (s a low-temperature adsorption system; this would
be an additfon to the exlsting airborne confinement system,

The system uses a hydrogen mordenfte (a form of zeol{te)
adsorbent to frap noble gases (krypton), a silver mordenite
adsorbent to trap {odines, a combination hydrogen recombiner-
chiller, and a mlecular sieve to remove bulk moi{sture and tri~
tfum, Experimental research {s (n progress to determine the

of fect{veness and feasibfit{ty of the low-temperature adsorption
tachnfque. Approximately two years w(ll be requfired to com-
plete the program, A caustic scrubber {s not needed i{n con-
Junctton with the silver mordenite, Caustic scrubbers would be
necessary only (f the alr flow contained high concentrations of
n{trous oxides,
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BF-10

Stmilar action should be taken for f{odine-129 which Is of par-
ticular tnterest because of {ts 17 mill{on year half-l(fs, and
{ts abiltty to enter the food chaln and subsequently concen—
trate {n the human thyrold, Because of {ts long half-i{fe dis-
charged {odine~129 becomes a permanent contaminant (n the envi-
ronment, and as a result represents a long term public health
problem, | understand that an improved todine removal system
consi{sts of a caustic scrubber followed by a highly efffclent
s{lver zeollte absorber. As a layman | don't pretend to under-
stand all the technical aspects of these systems, but | have a
fair {dea of what (t could mean {n terms of greater lodine
efficiency removal,

Many people have responded tn a meaningful way fo the Energy
Department's hearings, Thfs happens to be my fourth, and |
hope, the last, The public responses for the most part con-
tained {nformation which (ndicated they had done thelr home~
work, even though handicapped by a ifack of information fo which
the D,0,E. has access, Intelligent, sensible suggestions have
been of fered, and for all practical purposes you might say that
demands have been made, |t rematns now to De seen if the
Department of Enargy plans to rectify with constructive action
the myst prominently fdentified needs for contalnment domes at
all reactor sites, the instaltation of coolfng towers, and
mechanf{sms suppTied for recycling discharge waters,

Beatrice D, Jones
The Her{tage

1829 Senate Streat
Cotumbta, SC 29201

The EIS expltcttiy identities the methodologies used and the
sc{entific and other sources of {nformat{on relied on for its
conctusfons; [t {s based on comprehensive environmental {nfor-
mation drawn from more than 100 publlcly avaflable documents
deveioped over the last 30 years,

The public has access to all pertinent unclassifled {nformtion
and reterence documants supporting the EIS (n the DOE Publtc
Reading Rooms I(n At{ken, South Carotlina, and Washfngton, D,C.

ln addition, annual! monitoring reports and scfentific papers
produced as the result of research conducted at SRP are
avaflable (n open sclentéific literature,

Also saa the respansa to commant AT-3 regarding praeparation of
this EiS, the response to comment BF-7 regardf{ng contalnment
domes, and the responses to comments AA~] and AB-13 ragarding
coo l{ng-water mitigatfon alternatives,
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numbar

80T-K

Statemont by Dr, Mary T, Kelly, First Vice-President and
Natural Resources Coordinator for the League of Women Voters of
South Carolina, Draft Environmental Impact Statement Hearing
for the L-Reactor Operation, Savannah Rlver Plant, Alken, S.C.,

November 1, 1983,

| am Mary T, Kelly, repraesenting the League of Woman Voters of
South Carolina, We are one of the groups that sued to force
the Department of Energy to prepare an Environmental| lmpact
Statement under the provisions of the Nati{onal Environmental
Pollicy Act of 1969, We believe that the starting up of the
L-Reactor Is a major environmental impact and an essentially
new actlivity because of the extensive rebullding.

| would like to thank Senators Hollings, Thurmond and Mattingly
and thelr staffs for thelr Interest and assistance., | would
also like to thank the Department of Energy and DuPent repre-
sentatives for thelr unfalllng courtesy throughout these hear-
ings In dealing with those of us with whom they do not always
agree,

As a organization dedicated to the Informed participation of
citlzens {n thelr governmant, we think that much has been
achieved through the process leading to this EIS, However, wo
are even more aware, after trying to come to grips with the
document, of the need for more time to permit review by ex-
perts, and the need for the devalopment of Information In cor-
tain areas. We hope that DOE In the future wiil not try to
short cut the process mandated by the Natlona! Environmental
Policy Act,
One of the most Important elements of an EiS is the assessment
of need, We are wel! aware, and sympathetic with, the need for
security, However, we think a report could have bean done for
pubflc consumption by those with security clearance, Even in
the top levels of government, there Is not total unanimity on
weapons production, A fofally blank Appendix A for pubilic con-
sumption is not acceptable,

The Department followed the Council on Environmental Quallity
regulations [40 CFR 1506,10 (c)] for the comment perlod on the
Draft EIS, The Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 1984, allowed the Secretary of Energy to reduce the com
ment perlod to 30 days, The Secretary chose not fo exerclse
this optlon and allowed the full 45~day review perlod as
requested ty several comment letters subm!tted during the
scoplng perlod.

See the response o comment AB-Z
quantitative Information on need.
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86-3

BG-4

We belleve that the Savannah River Plant should comply with all
state and federal environmental laws, as do commercial nuclear
powar plants and nuclear operations., Given the magnitude of
this {SRP) operation and the size of the millitary budget, this
is a mst reasonable expectation, A better Informed publlc Is
no longer willing to accept threats to heaith and safety and
environmental degradation with potential for tremendous nega-
t+ive Impact. We In South Carolina and Georgla are very con-
carned about the ground water contamination caused by practices
which sclentists of the callber employed at SRP should never
have permitted, Now that information is avallable to the pub-
llc and to the state requlatory agenclies, we not only expect
but demand that this federal agency cease to contamlnate and
proceed to cleanup.

The informatlion contained in the draft £E!S seems to polnt to
The fact that seepage basins will continue to be a form of
jiquid waste disposai. This method shouid Do discontinued, We
know about the contamination due to halogenated hydrocarbon
cleaning fluids, but radioact!ive and metal contaminants are
also a threat, According to the Columbla Record of Thursday,
October 27, 1983, the U,S, Senate, through the request of Sena-
tor Thurmond, has authorlzed the transfer of $30 milllon dot-
lars to clean up ground water contamination In the M area,
Chances of real success ara not certain, Yet the Draft EIS
tells us that when the L-Reactor starts withdrawing from the
Tuscaloosa aquliter, the downward differential In the M area
will be Increased, and the upward head differential In the H
area will be reduced to zero, It would seem that until the
groundwater problems are cleared up, the L-Reactor should not
start operation.

See the responses to comments AA=3 and BF-7 regarding DOE's
commitment to comply with applicable Federal and state
regqulations and the differences between SRP reactors and
commercial light-water reactors,

Existing and potential L-Reactor-related ground-water contami-
nation Is related to the use of seepage/settiing basins, The
disposal of liquid radloactive and nonradioactive wastes via
seepage basins has been used at SRP as an alternative to direct
discharge to onsite streams, Seepage basins reduce the dose to
users and consumers of Savannah River water through radicactive
decay during the protracted time It takes ground water to
travel through the unsaturated zone to the water table and then
to seepline springs along onsite streams. For certaln radio~
nucllides and nonradloactive pollutants, the travel time ls
siowed even more by adsorption and lon—exchange processes aiong
the travel path, In additlon, this method of waste disposal
has reduced the accumulatlon of radioactive and nonradloactive
pollutants in stream, swamp, and river sediments and In blota,
Impacts assoclated with the use of seepage/settiing basins are
discussed in response to comment AJ-~1, Sections 4,1,2.2,
5.,1.1.2, and 5,1,1,4 have been updated with current Tnformation
on discharges to seepage/settilng basins and provide an
expanded discussion on Impacts from their use,

As noted In the opening remarks to the publlic hearlings on the
L-Reactor EV5, DOE Is committed to several ltems related to on-

site ground-water moni toring and_m 1nclud]
( —axpanded a0 monhPor-

and study; (2) Tnvoiving the State of South Carollna in onsite
?'id offslte ground-water monltoring activities; and (3) taking
mitigative actions to reduce pollutants released to the ground
water and establishing a mutually agreed-on compliance schedul
for mitigation efforts. Current plans call for discontinuin
The use of the M-Area seepage basin and constructing—a-procese
wastawater-treatment facility -by Apcl e The treated
process water would be discharged to an onslte stream under an
NPDES permit,
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Comment Comments Responses
number
Alternatives to the use of the L-Reactor seepage basin are dis-
cussed In Section 4,4,3, The use of seepage basins elsewhere
on SRP is being considerad on a sitewide basis, A draft "SRP
Ground-Water Protectlion implementatlon Plan™ was developed re—
cently to examine strategles and schedules to Implement mitiga-
tive actlons, Including the closing and decommissioning of the
SRP seepage asins under [ts hazardous waste programs; mitiga—-
tive actlons wil! be compatible with the State of South
Carolina's hazardous waste management regutations, This Imple-
mentation plan is summarized in Appendix F of this EIS,
8G6~5 Information provided by Mr, Arthur Dexter In his letter of Atl comments received during the scoplng period were consid-
August 3, 1983, to Mr, Slres needs to be taken very seriously. ered, and several sectlions were speclfically written In the EIS
i do not beilave the guestions raised abouT radicactive lodine to address M, Dexter's comments, Also 566 the responss 1o
release have bsan adequately answered, nor the need for comment letter CW, a letter from Mr, Dexter, In this appendix,
containment structures negated by the Informatlion In the EIS,
BG~6 in particular, my copy doses not contain a sectlon 6,3,1.3 as The reference on page K-75 referring to Sectlon 6,3.1,3 should
refarenced on p, K-75, read Section G,3,1.,5. This typographical error has been
corrected In the EIS,
BG=7 South Caroiina and Georgla need to be extremely concerned about Ses Appendix W, which has been revised to reflect comments
emargency response plans and procedures. The impact of the recelved on The Draft EIS.
Savannah River Plant cannot be limited to a small radlus.
BG-~8 Thare has been no assessment of the effects of transportation Sectlion 4,3 describes the effects of the ftransportation of
of materlials to and from the Savannah River Plant as a result materials to and from the Savannah River Plant due to L-Reactor
of the added burden due to L-Reactor operation. operation, Also see the response to comment AY-10 regarding
the assessment of transportation of fects,
BG~9 when South Carclina, In the wake of Three Mile 1siand, examined See the response to comment AY-11 regarding emergency response

the emergency response mechanisms In place for a major nuclear
accident at a commercial powar plant, It became very clear that
coordination between reactor operators, state and county offi-
clals, and Clivil Defense, was an unworkable, underfunded, and
badly organized mess. | am not convinced, even having read
Sectlion H, that emergency response for an accldent with Impact
beyond a small restricted area under the direct control of
DOE=-SRP persconnel, Is In much better shape at this *ime, It is
clear from the summary on p, H-17, that planning Is still In-
complete, A serious, almost incredible omission Is the fallure

*n amsbin ladnsa and nilan Fare candt
S s

Pt $nr = mill
O GUARUW SOy v e

2z military contin caused b

an enemy or terrorist attack. Surely, the Impact of this wo:uld
be beyond SRP's boundaries, and the responsibility not solely
that of state or local officlals,

I naancu raaead b
Wiy

planning.

DOE~SR has plans for responding to terrorist attacks on the
SRP, These plans are developed and exercised as part of the
Plant's Safeguards and Securlty Plans. The general emergency
response plans that are already operational tor a comprehensive
range of emeirgency situations at the county level and the more
spaci fic radlotoglcal emergency raesponse plans for state and
Federal agenc:les provide an adequate base for responses to
terrorist attacks. This samo base of emergency resources
soplles in +the commerclal Industry for llcanced nuclear powar

ptants,
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BG-10

We continua to support the stand of the SC Department of Health
and Environmental Control in refusing to permit degradation of
the state's water quality standards for Steel Creek,

We thank you for the opportunity fo make these remarks, We
would like to reserve the right to add add!tional comments f(n
writing unttl the comment pericd ends.

Disasters caused by direct military actions are not used as a
bas{s for emergency plannfng for nuclear fac{l{ties In the
Unfted States. The response to such actions would fall under
general cliv!l defense planning.

In the development of the emergency planning zones, DOE cons(d-
ered the potentlial for expanding or otherw({se mod(fyling I+s
zones based on a range of emergency occurrences., While the
actual emergency planning zone reprasents worst-case predic-
tfons calculated for a 3-percent core-melit, ‘the Cont{ngency
Planning Zone was designated to ensure that adequate levels of
planning were completed (at least) to a 10~mile radius.

See the responses to comments AA-1 and AA-3 regarding coollng-
water alternatfves and DOE's commitment fo comply with
appifcable Federal and state regulatfons,
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BH-2

A,

Testimony of W, F, Lawless, Nov, 1, 1983 before
the L-Reactor Draft EIS public hearing

| want to applaud the DOE-Savannah River on the data l{sted
{n Appendix F, Vol, Il of the draft Environmental impact
Statemont L-Reactor Operations, Savannah River Plant, USDOE
Draft Rep. DOE/E(S-0108D, Voi, 1 & 2 (1983), The {nforma-
tion has heretofore not been found in the open I([terature,
No conctluslons have baen drawn (n elther Vol | or Vol 11 on
this data so | would tike to offer the following:

0f 500 monftoring walls at the SRP plant, detalled data (s
herein avallable only on eleven wells up and downgradlent
around F and H seepage btasins (radloactive) over a perilod
of Just one year, The data I(sts approximately 45 cate~
gories of pollutants or pollutant signatures. Of these, 29
categorles have listed or assoctated drinking water stand-
ards (DWS), Of the DWS standards, 100% of the wells break
at least one standard, or stated another way, drinking
water standards are broken in about 10 of 29 possibie cate~
gorles over 40 t(mes, The dr(nking water standards are
broken for Fe, Mn, Hg, Pb, NO3, gross alpha, Ra, Cr, and
lodine, Interestingly, the gFoss beta contaminatton in
these eleven wells ran to an {ncredible 8 rem/year, and
although the plutonium nuclfdes are stated to be locked in
the soll, gross alpha did exceed a dri{nking water standard
tn a downgradient well,

Earlfer documents (e,g., Langley and Marter, 1973) described
the subsurface hydrology and water use at SRP and the surround-
Ing area, tn Appendix F of the EIS, the discussion of the
relative plezometric heads In the subsurface formatlons baneath
SRP (ncludes {information doveloped sincea the publf{cation of the
Environmental Assessment on the proposed restart of L-Reactor,
Most of the ground-water quallty data presented {n Section F.5
and elsewhere (n the EIS represent mon(toring {nformation
acquired under the RCRA compliance program recently formulated
by DOE, Ground-water monitoring data for the RCRA faciiities
are provided to SCDHEC on a quarterly basis, DOE has pub!ished
site ground-water monftor(ng for radionuclides in the annual

reports, Environmental Monftoring at the Savannah Rfver Plant
{e.g., DPSPU-TY=3UZY,

As noted (n the response to comment AJ-1, the EIS provides
oxtensive discussfons of the ground-water raegime at SRP and of
potential (mpacts fto the ground waters beneath the SRP from the
operation of L-Reactor and (ts support factiities,

Potentlal impacts to the ground waters baneath the SRP are con-
servativaly assessed {n Sectlons 4,1,1,3, 4,1,2,2, 4,4,3,
5.1.1.2, and 5.1.1.4 of the EIS, The monitoring we!) data pre-
sented In Appendix F characterize the present environment and
ref lect past waste management practices. The data for the
F-Area seepage basin monftoring wells show that the nonwolatile
bata concentration ranged to 8 microcuries per llter, Because
this s a controlled area, no one will be exposed to this con-
taminatfon; thus, thae reference to dose rates (rem/year) fs in-
correct, No drinking water wells produce from these areas of
shal low ground water that have been contaminated. Contaminants
that seep (nto the ground water In the Separations area will
hot reach offsite ground-water users (Section 5.1,1,2).
Improvemants (n liquid waste disposal are continuaily belng
made at SRP, Contaminant loads to seepage basins have
docreased over the past several years.
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BH-3

BH-4

BH=6

8,

Speclal attention In Vol, ! was drawn to mercury pollution
(5,1,1.2, Table 5=3, Vol, |) surrounding the F and H radlo~
active seepage basins, but not the fact that the drinking
water standards of 2 ppb were broken on the average by a
factor of 10 1n the downgradient wells Increased to a fac-
tor of 15 with L-Reactor In operation, The single highast
reading was over 27 times the drinking water standard In
one wall that 1s also Indicating rapldty Increasing
readings.

Questions resulting from this Information are:

1, How long wlll these standards be broken after plant
operations cease?

2, WIil this area surrounding F and H seepage basins be
recoverable or must it and other plant areas be

impounded for perpetuity?

3. What will it cost to repalr the damage done and the
damage proposad by the L-Reactor restart once plant
operations cease?

Dupont document DPST-77-444 (1977), New Criterfa For Seep-
age Basin Use, by W, L. Marter notes the hundreds of years

needed before seepage basin radiation levefs decay to In-
habl+abla levals, Thls documant should ba Inciuded as a

companion reference to the Fenimore-Horton DPST-72-548
(1972) reference on the radioactlive seepage baslins,

ERDA EIS 1537, Waste Management Operations, Savannah Rlver
Plant, has been [1berally referenced In Thls L-Reactor
raft EIS, but the companion and subsequent E!S on SRP
Waste Management Operations, High Lovel Waste Radioactlve
Stora Final EIS, USDOE Rep. s has no an
referanced, EIS 0062 was written to review the SRP high
lavel waste tank safety and it speaks of major design
changes In the new generation of SRP high level waste tanks
and of enllghtened Dupont qua!lty assurance construction
procedures, E£IS 0062 atso spoke of the Insigniflcance of
pitting corroslon, What has been the SRP pitting corroslon
experience for these now high level waste tanks?

See the response to comment BH-2 above. Signlficant decreases
In releases of mercury to seepage basins have occurred since
1971; the smat| Increases In mercury discharges related to
L=-Reactor operattion will not approach pre-1971 levels, The
discussion In Section 5,1,1,2 directs the reader to Appendix F,
which compares the measured levels of ground-water contamina-
+ion with EPA drinking-water standards.

See the response to comment BG-4 regarding DOE commitments for
ground-water protection,

The EIS has been modifled to Include a reference to Marter,
1977 (DPST-T71-444),

DOE/EIS-0062, which Is a supplement to the general waste man-
agement E!S for SRP, ERDA-1537, presented the anvironmental in-
tformation from which DOE reached a Racord of Decision that the
new double-wall, high-level waste tanks now in use at SRP are
environmental iy acceptable; this document Is part of the SRP
NEPA record and has been referenced In the EIS. As alluded to
In the comment, some of these tanks did suffer pitting corro—
slon when they were temporarily floored with plywood during
construction, The reports referenced in the comment expressed
concern that this corrosion might limit the Ilfetime of thase
tTanks, aithough the referenced Independent evaluation by A, D,
Littie concliuded that the Yanks could safely enter service,
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Two reports, one by Dupont (Investigation of Pitting In
Primar* Bottom Piates of Type 1T WasTe Tanks, DPE §557

an < or A 1FBE ¥ of

- . Q
Corrosion Pltting on the Integrity of Radicactive Waste

Storage lanks 38 fo DI at fhe savannah Rjver Operafions

(1981)) have been pubtished on the HLW waste tTank corroslion
pits and they should be referenced in this draft EIS,

W, F, Lawless
Oct, 31, 1983

The waste chemlstry Is clesaly controlled to prevent pitting.
The cited documents have been added to the collectlon in the
DOE Public Fleading Room in Washington, D.C., and Alken, South
Carolina,
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Bi-1

STATEMENT OF MR. WILLIAM McDANIELS

My name is Wiiliam H, McDanleis, and | live In Alken, South
Carolina. I've only llved here about a year, but some of the
things here In regards to this L-Reactor deeply disturb me due
to the fact that | have worked In the fleld of ecology In my
spare time since the late 1940's, | am with the Sierra Club,
but ! am representing the National Councl| of Senlor Citizens
Organlzation in Washington, D,C., which | am starting a chapter
in the State of South Carciina,

In reference to some of the things that | read here, | feel,
first of all, we don't need to produce more plutonium, 1 feel
that we should try to sit down and reason together as far as
the countrles that we feel are evll natlons, or whatever, We
are all human beings. | feel we should work harder for peace.
We seem TOo be driving & wedge beiween peacs that probably will
never prevall agafn,

"When the age of Industrial® -~ this is from a book here on
future survival, I'tl just read part of It here, "When the
age of Industriaslization came, it ssemed to promise man a
utopia, the way to improve the quality of life on earth, The
nead for fuel necessary to run this Industrial complex can be
the very thing that willl destroy man as it eats up all of his
natural resources. The human animal is the onily animal that
fouls its own nest.”

Quoting from a book on radlation, Radiation in Human Health, by
John W. Hoffman, M.D,, Ph,D,, |'IIl reference a chapter here,
Chapter 5, of a young man who's 24 years old, He's asking
questions here, It says there Is no better way to determine
practicable applications of the whole body cancer, that the
dose value -- which we now have avallable In Tables 21 and 22
to ask a number of concrate questlions, the kind of questlions
which came up again and again bieakiy medicai and iegaiiy and
from tha general publlic, (t+'s interesting, the radiation
hazards.

See the response to comment AB-Z regarding information In the
E1S on nead and production alternatives.
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BI-2

B3

Question No., 1: "1 am an Industrial photographer working with
the gamma ray source through a malfunction in equipment, The
source was still present when | moved o an unshlelded area,

1+ was estimated that | recelved 78 rads" -- short for radla-
tion ~- Wby my Zi+h birthday.™ Of course, he refers to himseif
as a male sex,

"ts my risk of developlng cancer increasing with exposure?
Just how much? |1f | do develop cancer from this radlation, by
how much will my |ife be shortened on an average?"

The answer 1s, "The risk of cancer somewhera In the body is

certalnly Increased in exposure, We can analyze just how much

In tha fnllm!hn mannar: Expesure from the %g!nn!ng In the

24-year-old Iifa, the whole body dose of 98 rads from Table 21,
the whole-body cancer dose equails 200.9 percent rads per
cancer,® This is In reference to cancer,

I was reading an article Senator Thurmond had In the Alken
paper., We all know that the contaminants from the L-Reactor,
which was bullt In 1955, | think, and It was shut down In 1968,
that It is down to the water table and has been down to the
water table for ali of these years, shortly protably after
starting up the reactor In 1955, Our water table Is very
fragile, but llke ocur czones, It moves only two [nches per 24
hours,

Now, we have some pretty concrete evidence that the water in
all directions for 40 miles from the L-Reactor has been con-
taminated, | fes! here that human |ives are not taken under
consideration as much as there's a possiblilty of blg business
trying to agltate or create wars, and this Is what It's all

Py e
QAT ¢

! don't belleve wo need additional plutontum, | don't think we
should arm ourselves any further., | belleve in peace. | think
wa should sit down and start talking peace Instead of Invading
islands and spreading ocurselves out all over the world,

| am also with the Slerra Club, | said here I'm not speaking
for the Sterra Club; mostly |'m speaking as a concerned cltizen
in regards to part of these things I'm bringlng out hera,
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D0E is not aware of any ground-water contamination off the
Savannah River Plant that has besen caused by SRP operations,
Radioactive constituents in municlpal water wells In the SRP
reglon are measured and the raesults reported In the annual

reporfs, Envlronmenfai Monltoring In the Vicinity of the

Savannah HIVETI‘ F1anT WrsrFU-Tear=>u-i;,

See the response to comment AB~2 regarding information In the
E!S on need znd production atternatives,
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Mow, this book here, It's about Radiation In Human Health, a
Comprehensive Investigation of Evidence Related from Low-Love!
Radiation to Cancer and Other Dlsaases, by John W, Hoffman,

M, D,

I thank you for listening to me, but | am deeply concerned,

$'m concerned about people that went out to demonstrate and the
manner In which those people were put In Jjail just because they
were going to come out and express their concerns, | am con-
cerned, so that's the reason why | am saylng | am & concernad
cltizen, 1| have been a concerned citizen; { will continue to
be a concerned citizen,

| thank you,
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STATEMENT OF M5, DORCAS ELLEDGE

| am Dorcas J, Elledge, a native South Carolinian, |'m from

Columbla, South Carollna; and |'m here because | care about my

own health and the health of my fellow South Carolinlans and

Georglans,

1'm not famillar with the EIS Statement per se becauss | did

not know or lost a message somewhere. | am only taking from

Mr. Slres a comment or two,

gJ=-1 | do wonder that, after all this assessment of the situation, The purpose of the EIS hearings was to provide the public the
the two years for groundwater monitoring and aii of that, if opportunity to comment on the adequacy of the EIS and the
the L-Reactor will be started In splite of these things that meorits of alternatives dlscussed in the EIS, DOE has con~
naed to be addressed now bafore It should be started, Are the siderad all comments recelved at thase hearings and during the
cltizens' comments and the study that was made golng to fatl on 45~day comment perlod; responses are contained in this appen—
doat ears or be ignored or become a voice In the wilderness due dix, Transcripts of the EI!S hearings and a record of all
to what we are told is expediency In bullding nuclear waapons? comments sutmitted have been placed in local llbraries.

This | do wonder about,
The the neec to restart L-Reactor and production alternatives
are discussed Tn Sections 1,1 and 2,1, respectively, and in
Appendix A lclassiflied), The conssquencss of 3 delay of the
L-Reactor restart ls discussed In Sectlons 2,1,3,

BJ-2 The health and safety of the people of this state and of our DOE pollicy has always been to maintain and operate the SRP
nelghboring state—-and maybe It contamination of the ocean with the assurance that releases are as low as reasonably
should occur; Is this golng to be sacrificed to bulld a weapon achlevable and below applicable standards., The operation of
that coutld destroy us all but which, In the meantime, could L-Reactor will meet all applicable safety and environmental
maybe lead us to a siow death? | really am concerned about requirements, The health and safety of the reslidents of South
this, and | hope that the DOE wi!ll not let the expediency of Carclina anc Georgla are of paramount importance to DOE,
bul lding weapons take this precedent over the |1fe and safety
and health and safety of the psopla of South Carolina and
Georgla,

BJ-3 One thing that | will also wonder about Is: | have never heard Sectlion 4,2,2,3 describes hazards to L-Reactor $from earth-

to what degree on the Richter scale the bulldings are bullt
for, the reactor bulldings are bullt for, at Savannah River

quakes, Probablllistic and determinlstic analysas have deter-
mined that the maximum selsmlic hazard at the SRP is due to a
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BJ-4

Plant, fo what degrae they are supposed to stand or collapse,
That would cause a great safety problem, | don't remember ever
reading that, and | would |lke to know that in any future
documents you might glve,

| also am concerned about the locatlon of the Savannah River
Plant to possible enemy attack, 1 don't know, as Dr, Kelly
pointed out, that this has really been addressed, elther. We
are a vulnerable state; and | think, If | were a worthy enemy,
*hat might be the first thing ) would want to hit, It could be
a very, very catastrophic thing for thls state and tor this
nation,

{ do belleve that the clitizens of thls state do deserve first
priority In thelr health and safety, It should be a first
priority, [t has been too long (gnored, | am a reglstered
nurse, | was in the Army 20 years, and | do know what bad
health brings to all peopie, | would hate to think +his would
be the condition of the people of this state due to precau-
tlonary and preventive measures not balng taken,

it seems to me we've done cleanup long enough. Let's do a
little preventive work, | really feel that very keenly, | do
hope the volce of the people would be heard on this Issue be-
cause | think it's time. Thank you very much,

magnitude 5,0 to 5.5 sarthquake on the Richter Scale In the
immediate vicinity of SRP or a postulated magnitude 6,6 sarth-
quake near Bowman, South Carolina, In both cases, the expected
paak free-flald horizontal acceleratlon would be about 0,10
times that of gravity (0,10g)., The design—-basis earthquake
peak acceleration for all SRP productlon reactors is 0,20g.

See the response to comment BG-9 regarding emergency response

nlannina_
ptanning,
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STATEMENT OF MR, JAMES W, HAMMOND

t'm Jtm Hammond. | ranresent ma. | spent 30 vears wlth the
DuPont Company, | didn't have much of a Job there, didn't
amount to much; but what | did was In safety and flre, It
required that | go Into most of the faclilties once or twice a
year there, After 30 years, | spent a good bit of time there,

| dida't worry about cancer, If | had 1'd have left here, |
tive within 20 mlnutes of the place; and ¥ | was afrald, |'d
leave,

The Environmental Impact Study, seems to me, Is very adequate,
From working with DOE and AEC and the other agencles through
the years, |'ve found all of them very sincers, They've made
detalled studies of everything they've done out there, | think
DuPont Company and DOE has ali the capablilitles and abllltles
and interests to protect the environment, the people, From my
exporlence, L-Reactor should have been started on schedule, |}
know these people are sincere,

T Michigan State University, | had To d0 & term paper. I
ook ma back into the early newspapers of America, One area
was when we wore converting from DC electricity to AC, Very
Informed pecple, very alarmed people, were saying: 1f we have
AC elactricity, we're going to electrocute the world, We're
going to turn our stoves Into hot plates.

»

-+

I+ didn't happen, and | know pecple are concerned, But from my
exparlence out there, DOE and DuPont Company wiil do everything
poss!ble to ses that the environmant and the public Is

Thank you, sir.

James W, Hammond

Comments rnoted.
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Introduction

My name 1s Dr, Thomas B, Cochran., | am a Senlor Staff Scien-

tist at the Natural Resodrces Defense Councli, in¢, (NRDC),

NRDC Is a public Interast environmental protection organization
with extensive technical and policy expertise on nuclear mat-
ters, representing over 43,000 members and contributors in the
United States and abroad,

| have been a consultant ‘o numerous government agencles on
matters related to nuclear energy, Including the Department of
Energy's (DOE) Energy Research Advlisory Board (ERAB), DOE's
Nonproll feration Advisory Panel, and the Energy Research and
Development Administration's (ERDA) LMFBR Review Steering Com-
ml ttee, | currentiy serve on ERAB's Technica! Pane! on Mag-
netic Fuslon, which was established by the Magnetic Fusion En-
ergy Enginaering Act of 1980 (P.L, 96~386}. | am also a member
of the Three Mile Island (TMI) Publlc Health Fund Advisory
Board, the Nuclear Regulatory Commissioa's (NRC) TM} Advlsory
Committes, and the NRC's Speclal Study of Nuclear Quality As-
surance. | am the principal technical expert on behalf of NRDC
in the llicensing proceedings for the Clinch River Breeder
Reactor,

{ am the author of The Liqu!d Metal Fast Breeder Reactor: An
Environmental and Economlc Gritique (Johns Hopkins University

Press, 1974}, co-edffor of the Nuclear Weapons Databook series
and co-author of Volume t: U,S, Nuclear Forces and Capabliitlies
{Balllnger, 1983, in press),

| have a Ph,D, degres In physics, an M,5, degree In physics,

and & B.E. dsgres In electrical englnsering from Vanderbilt

Unlversity, | was a Health Physics Fellow under the Atomic
Energy Commisslon's radiation training program,

while there are sevaral Important Issues related to the pro-
posed start-up of the new L-reactor, my statemant wiil be lim—
ited to two tssues: Flrst, 1s the L-reactor safe -- does It
moat the minimum safety standards imposed by the NRC on
licensed commercial power reactors? Second, can the operation
of the L-reactor be delayed long enough to Incorporate needed
anvironmantal and safety technologles without risk to natlonal
sacurity?
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l. The L-Reactor Safety Issue

Turning first to the safety Issue, 1+ must be recognized that

00E facllitlaes, such as tha new L-raactor, are not {lcensed by
the NRC, It 1s DOE's pollicy, howaver, fo conform where appro—
priate to all NRC environmental and safety regulations, or, at
a minlmum, to meet the Intent of these regutations, In DOE's

own words:

Although DOE production facliities are not
subject to regulation by the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commisslion (NRC), DOE and 1ts contrac—~
tors conform to Internal ly promulgated
guides that, where appropriate, para{!el or
moat the Intent of those of the NRC.

For reactors licensed by the NRC, the fundamental regulations

+hat Aa-i- ol n oo Mmunhu mné kha ql'l-a and +ha dnqlnn Al ko
Tl WS el e e GUSGualy OV Tns S TS TR WOy U1 vuw

containmant/confinement system for |Imiting exposure to the
public In the event of a severe accldent are embodied in 10 CFR
Part 100, Reactor Site Criteria (27 Fed, Reg, 3509 (1962)),
Thaese regulations, which wereo deveioped prior to the separation
of the Atomlc Energy Commission (AEC) into ERDA (now DOE) and
the NRC, have been used for two decades to judge the adequacy
of both NRC and DOE tecilitles and sites, There Is no debate
over whether the purpose and intent of these regulations apply
to DOE facilities. In fact, DOE and i¥s contractor, DuPont,
have used 10 CFR Part 100 on numerous occaslons fo Judge the
adequacy of a wide varlety of contalnment/confinement

of Savannah

‘E. 1. duPont de Nemours & Co,, "Safety i
P 0-1, Revised

River Production Reactor Uperation,™ DPF3
Sept., 1983 (hereafter "1983 SAR"), p. 5.

Analys
T5A~i0
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atternatives for the production reactors at sRP.2 Less than
three years after 10 CFR Part 100 regulations were promuigated,
SRP officlals noted with raspect to 10 CFR Part 100 dose
timits,

"These values do not constitute legal limits,...|t may be
expected, however, that dose limits greater fhgn those shown In
the regulation will meet with AEC opposition,”

Zmemorandum from W, S, Durant fo E. C, Nelson, "Proposed
Contalnment Shel) for Bullding 105-C," Tech, Div, Savannah
River-Laboratory (SRL}, DPST-04-423, Jan, 29, 1965,

Roger E. Cooper and Bernard C, Rusche, "The SRL Meteorological
Program and Off-Site Dose Calculations," SRL, DP-1163, Sept,
1968,

Memorandum from S, P, Tlnnes to G. F. Marz, "™Alrborne Activity
Conf Inement System Base Caso Design Basls Accldent,™ Tech,
Div, SRL, DPST=79=441, July 19, 1979,

Memorandum from S. P. Tinnes to G. F, Marz, "Alrborne Activity
Conf i nement System Performance Flirst Flve Hours After Reactor
Acclident," Tech, Div, SRL, DPST-79-555, Nov, 1, 1979,

Memorandum from S, P, Tinnes to D, A, Ward, "Alrborne Activity
Conf Inement System Performance More Than Flve Hours After DBA,"
Tech, Div, SRL, DPST-80-588, Oct, 3, 1980,

Memorandum from A, G, Evans, J, B, Price, and S, F, Petry to
D, A. Ward, "Proposed Alrborne Conflnement System,™ Tech, Div,
SRL, DPST-81-596, July 23, 1981,

Memorandum from W, L, Piilinger to T, V. Crawford, "Radiolodine
Reteasas from Carbon Fllter Desorption for Dose Calculations In
Reactor SAR," Tech, Div. SRL, DPST-82-960, Oct. 29, 1982,

3Memorandum trom W, S. Durant to E, C. Nelson, DPST~64-423,
op. Clt., at p. 3.
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tn my statement balow, | will demonstrate that the L-reactor
does not comply with the requirements of 10 CFR Part 100 as
interpreted by the NRC in over 20 years of appllication. | will
then explaln how DOE fn Its draft environmental Impact state-
mont has attempted to obfuscate the L-reactorts fallure to
compty with 10 CFR Part 100 requirements,

A, Requlirements of 10 CFR Part 100

The requirements of 10 CFR §100,11 are reproduced In Appendix A
to this statement. These guidellines speclfy reference vatuss
for the maximum radlation dose an individual Is permitted to
recelve at the outer boundarles of the plant and the so-called
"low population zone," The reference dose values for both
boundaries are 25 rem to the whole body and 300 rem to the thy-
rold, In assessing compiiance with 10 CFR Part 100, DOE as-
sumes that the boundarles for the SRP site and the fow populia-
tlon zone are ldentical, Thus, at SRP all doses are computed
at the site boundary, The doses are calcutated for a 2-hour
exposure and for a 120~hour exposure, the latter intended to
cover the time perlod for the entire passage of the Yradio-
active cloud,” as required by the regufation, Since the
reactor locatlons and site boundary are aiready specifliad at
SRP and thus cannot be altered, this dose assessment is used to
test whether the contalnment/conflnement technology at the
production reactor Is adequate, ar whether It must be upgraded
to meet minimum safety requirements,

B, Computation of the Maximum Slte Boundary Doses

There are three procedures necessary to evaluate compliance
with 10 CFR Part 100 requirements, Flirst, the source and
amount of radlioactivity released to the contalnment by a par-
ticularly severe accident (referred o as the "source term")
must be specified, Second, the atmospheric dispersion of
radlolsotopes, as they are carried by the wind to the site
boundary, must be computed., Third, the amocunt of radliation
absorbed by an individual at the site boundary must be com~
puted, In each case, the methodology has been established by
two decades of reactor licensling experlence and regulatory
guldance,
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BL-1 The 10 CFR Part 100 source term for light water reactors (LWRs) The regulations fn 10 CFR 100 do not assume or require the

assumes a full core meltdown with the rz‘ease to the contain-
ment buliding of 100% of 1.e noble gases, 50% of the fodine
thalf of which Is assumed to plate out within a short +imae),
and 1% of the remafning fissfon products (speci{fied fn the NRC
gufdance document, TID 14844), we will]l concentrate on the
noble gases and lodine s{nce these are the most troublesome {n

torms of the exfsting L-reactor cont{nement technology.

assumption of "a full-core meltdown," Rather, the footnote to
10 CFR 100,11{a) clearly indicates Maccfdental events, that

would rasult fn notantial hazards not excoaded I-n +hoes from

=0 TrLsdr US TALTTUSY WSS 1w

any accldent considered credible, Such acctden1's have gener-
ally been assumed fo resulf {n substantial meltdown of the core
with subsequent release of reciable quantities of fission
products" (emphasis added),” "Fulj-core melfdown" Is not equal
to "substantial meltdown"; the reference to TID-
14844 particuiarly notes that: "The calculations described [in
T10-14844) may be used as a pofnt of departure for considera-
tion of particular site requirements which may resuit from
evaluatfon of the characteristfcs of a particular reactor, {ts
purpose purpose and nethod of operaﬂon lempﬁasis added), ~Thus, the
source-term assumptjon cfted {s not mandated for use, either in
10 CFR 100 or {n TID-14844,

The NRC llcensing of the Fort S%. Vraln reactor (s an example
of a reactor lfcensed with recognition of the dffferences be-
tween (ts design and the design of llght-water reactors

(LWRs). This reactor does not have a contalnment dome, but has
alternative ‘afafy features that the NRC consfders to be ade-
guate. Recognizing the high heaT capacify of this graphite—
moderated reactor, no fuel melting was assumed when specifyfng
the source tarm for use with 10 CFR 100, Realease of gases as a
result of core heatup (not melt{ng) was assumed over a perifod
of hours, nol (nstantaneously as (s commonly assumed for LWRs,
Furthermore, release of only 5.5 percent of the halogens In the
reactor core was assumed, rather than the 50 percent commonly
assumed for LWRs,
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BL-2 An Immediate quest(on (s rafsed: |s this LWR source term Although early safety systems analyses did adopt a 100-percent

approprfate for the SRP production reactors glven thelr differ-
ences In dasign? The answer (s yes, As noted above, DOE has
adopted the (dent(cal source term for Judging the adequacy oz
the confinement system for existing SRP production resctors,

As shown below, however, DOE has responded to recent contro-
versy by attempting to change this source term for the
L-reactor, with only the thinnest of just{ficat{ons.

The second step (n the calculation--atmospherfic dfspersfon—=(s
catculated according to NRC Requlatory Guidelines, Since the
maximum {nd{vjdual dose calculation {s [(ntended to bea conserva-
tive, the specified meteoralogy has a low probabflfty of occur-
rence, At SRP, less favorable gafeorology and higher doses are
expected onty 0.5% of the time.

4599 references clfted at page 3, For lcensing the Clinch
River Breeder Reactor, DOE and NRC have adopted the usual LWR
source term (100% of the noble gases, 50% of the halogens, and
1% of the fisslon products) plus 1% of the plutontum (n the
cora (NRC, "Si{te Suftabllity Report In the Matter of Clinch
River Breeder Reactor Plant," NUREG-0786, June 1982,

pe. I11-8). Even for this radlically different reactor design,
the assumed noble gas and (odine source terms are {dentical to
thoge for the LWR and the productfon reactors at SRP.
5Accordlng to the 1983 SAR, "Doses are computed by two meth-
ods., The first method computes, for the entire stte (all 16
sectors), a dose (ef{ther {nhalatfon or whole body) that would
be exceaded only 5% of the time. The result (s referred to as
the 95th percent(le value, The second method computes for each
sector a dose value that would be exceeded only 0,5% of the
time (a 99,5th percent{le procedure}, The max{mum dose for all
sactors (s then compared to the 35th percentfle dose for the
whole sfta, and the higher of tha two values (s reported.

For the SRP site, +he second method {99,5th percentile worst
sector) gives doses (both thyro(d and whole body) at the sits
boundary that are about a factor of +wo higher than the value
obtained with the first method (95th percentile whole site),"
ld. at p. 15-74,

core-meit acctdent as a bas(s for assessting SRP reactor con-
finement systems to assure a conservat(ve upper bound durfng
development of a comprehensive accldent analysi{s program, DOE
has never adopted a 100=percent core-melt source term as a re—
quirement for assessing the adequacy of SRP product{on reactor
confinement systems I(n terms of 10 CFR 100, Furthermore, |f
subject to NRC licensing requirements, DOE would not necessar-
{ly be required to do so (see the response to BL-1)}, The 1983
Satety Analysfs Report (DPSTSA-100-1) compares the consequences
of four types of accldents that bound the consequences of
cred(ble accidents to 10 CFR 100 reference doses assuming
meteorological 95 percent conditlons, consistent with those
typfcally used fo assess conformance to 10 CFR 100, Of the
four accldents, the cne yielding the max{mum consequences (the
accldent resulting from a reloading error}) Is the appropr(ate
accident for comparfson witn 10 CFR 100 criteria,

Previous SARs and other studies, (ncluding the cited refer-
ences, reviewed a spectrum of acclidents ranging from the cred-
fble to the not credible, fncluding a 100-percent core melt, In
assessing the safety of SRP reactor operatlons. This same ap-~
proach, (ncludfng consideration of an tl1-percent core meit and
a 100-percent core melt was used In the preparation of the 1983
SAR to present again the totaltty of risks, not just the risk
of accldents prescribed by regulations applicable to commercilal
reactors. Although the types and sever{ty of acclidents con-
s{dered did not change, the method of presenting the results
was changed to (mprove ctar(ty and readability of the report
and to put the results {n perspective relative to risk.
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BL=3 Using data presented In the 1983 SRP Production Reactor Safety Conglistency with 10 CFR 100 does not require conslderation of

Analysis Report (1983 SAR), one can compute the maximum Indi-
vidual whole body and thyrold doses at the L-reactor site
boundary to test compllance with 10 CFR Part 100, Table 154
of the 1983 SAR, reproduced In Appendix B to this statement,
raports the whole body and thyrold doses assoclated with 1% and
38 core damage at the L-reactor, These doses are based on the
assumption that 1% core damage would result In alrborne release
of 1% of the noble gases and tritium and 0,5% of the lodine
(1983 SAR, p., 15-69), This source term value for 1% core
damage need only be scaled up to 100%, or full core damage, to
be conslistent with the appropriate 10 CFR Part 100 source
term—-release of 1008 of the noble gases and 50% of the

e R

iodine, The resuiting doses for The new L-reacior wouid be:

Calculated Dose{rem)

Whole Body Thyroid
Accldent Meteorclogy 2~hour 120=hour
10 oFR Part 100 gzource
term (100% noble gas &
50f iodine release 99,5th
from fuel} percentli la 220 1050
10 CFR Part 100
Refarence Values 25 300

As can ba seen, the new L-reactor does not meet minTmum safety
raquirements for the control of radicactivity releases in the
avent of a severe accident, |f Congress said tomorrow, "This
reactor must be llicensed by the NRC," DOE would have no cholce
but to Improve the confinement system in order to trap about
90% of the noble gases released from the reactor core after a
savare accldent,

the release cf 100 percent of the noble gases and 50 percent of
the lodine, See the responses to comments BL-1 and BL-2,
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C. DOE's Efforts to Mask L-Reactor Non-Compliance With 10 CFR
Part 100
8L-4 In response to extensive public criticlsm questloning the See the response fo comment BL-2,

L-reactor's safety and Its lack of a containment bullding, DOE
has developed the following argument to deflect attention from
the L-reactor's faflure to meet 10 CFR Part 100 requlirements,
DOE now clalms that thers are no credlble L-reactor accldents
that could result In fuel melting of more than 3% of the reac-
tor core and, gonsoquanﬂy, that one should assume a design
basis accldent® and a source term which are 30 times smal ler
than DOE and NRC previously assumed, Based on these assump-
tlons, DOE argues, the offsite doses assoclated with all cred-
ible L-reactor accidents are wetl within 10 CFR Part 100 gulde-
line values, Thls argument simply cannot withstand scrutiny,

6The term "design basis™ is used In the context ot nuclear
licensing to dencte the range of postulated accldents for which
it 1s required to provide protection in the form of englneered
safety features systems, For purposes of 10 CFR Part 100, the
NRC equates Mdesign basis accidents” with "credible accidents,”
The 10 CFR Part 100 source term must be greater than that
resulting from any "credible" or "deslgn basis™ accldent,

The 3-percent core-melt accident was selected for comparison to
10 CFR 100 dose criteria because It is a major accldent, postu-
lated from the consideratlon of possible accident events, that
would result in potential hazards nolt exceeded by those from
any accldent considered credible, Clearly, the 1-percent
deslgn 1Imi+ for the Emergency Cooling System (ECS) could not
be considered limiting for site evaluation bacause It Is not
the maximum credlble accldent,

It 1s Incorrectiy Interred here and throughout thls statemant
that the ECS is designed to limlt+ core damage fo 1 percent in
the event of the maximum credible LOCA, For all craedlble
LOCAs, no fuei meiting is anticipated (see SAR, page 15-44),
The 1-percent design basis referred to Is, in fact, & timit
applied to the reactor power leval to limit core damage to 1
percent in the event of a hypothetical maximum-rate leak (an
accldent that Is not considered credible, as discussed below)
accompanied by two other circumstances that render two of the
+hree emargency coolant Injection systems Tneftfective,

The hypothetical maximum rate leak is assumed to result from an
abrupt, doubla-anded break of a large plpe, Such a break Is
not considered credible because stalnlass-stes! plpe in the
low-temperature, low-pressure, low-corrosion conditlions of SRP
reactors would not undergo abrupt catastrophic fatlure, The
two conditlions assumed to render two-thirds of the emergency
coolant injection system Ineffactive contend that the break
occurs In one of the Injection lines and that some unspecifled
failure of an actlve component disables one of the two
remaining Injection lines.
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BL-5

DOE apparently bases this argument on the fact that the SRP
emergency core cooclling systems (ECCS) are currently daslgnad to
limlt core melting to no greater than 1% of the fuel,’ DOE
also points fo its estimates that a fue! reloading accldent at
SRP would result In no greater than 3% core melting (1983 SAR,
p. 15-69), DOE's claims that this 1-3% fuel meiting flgure
should be plugged Into the 10 CFR Part 100 source term analysls
flles In the face of both DOE's own analysis of existing SRP
reactors and NRC's treatment of |lcensed commarclal reactors,

To begin with, nelther DOE nor NRC has ever used ECCS design
criteria as a basis for Judglng the adequacy of the conflnemant
sys‘rem under 10 CFR Part 100, For Ilgh'r water power reacfors,
and historically for the DOE production reactors, WNRC and DOE
have assumed a full-core meltdown and the traditional 10 CFR
Part 100 source term as the design basis acclident for the con-
finement system, The 10 CFR Part 100 requirements were In—
tended to provide a substantial additional layer of conserva-
tism above and beyond that provided by emergency core cooling
and other safety features designed to mitigate agalnst design
basls accldents, In other words, when 10 CFR Part t00 was
daveloped, the AEC declded that, even |f the plant were
dasigned to prevent and mitigate agalnst all credible accl-
dents, the possibility for a much more sarlous, though highly

N

"DOE nas postulated two classes of DBAs for which the SRP

ECCS should be capable of providing protection: loss-of-
coolant and loss-of-circulation (J, W, Joseph, Jr,, and R. C.
Thornberry, "Analysls of the Savannah River Reactor Emergency
Core Cooling System," SRL, DPST-70-463, Oct, 1970, p, 13), |In
1970, DuPont estimated fha'r the rraxlmum amount of core melting
for whlch the ECCS could be maintalned was 108, Id, at p, 17,
Today, SRP estabilshes operating power limlts designed to. limit
core damage from loss-of-coolant and Ioss-of-clrculaﬂon accl-
dents to less than 1%, 1983 SAR, pp, 15-51, 15-54,

The ECS perfcrmance has no dlirect bearing on the "adequacy of
the conflnement system™ as evaluated, because the accldent
causlng the g|rea1'es1' core damage Is not a loss-of-coolant acci-
dent {(LOCA); it is, rather, a fuei mait resuiting from a re-
loading criticality accident that Is not mitigated in any way
by ECS performance, The fact that the most severe credible
accldent at the L-Reactor is a criticality accident (rather
than & LOCA for a powser reactor) reemphasizes the nead to con-
sidor "the characteristics of a particular reactor" (10 CFR
100, note) Ir arriving at appropriate source terms,
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8L-6

T1£T-H

BL-7

BL-~8

improbable, accldent could never be completely discounted, and
therefore its consequences must be consldergd when siting the
plant and designing the contalnment system,” As implemented,
the 10 CFR Part 100 regulations state that the major accldent
from which the source term should be caiculated has "generally
been assumed to result in substantial meltdown of the core with

subsequent release of aggrecTabFe ?uagflﬂes of fission
products, . al, n, 1, Thus, the hlstory of

CFR part 100 convincingly demonstrates that the regulation
should not be based on ECCS design criteria,

Secondly, DOE's argument, If carrfed to 1ts logical conclusion
and applled to NRC-llcensed reactors, would result In a com-
plete anomaly, DOE claims that, since SRP reactor ECCSs are
designed to limlit fuel melting to 1%, the 10 CFR Part 100 doses
should be calculated, and the adequacy of the contalnment
tested, based on the 1% flgure, Yet, reactor ECCSs |Icens% by
the NRC are designed fo permit no fuel melting whatsoever,'®
According to DOE's loglc, MRC-1lcensed reactors would not even
need contalnment bulldings, since there would be no 10 CFR Part
100 otfsite dosaes at al!l based on the ECCS ne-fuel-melting cri-
teria, This absurd result underscores the weakness of DOE's
argument and demonstrates the need to assure sufficlent conser-
vation by basing 10 CFR Part 100 upon a substantial meltdown
accident, rather than on ECCS design criteria,

Batomic Energy Commlssion Reactor Site Criteria, Report to
+he Director of Regulation by the Director, Licensing and
Regulation, AEC-R 2/39, Appendix D at p. 9.

9As noted previously, the precedent wlth regard to both
commerci al power reactors and production reactors has been Yo
interpret "substantial meltdown with subsequent release of
appreciable quantities of fisslon products™ to mean full core
meitdown with the Instantaneocus release to the containment or
conf inemant system of 100% of the noble gases, 50% of the
fodine, and 1% of the remalning flsslon products,

107The NRC assumes as a design basls accident a loss-of-coolant
accldent caused by a double~ended plpe break, Reactors must be
designed to permit no fuel melting from this accident, even
assuming the single faflure criterion,

As Indicated In Table 4-22 of the Draft EIS, the limiting
accldent Is derived from a reloading criticality, not a LOCA;
therefore, It Is unaffected by ECS performance, Sectlon
4,2,1,5 and Table 4-24 of the draft EIS further assess the
ef foctiveness of the confinement system for a postulated
10-percent core melt bmsed on the NRC CRACZ methodology.

Also see the response to comment BL-4 concerning the design of
the SRP ECS,

See the responses to comments BL-1 and BL-2,

See the rasponse to comment BL-4,
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BL-9

BL-10

Furthermore, even {f DOE were somehow correct (n tasfng the 10
CFR Part 100 analys{s upon the ECCS design criterion, the 1-3%
fuel melt figure Is stil] far too low to be considered the max-
(mum credible accident, The ECCS design criterion of not more
than 1% fue] melting (s based on the single fallure criterion,
which assumes that an accident--e.g., & pipe break-=-i{s accom-
panfed by the most detrimental faflure of a single active com-
ponent of the system, Common cause fallures, which could cause
simultaneous fallure of two or more acti{ve components, could
cause fue] melting beyond that established as the ECCS DBA.

For example, the accldent at Three Mile Island Unft 2 was "ba-
yond the design basis of the ECCS™ In that there were multiple
faflures of active components, resuiting fn cladding, and pos-

e B

sibie fuel maiting weil beyond ¥he ECCS design iimits,

The Three M{le 1sland accident points up another flaw in the
D0E analysls of "cred(ble" accidents at SRP, ODOE assumes that
the percent release of noble gases (s directly proportional to
the percentage of fuel melted, e.q., 3% fuel melting results In
the release of 3§ of the noble gases. To the contrary, at TMi
Unit 2, the percentage of the noble gas inventory released was
several times the parcentage of the core damaged,

Sea the response to comment BL-4 concerning deffni{tion of ECS
design criterion,

Since the startup of SRP reactors, a continuing effort has been
devoted to review of the of fectiveness of the reactor safety
systems and the upgrading of the systems, These reviews have
included analysis of what has come to be known as "common
cause" faflure modes, Where credible fatlure modes of this
nature have been fdentified and consfdered to be of {mportanca,
des{an or operational changes have been (mplemented to cope
with the faflure modes. Several examples of the design changes
implemented to cope with common cause faflures of the ECS are
described In Appendix J of the EIS (see the discussion of sub-

s men Ed tm mAAlSd -
meirs fble addition valves, page J-9, (solatfon valves, page

J=11, new sump pumps, page J-11, 36-(nch~high dams, page J-12,
and automatic {ncident actfon sensors, page J=12), The ECS
header represaented a unique failure point In that a mass(ve
leak from the header could flood the reactor basement, possibly
causing a "loss of pumping" accident while at the same time
possibly rendering the ECS Incapable of coping with the aceci~
dent. To overcome this deficlency, a serles of {solation
vajves were {nstalled (n the mid-1970s,

The risk analyses discussed (n the EIS and 1983 SAR (nclude
estimates of recognized credfble common cause faflures, but do
not make an arbitrary allowance for nonspecific common cause
fatlures,

The asserticn that ™at TMI Unit 2, the percentage of the noble
gas Inventory released was several times the percentage of the
core damaged" (s without foundation, Most recent estimates of
TMi=2 core condi{tion suggest that a very large portfion fs
damaged, it is significant fo note that despite the large core
damage, quantities of radlofodine released from the coolant
system were minute compared to the full=core-melt estimate,
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BL-11

BL-12

In any case, the question of whether fuel melting beyond 3% (s
eredible™ or "incredible,” from the standpoint of the ECCS
criteria, s Irrelevant from the standpoint of the continement
system design requirements, The conflnement system must meet
10 CFR Part 100 requirements, It must maintalin of f-site doses
below 10 CFR Part 100 guideline values, assuming the release of
100% of the noble gases, If It Is to achleve {ts "defense—In—
depth™ objective of [Iimiting the risk to the public if a more
serious accldent, not normally considerad credible, should
occur, As shown above, tha L-reactor simply does not meet
these requirements,

As a separate matter, DOE has attempted to use probabllistic
risk analyses to bolster i+s argument that acclidents resulting
in more than 1-3% fuel melting are not f“credible.," In essence,
00E ctlalms that mora severe accidents are not credible since
the probablll?y of thelr occurrence Is loss than one In a
mitifon (10°) per reactor year of operation. The caicuia-
tlons cited in the DEIS (Yol, 1, p, 4-54; Vol, 11, pp, G—44 to
G-48) refer to estimates made In a recent Internal DuPont
maemorandum (J, P, Church to D, A, Ward, "Risk Estimates for SRP
Production Reactor Operation,” DPST-83-717, Aug. 26, 1983),
This Internal document, however, polnts out that the risk
assessmant wit! not be completed for about two years and that

......

The conflinement system for L-Reactor woul!d meet the dose
criterta of 10 CFR 100, were they to apply (see draft EIS
Tables 4-22 and 4-24; also see the rasponse to comment BlL-1),

Four accldents which bound the consequences of credible accl=
dents are reviewad and discussed In the EIiS and the 1983 SAR,
The bounding accldents were selected by following the tradi-
tional approach to resctor safety analysis by analyzing the
consequences of "worst case credible” and even some "noncred-
ibie™ accidents based on the single fallure criteria. Both
mechanistic and probablllistic arguments waere used to define the
"worst case credibfe" accidents, Best estimates of the proba—
bl ITty of occurrence of these accidents are presented in the
EfS In order to define as accurately as possible not only the
consequences of these accldents but also the assoclated risk
(consequence multiplied by probabl ity of occurrence) of thase
accidents,
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The present study should be viewed as a pre—
Iiminary estimate of risk, The study Is not
sufficient for use as » basis for making
absolute declsions about Improving reactor
safefy, [t Is Tnfended as a gulde to engi-
neering Judgement Tn aestablishing prlorities
for the use of resources In making further
Improvements In reactor safety, Jjust as the
previcusly estimated risks and probabllitles
have been used In the past, Even the com
plete PRA will have lImitations and witl be
used In much the same way,

PRA resuits are inherentiy subject to uncer—
tainty, In particular, PRA results cannot be
expected to quantify risks from accidents or
avents which cannot or have not been postu-
lated and quantified,

1ds, pp. 2-3 (emphasls added},
In the DEIS, The‘l?OE conveniently falls to mention this

cautionary note,
the end of the DyPont document, Including the following:

The estimates of probablilties used In this
study for specific accldent sequences and
consaquences should be conslidered with

Mn the Appendix of the DEIS, DOE indicates that the
analysis s "proliminary" (DEIS, Vol, I, p. G-48), In the
main text (DEIS, Vol., |, pp. 434 to 4-35}, the results are
preosented without caveats and are presented as "fact,m

As noted in the second quote, the probabliities are the best
ostimates that can be made at the prasent tima with existing
data and resources; and they are Judged to bs reasonable, The
primary deticiency alluded to Tn the first quote Is not with
the probabliities but with the fact that some less probable
accldent scenarlos are not yet Included as noted In the remain-
der of the caveat, which was not quoted btut is reproduced
below:

", ... They co not include the probabllity of Initiating events
which could result in common fallures of several safety sys-
tems, and whlich can be postulated, but for which there Is no
aexperience based upon whlch to estimate probabilities, For
sxamp!s, & very largs sarthguaks, we!! bsyond the design beslts
earthquake for the reactor, might render Inoperative several or
at! of the heat ramoval systems, The frequency of occurrence
of such an varthquake |s not known--it might truly be zero; It
Is certalnly less than once in 10,000 years, However, when th
results of probabitity calculations yield values as low as 107
(as In this study) per year, it 15 appropriate to recognize
that there my very well be axceedingly rare events whose risk
contributlions have been quantified.s The Important cgnciuslon
Is that an avent so rare as to occur only once fn 107 years, as
In cases dlscussed above, should be regarded as having, in

ef fect, zero probability, There Is no Incentive to further
reduce Tts probablilty or its consequence, An event having a
probabl|lty of once In 10% years might be consldered as a sig~
nificant contributor to risk 1f the consequence of the event Is
known or Judged to be very large, Thus there is Incentive to
reduce its probabllity or consequence,”

)

NRC's concluslon concerning risk ana
initiated by naturai phenomena or de
is pertinent and stated below:

ysls o an
iberat

oq
S8 %
uera CT

1 saqu
i BCTS

"Sequencas Initiated by natural phenomena such as
tornadoes or selsmic events and those that could be
Inltiated by detiberate acts of sabotage are In a
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carefu} regard Yo the assumptions made, large maasure taken (nto account In the deslign baseas
First, the estimates of component and system and operation, The data base for assessing the prob-
tatlure rates or fallure probabflities used abi)lfty of events more severe than the design bases
{n this study were not obtained by a compre- for naturai phenomena ts extremely small, Therefore,
hensive analys{s. They are the best esti- acclident sequences {ni{tfated by such events fs con-
mates that can be made at the present t(me sidered beyond the state-of-the-art of probabllistic
with existing data and resources, They are risk assessmant." (Reference: Final Environmental
Judged to ba reasonable, Sacond, the esti- Statement on the operatfon of Bryon Station. Units 1
mafed rates are based upon extrapclations of and 2, NUREG-0848, U.5, Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
experience. They do not include the proba- sfon, April 1982,)
bility of Inftiating events which couid re-
sult (n common faflures of several safety 0f all the types of accldents considered {n the preliminary
systems, ang which can be posfulated, but for PRA, the LOCA acclident and the assoclated response of the ECS
which there fs no experience base upon which are the most thoroughly studied., Rather comprehensive analysis
to estimate probabilifties, Including common cause fallures has been applied fo th{s accl-
dent as evl/denced by the number of desfgn changes (mplemented
1d., p. 16 (omphasis added), to address common cause failures (see the response to comment
BL=Y},
Indead, the fallure to take Into account common cause fallures
results in estimates of fuel melting that are lfkely to be
several orders of magnttude too low, This renders the overal]
absolute probabli{tfes meaningless for Judging whether the
probabglt‘l'y of accldents resulting (n more than 3% fuel malt(ng
Is 107 per rgactor year, as DOE would have us belfeve, or
closer to per year, or even higher,
DOE has used the samo probabflity analysis as a part{al basis
for f{ts contention that alternative contalnment/conf{nemant
options are not cost effective (DEIS, Vol, 1, Table 4-31, fn,
d, p, 4-80), The absolute probabtlities are simllarly an
Iinsufficlent basfs for this content(on,
BL-t3 The DOE comparfsons of the cost effectiveness of alternative With respect to the comments on the cost-effectiveness evalua-

containment/conf Inement options (DEIS, Vel, |, Table 4-31)
contain even more fundamental errors that render them useless,
It (s perhaps useful to mant(on saeveral of these errors,
although | do not Intend to discuss them {n detafl fn this
statement,

(1} it Is tnappropriate to [nclude a production loss of
$150,000 per reactor-day without {ncluding offsetting operating
costs that would not be fncurred,

tion of alternative safety systems:

1. The value of $150,000 takes into account reduced
operating costs,
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(2) The estimated man-rems averted do not Include exposures: 2(a), The estimated person-rem do not consider onsite
exposures with any alternative because there (s no
(a) +to persons exposed on site, basls for assuming any difference In onsite expo-
(b) to persons exposed at a dfstance greater than 80 km, sures to plant workers subject to emergency
{c) To organs other than whoie body, e.q9., thyrofd, and procedures f{n the svent of an accldent,
bene,
{d) assoctated with fuei-malting beyond 10% of the 2(b). As noted {n Table 4=24 of the Dratt EIS, person-rem
core, exposures at distances as far as 800 kitometers are
only about twice those out to BO kflometers for esach
Recognizing these fnherent deficlencfes, the NRC has decided alternative and do not alter the cost benefit by
that this cost-benafit approach should under no circumstances myre than a factor of two,
be used as a substitute for existing reguifafory requirements,
These requirements {nclude ensuring compllance with 10 CFR Part 2(c). Table 4~24 of the Dra¢t EIS also lists the popula-
100, parforming adequate site selaction, and ensuring that the +lon thyrcid doses for both 80- and BOO-k{!cmster
onfalnmen'r/conflnemenf system (s adequa're for the protection radfus zones, Inclusion of these doses would not
of public hsaalth, signiffcantly atter the cost-beneftt values, partic-
ularly those based on the EPA value per health-
effects averted, because thyrofd damage Is extremely
unntikely,

2(d), Values for any desired core-melt hypothesis can be
dstermined by fnverse scaling of the cited cost-
bsnet i+ values with the core-melt percentage,

BL-14 In sum, the L-reactor, as presently designed, is simply un- The L-Reactor {s not unsafe and does meet the mini{mum standards

safe, |t does not meet the minimum standards for design of a
contalnmant/conf inement system to protect the public health {n
the avent of a severe acclfdent, Following the recent contro-
versy over the adequacy of the L-reactor confinement system,
DOE has attempted to lower {ts safety requlirements--reducing
the requirements for confining noble gases by a factor of
30--rather than {mprove the confinemant technology,

Stmply stated, DOE belteves its reactors should be held to the

nuclear regulatory requfrements of the Truman and E(senhower
adminfstrations rather than today's standards., We disagree,

1. The National Security Issue

| will now turn to the national security (ssua, Here, the
contral question (s whether DOE can safely defer the restart of
the L-Reactor In ordar to (ncorporate the technologles needed

for design of & contalnment/confinement system (see the re-
sponse to comment BL~11), Rather than lower [ts safety
requirements (see the response to comment BL-2), DOE has
continued to upgrade reactor safety systems and explore new
methods to further protect the public health and safety.
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BL~15

BL-16

to meet today's minimal environmental and satety standards,
Can we have both a safe and clean environment and adequate
national security, or must the former bs sacrificed for the
latter, as DOE wouid have us belleve?

In the DEIS (Yol, |, Chapter 1), DOE's emphasis on the "need"
Issue has been In terms of whether the L-reactor shoutd be
restarted at atl, rather than the less demanding question of
whether restart of the L-reactor can be deferred, A 36-month
delay In L~-reactor operations Is ample time to upgrade the
environmental control and safety systems, This perlod would
permit Installation of four of the flive conflinemant/contalament
alternatives (DEiS, Vol, 1, p. 4=80), and would also permit the
Installatfon of mechanical draft cooling towers (DEIS, VoI, 1,
p. 4-95), The cost of a 36-month detlay In terms of foregone
piutonium production Is approximately 1,5-1,75 MT of pluto-
nium, Thus, the central quastion hare s whether 1,5-1 75 MT
of foregone plutonium production is a threat to natlonal secu-
rity, or, alternatively, whether this amount (or some fraction
thereof) can be suppiied by other production initiatives with~
out Incurring a shortage of plutonium "needed™ for nuclear
weapons production,

To place thls issue In parspective, It shouid be noted that the
U.S. nuciear weapons stockplle currently contains some 80 to 90
metric tons of plutonlum and 600 to 700 metric tons of highly
------ it is incredibie Yo think That s 2 percent
change In the plutonlum Inventory would bs detrimental +o na-
tional securfity, Certalnly, we cannot estimate the number of
Soviet warheads or weapons material production to that level of

accuracy,

Setting this argument aside, there Is strong evidence that
restart of the L-resctor can bo delayed for at least 36 months
without Incurring a shortage In plutonium to meet DOE projected
weapon requirements,

The ef fects on meeting establlshed needs for defense nuclear
materials with a delay of the L-Reactor restart Is analyzed In
Appendix A (classifled), Implemantation of the potential com-
bination of partial-production optlons providing the greatest
material productlion (the accelerated useof the Mark-15 tattice
at SRP reactors and the production of less than 6 percent plu~
fonlum at the N-Reactor) to compensate for productlon losses
commensurate with these delays In the L-Reactor restart provide
only a small fraction of needed defense materiats that could be
produced by L-Reactor, This Is summarized in Section 2,1,3 In
the EIS,

The national policy on nuclear weapons, thelr deployment, and
the need for Increased waspons is beyond the scope of this EiS,
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8L-17

BL-18

A, Would a Near-Term Shortage of Plutonium Be lncurred By a
Dalay In Start-up of the L-reactor(

First, the DEIS fails significantly to give speclal considera-
tion to a short-torm defay In L-reactor operation and the
shortages of materials, (f any, that this delay would Incur,
aven wlthout alterpative production options, The relevant
questlions that must be asked are: Would a near-term shortage
occur, and, If so, could the alternative production options
alimlinate 117

When tha 1981-83 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Mamorandum (NWSM}
was signed by President Carter In October 1980, DOE projected
that, unioss Thoe new production IATTIaTIVeS wWers implemented,
there would be a shortage of plutonium in 1985 or shortly
thereafter, With the implementation of several planned Initia-
tives, Including the restart of the L-reactor (DEIS, p. 1-3), a
plutonium shortage was not projected to occur prior to the
early 1990s, DOE Indicates that "the Increased defense nuclear
material requirements , , . have been reaffirmed In subsequent
Stockpl le Memoranda™ (DE!S, p. 1-2), but that ™Congress has
delayed or faited to fund certain nuclear weapons systems"”
(DEIS, p. 1=-2). The aftfect has been to e!iminate the shortage
previously projected to occur In the early 1990s, In my view,
foregoing plutonium production in the L-reactor for 36 months,
even 1f none were made up through alternatlive near-term produc~

tlon inltiatives, would not create near-term shortages, In the

long term (after 1990), shortages that might otherwise appear
can be made up by a variety of production inttiatives, several
of which are identified below,

DOE apparently doss not dispute this view, Rather, DOE simply
assarts that "none of the lalternativel production opticns, or
combl nations of optlons, would provide sutficlent materlal in
timo to fully compensate for tho delay or loss of L-Reactor
production® (DEIS, p, 1-6), But *this Is not the ralevant ques-
tion, As stated above, the questions are: Would a near=-term
shortage occur, and, If so, could the alternative production
options etiminate 1t+?

See the response to comment BL-15,

The quantitative analysis of auclear material requirements and
supply provided in Appendix A (classifled) demonstrates the
need for the restart of L=Reactor as soon a5 practicabls to
meet the the requirements ldentifled in the FY 1984-1989
Nuclear Weapons Stockplle Memorandum,

See also the response to comment BL-15,
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B. The Recent Delays In Weapons Systems Have Significantly
Reduced ¥the Near-Term Requirements for Plufonlum,
BL-19 This can be seen by comparing the weapons requirements set See the response to comment BL-16, As indicated In Section

forth In the Carter FY 1981-83 NWSM agalnst today's
requiremants,

The FY 1981-83 NWSM, slgned In October 1980, included a signif-
tcant Increase In warhead production and was the Impetus for
materlals production Initlatives. Included In this NWSM wera:

- the first firm requirements for 700 W84 and W85 warheads for
Pershing ! and Ground-Launched Crulse Misslles,

- some 2000 MX misslles warheads planned for a 200-misslile
force,

- sufflctent W76 Trident | warheads (5,520) for backfit Into
12 Poselidon submarines and 15 new Trldent submarines,

= 1200 W=-70-3 Lance and W79 8-~Inch nuclear artillery warheads
built as fission warheads with the technical abitity to be
shifted to enhanced radlation yields,

- 460 W80-0 Sea~Launched Cruise Misslle warheads,

- 3,394 %80-1 Air-Launched Cruise Missile warheads, and

- 1000 w-82 155-mm fission artlllery warheads,

The FY 1983-88 NWSM signed by President Reagan In November 1982

made signlflcant changes to its earlylassumpflons, which were
simllar to the Carter Administration:

YZNine warhead fypes continue in production during 1$83:
- the B51-3/4 bomb,

the W76 Trident | warhead,

theo W79 enhanced radiation artillery warhead,

the WB0-0-0 Sea-Launched Cruise Misslle warhead,

the WB0-1 Alr-Launched Cruise Misstle warhead,

the B83 Modern Strateglc Bomb,

+he W84 Ground-Launched Crulse Missile warhead,

the W85 Pershing || warhead, and

the W87 MX warhead.

1,1.1 and Appendix A {(classifled), the dafense nuclear material
requirements of the FY 1384-1989 Nuclear Weapons Stockplle
Memorandum support the need to restart L-Reactor as soon as
practicable,

The availabllity of all recoverable material from retlired
waapons Is Included In the determination of material supply for
new weapons In the NWSM, OOE utilizes this materlal in meeting
new defanse nuclear material requirements., Section 1,1 con-
talns added Informatlion on this subject In this final EiS,
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- oniy 1000 MX warheads would be bulft for 100 MX missiles,

- W76 Trident | warhead production would be cut to 3840 In the
shorf ferm, ulfh a shift to Trident §1 produci'lon in time
Tomdds Toaldmads acchammia
UL 1

e
Ty lli[l"g IIIB RIATA T 10807 fig \l)v?l’

= the W70-3 Lance and W79 8-inch nuclear artillery warheads
would be bullt as enhanced radiation warheads,

- 758 rather than 460 W70-0 Sea~Launched Cruise Misslfe
warheads,

= a slignificant reduction In near-term W80~1 ALCM production
from 3.394 to 1,739 with shitt to the Advanced Crulse
Missile, and

- & shi¢tr from flsslon to enhanced radiation yleld for 1000
W82 155~mm warheads,

Signiflcant reductlons In nuclear materlal requirements have
resulted from Reagan's decislon to shlft the MX warhead from
the W78 design to the W87, In addition, DOE has consltilgrab!e
flexibility In the rate ot retirement of old warheads,

This 1s the primary source of material for new weapons
production,

The 1933-88 NWSM also Tncluded a number of new retlrement
inltiatives, including retirement of B-520s and accelerated
retiremant of B52Gs {with the reduction In bomb needs), retire-
ment of the Titan ||, and accelerated retlrement of Polarls,
The retiremonts troditional iy account for a large proportion of
nuclear materlals for new warheads, By the end of the decads,

$5Ms hiine warhead Types (w25, 828, w2l Miks !“'-%r'"'!‘s, ‘-':'35, VAR

W50, 853, and W76) will be retired either In part or In full,

3Two signiflcant restraints exist In retiring warheads when
scheduled: warhead retirements contingent on replacements
(particularty when lack of Congressional funding siows down
replacemants) and double sets of warheads necessary when
enhanced radliatlon replacements for fisslon warheads (W70-3,
W79, and W82) are kept in the U,5, and a full set of overseas
deployed warheads are also kept,
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Comment
number

Comments

Responses

8L-20

C., Alternative Plutonfum Production Initiatives Are Avaflable
to Make Up for a Potential Loss of Some 1,5~1,70 MT of
Plafonium WiThin The Three-Year Period The L—Reacfor Is

Deferred,

Since 1981, DOE has exceaeded Its plutonfum equivalent produc-

tion goal. Consequenﬂy, part of the 1, 5-1 75 MT Pu alterna-
tive productfon requirement has already been met, We estimate
that DOE has surpassed its planned production goal at Savannah
River by about 0,5 MT (n FY 1982-83, At Hanford, the conver-
ston of the N-reactor to the weapon—-grade mode of operation was
completed in FY 1982, approximately five months ahead of sched-
ule, providing some 0 23 MT of additional plutonfum. Thus, the
makeup needed from alternative sources Is only on the order of
0.8-1,0 MT,

D. Other Alternatives to L-Reactor Operation

(1) Mark-15 Cores, The use of Mark-15 coras could boost
plutonfum production by at least 25% per reactor., If such
cores are I(nstalled In two oparating SRP reactors, waapon-grade
plutontum production (with blending) could be fncreased by
0,375-0,475 MT per year, Plans ex({st to [nstall Mark-15 cores
in one reactor in late FY 1985 or as late as August 1986,
Accelerating i{ntroduction of the Mark-15 cores by one year
could provide approximately one-half of the plutonium makeup
required,

{2) Production of 5% Pu-240 Flutontum at the N-reactor, The
shift from 6% to H% Pu=-240 production would produce greater
quant(ties of plutonfum than a 10% (ncrease [n N-reactor power
(DEIS, pp. 2-5, 6), Such a shift could therefore {ncrease
plutonfum producflon through blending by about 90 kg/yr, or
some 0,27 MT over the next three years.

(3) Rastart of the Purex Reprocessing Plant at Hanford. DOE
now plans To restart the Purex Reprocessing Plant at Hanford (n
April 1984 to process stored and new N-reactor spent fuel to
recover both fuel-grade and weapon-grade plutonium, Restart of
t+he Purex plant three months earller would provide an
add{tiona) 100 kg of plutonium per month, or 0,3 MT total,

The avallabtlity of nuclear mater{at deffned in the Nuclear

Weapons Stockpile Memorandum Includes actual materfal produced
in NMNE farmilidtioe rathar than mascd aradoas~dinn male Aand
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schedules,

The accelaration of Mark-~15 lattice cores and production of
S5-percent plutonlum-240 at the N-Reactor were considered (n the
EIS (Sections 2,1,2,2, 2,1,2,5, 2,1,2,4, and 2,1,3), The add{-
tfonal plutonium that would be generated by these partfal pro-
duction options i{s small compared to the amount needed to off-
set a detay {n L—Reactor restart., The early restart of the
PUREX facility will have l{ttle affect on the supply of
woapons-grade plutonium In the near term because sufficlent
suppties of fuel=grade plutonium are directly ava{lable for
blendlng, the capaclty of the fac!llty {s large In relation to
the backlog of N-Reactor wsapons—=grads materia! availasbls for
processing. Furthermore, the early plant startup was factored
Intc the material supply (nformation [n the FY 1984-1989 NWSM
recently approved by President Reagan and used as a basis for
the need for L-Reactor (n th(s final EIS, Additional Informa-
tion on {mplemented In{tlatives and producti{on optlons has baen
included in Sactions 1,1 and 2.1 of this finat EIS,
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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,



