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

Comment
number

Comments

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

Responses

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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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),
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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
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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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,
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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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Comment

Table -2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

number

Commants

Responses

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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Table M-2, ODOE responses to comments on Draft £15 {(continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
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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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
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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Table M-2, ODOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (cont{nued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

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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Table M-2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number

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

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

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

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

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

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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Table M-2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft+ EIS {(continued)

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,

¥





