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THE TOWN W JACWSON
Te16ptine 471-2227

Jackson, South Caro I f na 29831

October 10, 1983

Un I ted States Department of Energy
Savannah RI ver Operat Ions Off Ice
P.O. BOX A
A f ken, South Caro I I na 29801

The Twn of Jackson, South C.arollna, Is a close nefghtgr to the _nts a!)d r~olut ton noted.
Savannah River Plant located fn A(ken County, South Carolina.
We have enJoyd very good relatfons with SRP off Iclals for over
thirty (30) years.

We have extreffm conf ( dence In the OU~NT Cunpany, the Depart-
ment of Energy and the Un I ted States Government, that al I
phases of Plant ~eratlons WI I I be done safely and ~onml-
cal Iy. Based upon these determinations we would I (ke tu pro-
wse the fol Iowlng rosolutlon.

RESOLUT 10N

THE TONN OUWl L mO WY@ 00 HEREBY RESOLVE TO GIVE THEIR
FULL SUPPORT TO ~ STARNP W T14E L-REACTOR.

= IT FURTNER RESOLVED THAT THE TOm OF JACNSON 00ES FULLY
SUP~T THE BUI LO I * Of A NEW REACTOR AT THE SAVANNAH
RIVER PLANT.

~ URGE W UN I TEO STATES DEPAR~NT OF ENEffiY TO GIVE
THE!R FULLEST ~NSIOERATl~ TO SRP =FORE SELECTIW A SITE
FOfl THIS NEW REACTOR.
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“I, mtnr

Respectfu I Iy sutmIltted:

Hoyt E. Duns I eth, Mayor

CC: PreS I dent, Wna I d Reagan
US Dept. of Energy Secretary
Senator Strom Thurfaond
Senator Fritz Nol I trigs
Rep. Butler Derrick
Governor Richard RI Iey
State Rep. Irene Rudn ick
Chnm Alken Counw Councl I

COUNCIL NENBERS

Fred Darnel I A. Ellls

Oennls *lng Jean Col I Ier

Gurnw Wfgglns Russel I NcNlnney
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STATEMENT OF ~ETHEA WITH

October 31, 1983

Mr. Melvln J. Sires, II I
U.S. Departmnt of Energy
Savannah River Operations Off Ice
Post Off Ice ~x A
Al ken, South Carol ( na 29801

R=ponses

Attn: El S for L-Reactor

Dear Mr. S(res:

I *m very concerned about the Envlronwnt we Ii ve In today, we
have the Oepartnmnt of Energy (OOE ) along w{th the Environmen-
tal Impact Statmnt. The L-Reactor Operatlo” at the Savannah
River P Iant should be studf ed verv careful because we are talk-
ing about human beings, end the Envl ronment wh lch we II va in.

AV-1 The startup of the L-Reactor w( 1 I [ ncrease by 33$ the load on See the reswnse to canmnt AJ-1 re~rd( ng seepa~ basl ns and
seepage &s Ins currently Ieak( ng toxic tiem(cal (nto freshwater ground water contaml nat [on at SRP.
source for much of the Southeast.

AV-2 The amunt of I Iqu (d high-level wast= produced at the Savannah Incremental process( ng w the chemical se~ratlons fac( Iltles
River plant WI I I Increase w 33$. as a resu It cf L-Reactor operat{on .( I i ganerate 1150 to 2300

cub(c nk3te= of Ilauld waste oer vear. This valum wII I be
concentrat~ to 380 to 76o cub(c kters Pr year. A maximum of
three tanks would ka rqulred per decah of L-Reactur opera-
tion; however, bcause the Oefense Waste Processing Fac( I lty IS
expectd to te fmnc.bl I(z(ng SRP high-level waste into bore.sl 11-
cate glass bv 1989, no nw high-level radioactive waste tanks
are expected to b requlr6d for L-Reactor. Sect Ion 5. 1.2.8
descr I bes the I ncr-nta I Impacts of L-Reactor on the
waste-mnagewant operat Ions at SRP.

AV-3 The Oepartmnt of Energy p Ians Involve the f Iushl ng of radlo- See the r=~nse to canrmnt AA-2 rqardl ng the re!at Ionsh (p
act Ive ces(um Into the Savannah River. Th IS IS not safe and I rad(oceslum and rad (ocoblt concentrations to EPA drlnklng-
feel the startup of the L-Reactor should b avc.lded (n South water standards.
Carol lna.

of
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AV4 The Department of Energy facl I ltles shou Id Im requl red to
comply with Federal and state environmental standards
app I I cable to cammercl al reactor sites;

AV-5 and very ser IOUS steps be taken to ava I d damge to the
Env I ronmnt bf ore startuD.

And I f provl ng found not to b safe for our Envl ron~nt that we
Ilve in, I urge you and others not to start UP the L-Reactor I n
South Caroll na for the product Ion of plutonlum.

I wou Id II ke to have a copy of the Final Draft Envl ronmental
Impact Statement, a long w1th any other I nformat I on you may bs
able to share with m.

Thankl ng you I n advance for your assistance.

Sincerely,

See the r=ponses tu comments AA-3 and AF-1 regard! ng DOEIS
camnl tment to ctnnply with app I I cable Fe&ral and stateenvlron-
nentaI reguI at ions and the dl f f erencm tetneen SW reactorsand
cmmerclaI IIght-waterreactors.

Sea the responses to canments AA-3 and AF-2 re~rdl ng DOE*S
cmmltfnent to canply with app I I cable Federal and state environ-
mental regu Iations and to take al I reasonable steps to mltl @te
Impacts.

Oorethea Sml th

ADO IT 10NAL ~MMENTS MOE AT PUBLIC HEARI ffi ON wVEMBER 1, 1983

AV-6 As we can see, when we have publ Ic h68r! ngs to 1nvlte cit Izens Hearings were held at kth 9 a.m. and 6 p.m. in Augusta,
here to met with you b discuss the Issue at hand, It!s a time Georgia, Al ken and Beau fort, South Carol! na, and Savannah,
when citizens are at work. Most cltlzens are at work at 9:00 -rgla, to provide a maximum Opprtunlw for citizen response
Olcl O~k, and wm of them are at work at 6:00 O’cl Ock. with ml n!mum Interference to work schedu Ies. In addltlon,

written comments were sol lclted I n the EIS and I n newspaper
adtirtisewnts fran persons who were unable to attend the
h-r! ngs or ulw wlshd to SUPP Iemnt their Oral Statements.

AV-1 I Im Sure Me ~ntt ~ke it ~Val lable fOr al I that are concernd, As stated In the EIS, 00E will comply with all applicable
but we should do scnnethl ng in the Interest of the PeoP Ie that Federal and state environmental protection ragu Iatlons.
are telng -- their Ilves are talng Jeopardized by trying to
restart the L-Reactor.
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AV-8 I 1m sure you have PW I e who are say f ng that the L-Reactor Is
safe, bt we understand that there!s very toxic chemical that
are bl ng produced at the Savannah River Plant that causes
birth defects and causes a lot of effects to human bal rigs.

We are ask! ng each of you to p lease do sonmth Ing about the
environment that we 11ve in. We have the EPA; we have DOE; we
have a I I these peep Ie who are working thatfs supposed to be
protect Ing the environment wh Ich we I (ve In. And every tlmm
you look around, there’s sonmth I ng wrong. As you can see, we
have people being brn with a lot of b(rth defects, and ltls no
rmre than the toxic chemlca Is that we are drlnklng from our
tab le.

Toxic chmlcals and radioactive Materials hlng produced and/or
Ut( I Ized at the Savannah RI ver Plant are co”talned and hand led
In a safe mnnor. Releases to the environment are rnal ntalned
wlthfn strlcf Ilm(ts.

The calcu Iatad overal I reference case hea Ith effects to the
population wlthln an 80-kl lowter radius arcund SW and In the
downstream POPU lat Ion that consunms river water are 0.002 and
0.005 excess cancer death frcin the f i rst and tenth years of
L-Reactor operat ions, respectl vely. Rt sks frcin a 10-Wrce t
core-me)+ reactor accident are even lower, about 2.4 x 10- 2

excess cancer death par reactor-year (Sect (on 4.2. 1.5 ).

W detr ln83ntal hea Ith effects due to releases frum the Savannah
River Plant have bgen oherved, and none are prdlcted to occur
as a resu It of L-Reactor operat Ion beyond those already I dent 1-
f(ed In the EIS (Sedlons 5.102.5 and 5.2.7). These cc.nclu-
slons are supported bf three hea Ith effects stud (es by Profes-
sor H. 1. Sauer of the Unlverslty of Mlswurl-Columbla (nom
retired), whose flnd(ngs show no evidence of unusual cancer or
Infant death rat.% near the Savannah River P Iant (Sect Ion
6.1.5).
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STATEMENT OF A. R. JARRETT, Pif. D. , P.E.

THE PENNSYLVAN 1A STATE UNIVERSITY
249 AGRICULTURAL ENGINEERI ffi SUl LDlffi

UN I VERS I ~ PARK, PENNSYLVANIA 16802

Col Iege of Agrlcu Iture
and

Cot Iege of Eng! neerl ng
Departmnt of Agrlcultura I Englneerl ng

Octokr 28, 1983

Mr. Melvln J. Sires
Savannah River Operations Off Ice
P.O. Box A
Alken, SC 29801

Dear Mr. Sires:

I n a letter dated Octobr 27, 1983, I contr 1buted a few cain-
ments to the Draft El S on the L-Reactor Operation at Savannah
River Plant. There was one correct Ion necessary In that statw
ment. I would appreciate If you would d! sregard the ear Iler
cmrnent and rep I ace It with the enc !osed stat-nt. Thank You
for your cons I derat 1on.

Sincerely,

A. R. Jarrett, Ph. D., P.E.
Assocl ate Professor

ARJ/sek



Table M-2. ~E res~nses tv Canmnts on Draft EIS (cc,ntfnued)

come”+ C.ammnt s Responses
numkr

I have revlswod bth Vo Iuw 1 and 2 of the draft Environmental
Impact Staterrant (E IS) or the L-Reactor Opera+ (on at the
Savannah River Plant (SRP). My revlw was Ilm(ted to the areas
of surface and subsurface hydrology and sol Is, areas of w ex-
pert (se. Based on this review, I find this EIS to k In quite
~d wnd(tlon, havl ng addressed the necessary issues. I have
noted telcn one or two areas of wncern. These areas of con-
cern appear to k hsed on I nterpretat I ons of data COI Iected
and publl shed (n the EIS.

Au-1 Page 3-25 and ApWndlx F reveal a“ extens lve revf en of the
total heads exlstl ng at varfous Iocatlons wlthln the SRP.
These results are summarized several places, Krt Ial IV Fig. 3-8
and 3-9, wh Ich show mst of the SRP to te In a zone of upward
hydrau I !C grad (ent fran the Tuscalmsa format Ion Iv the Con-
garew format Ion. Tha Wual potentl al Mp, F(g. 3-9, reveals
the wgn Itude of these head dlf ferences rangl ng from an upward
head dl f ference of greater than 30 ft. (n the swaw regfon near
the Savannah R ( ver where the Congaree fs drawn down to supwrt
the flow (n th(s river. As o“e roves northward, the upward
dl fferentlal decreases untl I It reaches an qua I head canal It Ion
near Par Pond and then a reversal Impiyfng that there Is
pr~ent I y f low frcim the Congaree Into the Tusca Imsa In the
area of Par Pond. F(gure 3-9 does “ot qua”tl fy the magnlt”de
of this downward gradient tit ties suggest that Par Pond and
the surrounding area Is a recharg9 zone for the Tuscaloosa.
Thfs entire analysls (s tine using wel I data from the area, but
noth(ng (s sa(d about the condlt {on of pump( ng or the pumpl ng
h (story of wet Is used (n the analysls when the head data were
taken. It mst k assumed that these data are under conditions
of no withdrawal. The only pump drawdown data I could f I nd In
the report was on page 3-36 where drawdown valu= of 6 to 12
meters are suggested as typ I ca I for the WI st ( ng w1thdrawa I
rates of the Tuscaloosa. I f one super ( reposes these draudowns
to the stagnant wel 1 levels frm the Tuscalmsa, the area of
downward gradient enlarges as shown (n Figures 1 and 2 (Your
F(gure 3-9 adapted). Even us(ng the 6-m data enlarges the re-
charge area to Include the L-Reactor area and dur( ng discharges
creating a 12-m drawdown essentlai Iy the whole SRP becomes a
recharge area.

The head dl f ?ere.ces tefneen the .ppr T.scale.%a and Co”garee
Formtlons af’ SRP (discussed (n Sect Ions 3.4.2.4 and F.4.1 )
were deve 1opf,d fran In3asurments of the water Ieve Is that were
made In nvnl+orl ng wel Is in these formations, not In production
wel Is. Thus, the head relatlonsh(ps shown (n the EIS represent
condlt (ens dilrl ng withdrawals of ground water h produdlon
Wel IS. Figures 3-9 and F-30 have ke” @d( f ld to nvre accu-
rately ref Ie<* th’e subtraction of the plezmtr IC surfaces
shown (n F(gures F-9 and F-18. In M-Area, wh lch produces fuel
and tar~t assembl tes for SRP reactors, the downward gradient
tatween the Congaree and Tuscalc-asa Format Ions was about 5.5
inters In 19112 (Section F.2.3 ). Th Is (s expect~ to Increase
to abut 8.5 meters tecause of pumpage Increases in support of
L-Reactor ov,rat Ion.

Sect Ions 4. I.I.3 and 5.1.1.4 descrfbe the long-term drwdowns
In the Tuscaloosa bneath se-age and ash kslns In L-, K-, F-,
H-, and M-Ar~kas. For examp le. kneath the L-Area seeps@
Msln, the upward head d( f ferentfal wou Id decrease to 1.4
inters (n tht, long-term, Calcu Iat Ions ( ndl-te that the d6-
clfne (about 0.16 meters per year) In water levels In wel Is
usd to nonl i’or heads In the Tuscaloosa wul fer are prlnnrl IY
relatd to II!creased pumping rates at SRP (Section 3.4.2.5).
Because pump! ng rates are ex~ct~ to k relatively stable owr
the next SIX years with pumping rates less than In 1983 (Sec-
tions 5.1.1. ~1 and 5.2.3) this rate of decllne (0.16 meters per
year) Is not expected to continue. Changes In the equl I (brlum
plezomtr (c surface developed tn response to ~anges In SW
pump(ng rates occur very rap Id IY with near .qul 1I brlum levels
kl ng attaln{ti In about 100 days (Section F.4.2 ). Thus, sta-
bl I (zatlon of pumpl ng at SW Is expected to stabl I lze Tusca-
)oosa water I eve 1s at SRP. A key pofnt of the dl scusslons (n
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Thfs wncern Is further wnfounded by extrapolating the wel I
water levels shown In Fig. 3-11 Into the future. The water
level ( I assume stagnant) I n wel I P7A has teen decl !n(ng at the
average rate of O. 16 m/yr. and at th(s rate WI I I reach the head
levels (n the Congaree (55.0 m) In 2012. A slmllar extrapola-
tion for wel Is P5A, P54, and P3A shows the grad(ent reversal
WI I I occur (n abut 1990 for wel I P5A and that (t already has
occurred for the other two we I Is. I feel the key point wh Ich
needs to k brought cut (n the EIS Is that a closer Imk at
these data revea Is a prob I em wh ( ch a I ready ex! sts Is the area
of the Par Pond and w( I I rmre than I I kel Y 1ncrease I n nmgn ( tude
with tfm assuming the water withdrawal rat= at SRP contl nue
to remain about constant. The startup of the L-Reactor WI I I
have only a very stnal I impact on this rate of chan~ since the
( ncreased water for the L-Reactor Is sm I I.

AH-2 The remalnlng data, which nmkes this WaluatlOn so-hat unlnr
portant Is that the E I S does not out 11ne the extent and loca-
t(ons of the waste d(sposal Werat(ons at the SRP. The assump-

f tfon has -n made, and mayb r(ghtful Iy so, that the restart
of the L-Reactor WI I I have no Impact on any of the waste

: disposal operat Ions wlthln SRP. The E I S does, however, wnt Ion
(p. S-5) the alr-strlpplng clean up of the Congaree formation
wh(ch fs underway in Ar- M wh lch IW I les the Sam waste dis-
posal s[tuation my evolve fn Area L. If %d (mntat(on, evap -
orat lon or adsorpt (on waste d ( sposa I bas I ns are needed as a
resu It of the L-Reactor restart, their Iocatlon north of the
6-M drawdonn I Ine (Figure 1 ) can M expedd to eventual IY con-
taminate the Tuscalmsa es~c(al Iy If non-adsorkd species are
Included (n the waste such as tr!tlum.

Sect Ions 3.4.2 and F.2 1s how the characteristics of the hydro-
stratlgraph (C units (n the central port (on of the SRP af ford
protection agal nst the contamination of the Tuscal-a qui -
fers. The c lay layer at the b= of the C.angaree fortmt (on and
the upper clay layer of the El Ienton formt(on are effective
conf 1nl ng units and tend ti protect Iwer ground-ater sands
thrwghout the SRP (see the response to comment AJ-1, Table
F-1, a“d Sect Ion 5.1.1.4, which have teen revised). Pul Iuta”ts
entering shal low groundwater WI 11 migrate to onsite streams.
This IS not the case In M-Area, as noted In Sect Ion 5.1.1.4,
and In the response to AJ-1.

The amounts of waste generated and the facl I Itles to be used
d- to the restart of L+eactor and lncr-ntal support
facl Ilty Operatfon are discussed In Sect Ions 4. I.1.7, 4.1.2.8,
and 5. 1.2.8 of the EIS.

The qu9ntlt(es of nonradloacflve and radloactlw pol Iutants
that wuld b released to W6page bsfns due to the ~eratlon
of L-Reactor and Its support facl I (t (es and the Iomt ions of
these bslns are discussed ( n Sect (on 3.4.2.2 ( Iocatfon of
L-Reactor seepa~ basin), Sect(ons 4. I.2.2 and 4.4.3.2 (dis-
charges to L*eactor seepage bsln 1, Sect Ion 5. 1.1.2 ( fncre-
mntal nonradioactive releases to K-, F-, H-, and M-Area
hsfns), S%ct Ion 5.1.2 ( Increwntal rad toact Ive releases to
MS! ns ( n the Centra I Shcp area and F-, H-, and M-Area seepage
bslns), and Appndfx F ( Iocat(on of L-, H-, and M-Area seepage
bslns). Changes to this EIS have ken made to reflect the
wastwater discharge rates to seepage tOs Ins and to mre com-
P Iete}y descrlk Impacts to ground-water qua I Ity and surface
water qua] (ty Impacted by groundwater releases.

Based on observations In mnltor(ng wel Is !Append{x F and Du
Pent, 1983 (DPST-83-829) 1, It Is very un I ikely that the Tusca-
loosa Aquf fer W( 1 I tee- contaml natal due to the operat~on of
L-Reactor and Its support facl I ltles (n the central port fon of
Sw. In the central portion of the SRP the green clay (which
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IS discontinuous (n A- and M-Areas) and the clays wh lch overly
the Tuscaloosa are ef fedlve conf (nf ng units. The green c lay
supports large head differences and has hen an effect(ve bar-
r Ier to the downward ml rat Ion of contaml nants to the bn~ree
Fornmt f on. In L-Area thfs clay Is 7 meters thick. Contam-
inants that might reach the tinwree In L-Area would be trans-
ported bsneath SRP to the Savannah River In aht 76 years. In
A- and M-Areas, the ch Ior I nated hydrocarbons reported I n the
Tusca Ioosa Aqu( fer have entered A-Area product lon we! 1s via
defects 1n the cement grout of at least one product Ion WOI 1 and
Tert ( ary ground waters. Also see the response to -nt AJ-1
wh lch dl SCUSS6S the ent~ of chlorinated hydrocarbons (nto the
Tuscalmsa aqul fer, r~lal act(on measures, and the F-, H-,
and L-Ar- seepage tas(ns.

AW-3 A semnd arm of con~rn Is stout the expand t ng de Ita expected Sect Ion 4.1.1.4 of the E IS has been expand~ to Ind{cate that
to evo 1ve near the outf Ion of Steel Creek Into the Swamp. delta gcuth WI I 1 tm caused bf eros (on of the Steel Creek
Nowhere Is the cause of th Is de Ita growth descr I bed. Are the
1ncreased f Ion rat% (ml nor) expected to accelerate the stream

streambed and bnks. The f I ush I ng of sed ( mnts, accumu Iated I n
the 186-hs ( n from the wI thdrawa 1 of water fran the Savannah

~nk eros Ion to produce the de Its? Are part (CU Iates f ran the River, to Steel Creek would contribute only smal I quantities of
Reactor I nc Iuded f n the dl scharge stream? Or are natural sediments to the klta area.
erosion rates (n this area suf f Ic(ent to produce this delta?
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STATEMENT ~ IRA DAVIS

Mr. Cha I rnmn, the RI chfmnd County Property Dwners ASWCI at Ion Canmenfs noted.
wishes at this tlnm to 9 on record as talng heartily in favor
of and endorsl ng the I minedl ate restart of L-Reactor at the
S.R. P. without waiting for any mre ‘Impactm studies, envlron-
menta I studl es or ony other stud I es.

I suggest to you and to this audience that we have already
‘stud I ed” the subJectto Wath. The ~st Important“study”and
the s?udy havl ng the mst bear! ng on the subJect Is the long
successful operation Of the entire plant. FOF thl~y Years
p Ius It has 11ved In our midst. There have ben no accidents,
no tables have baen brn with three heads and the statistical IY
normal numb3r of people have depart%d frm this wor Id with the
usua I dl seases. *W much mre prodf do we ned ?

L-Reactor Is a vital Prt In upgradl ng the nation’s d3fense
posture. Dal Iy the news swlr Is around our heads of Red ad-
venturl sm In wery quarter of the gloti - Cub, Grenada,
Lebnon - and probbly som we dontt even knm about yet!

The on Iy thl ng that keeps us frm from Red attack Is the sure
and certain knm ledge of the m3n In the Kreml 1n that an attack
would brl ng a blow daun on their own heads In return. No one
starts a war they cantt win.

So let us have done with UorFyl ng shut what my happen to =M
obscure species of fish and fwl If we start UP L-Reactor. Let
us start NOrrYl ng abut what my happen to us If we do not
start it up.

Let fs do it now. It means a batter defense, fmre Jots In our
local econany, nwre mney spent In cur local tuslness places
and Increases our chances of sleepl ng peacefu I Iy in our beds at
night and dying at a ripe old age In a world at pace.

So I n cone Ius!on I say tv MY environmentalist friends. I re-
spect your ~nvlctlons Pntlefmn tit I am a great deal mre
worried about what n!ay happan to mankl nd wh I le we dabate the
subject than I am worrl ed about sotm species of f Ish If we take
th Is st~ to mke ourse I ves stronger.
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Thirty years of quite r~rkable eff Icl fancy shou Id, I think,
speak for thmnse I ves and deserve to be heard. Let thm ba
heard, here and now.

Ira Davis
Pres. R. C. P.O.A.
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STAT~ENT W JUDITH E. *ON

October 31, 1983

SIERRA CLLf3 South Gro I I na Chapter
. . .To exp lore, enJoy and preserve the nat Ion’s forests, waters,
wildlife and wilderness . . .

To: Dept. of Energy, Savannah RI ver P Iant Operat Ions
Fran: Or. Judith E. Gordon
Re: Draft E I S, L*eactor Operat 10., SRP

I mn here representing the South Carol Ina and *rgla Chapters
of the Sierra Club.

Thls Is the fourth time that we, fro Wr ~p0Sln9 POl ntS of
view, have met to address the enVlrOn~ntal probl - asmclated
w1th L*eactor restart. Speak 1ng for myse I f, I am thorough I y
dish-rtened with the entire tusl mess, Partlcu Iar Iy when DOE
s6ans detemlned tu proced with Its orlglnal plans In spite of
a I I the ev I dence that contrad I cts the wI sdm of restart f n9 *h Is
reactor. It Is especial Iy disheartening that few people wII I
kncu or even care what happens gl ven that press covers@ deals
mre with the general stat-nts mde by bth sides tut seldom
covers the evl dence that supports these Statemnts. None-the-
less, If It is possible to convince even a few parsons, then
the effort Is we I I rode.

AY-I Havl ng read the Environmental Assessment, and knwl ng of its Sea the response to canmnt AEI-20 regardl ng the OPI n Ion of the
Inadwuacy, I find It difficult Iv understand why DOE con- Un I ted States DI strict Court and the preparation of the Flndlnq
tract6d the E I S to the sam COrporat 10n that producd the EA of No Signlflcant Impact.
found wanting by not only env!ronwntal qcups, but bf the
United States judlclal system as wel 1. Thirty-seven of the 41
preparers of this questionable document are af f I I Iated with NUS
COrpOI-at Ion. I believe an explanation Is In order.
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It (s Indeed d(fflcult to understand how any f(nal conclusion
can be drawn frOM this documnt when several cr(t (cat studl es
have yet tv be f n-rporatd, e.g.

AY-2 1. Studies w the d stork, an endangered Sp9Cl*, are
stl 11 MI ng ccinpleted. Yet even the part(a) ev{hnce,
to quote the E IS, ‘... Ind Icate that the Savannah River
Swamp, particularly the deltas of Beaver Dm and Steel
Creek, represents fmprtant fed ( ng habl tat for wood
storks of the B 1rdsv 1I Ie rookery. 1* Quot 1ng further,
,,A tots j Of ~6 ~oOd ~~~k~ ha”~ be” okerved O“ the

SRP s Ite In summr 1983. Foragl ng sites on Savannah
R 1ver P I ant were used by rmre wood storks than other
rqfonal wetlands hsed on the numtar of birds psr
foraging location. n (C-37) Need I rml nd you that
once a species (s gone, (t Is extinct forever, and
forever 1s a very long t (Me.

AY-3 2. I nformat lon on another endangered specl es, the
shortnose sturg=n, Is a I so t ncarnp lete. A I though
1arvae have not yet teen found 1n Steel Creek, they
have -n found (n nearw areas.

AY4 3. At the SCOP! ng hear I ngs I requested that I n formt (on
on wet I ands Importance b t ncorporated I nta the E IS,
particularly w(th Input fran state agencfes. On P.
5-24 a cursory treatment Is g( ven w1th no ( nf orfnat Ion
on the extent of wetlands loss (n Georgia and South
Carolina. DOE would have us &l feve that this (s a
rather In$lgnlf (cant problem. After al 1, why get
upset about swamps f I I led with mud, msquftos, and
meccas ( ns? Of course, wet I-1 nforti paop )e knm that

Append lx C,
I n forwt (on
paratlon of

Sect Ion C.3.2 of thfs EIS contains mre detailed
c,n the uc.odstork than was aval Iable for the pre-
the Draft EIS. Sect(on 7.3 of thfs final EIS pre

sents the current statis of ~E1s consultations with the U.S.
Fish and Wll(llffe Serv(ce and the National Marine F(sher(=
Service.

The shortnosc, sturgwn Is discussed (n Appendix C, Sect Ion
c.4.2.2 of this EIS. Add(tlonal data on the shortnose sturg60n
frcin recent f(sher(es st”dles has also been Included In Appen-
dix C. In 1!182, two shortnose sturgmn larvae were COl]eCtOd
at River M116, 157.3, wh(ch ts upstream fran the IG canal. In
1983, seven ~brtnose st”r~n larwe were collected, five In
the Savannah River adjacent to SRP (two frcin the canal and
three fran the river). Two larvae were al= CO1 Iected at Rlwr
Ml Ies 79.9 a,,d 97.5, both of wh lch are mre than 60 ml Ies donn-
r(ver from SNP. DOE has prepared a 81010 glcal Assessnwnt on
the Shortnos,l sturgwn ti Ich was provided to the National
Marine F(she,-les Service (NFS) on Octibr 28, 1983. On
Nwember 1, ‘1983, NFS concurred 1n the DOE detennl nat ion that
SRP operations would not jeopardize the pwu !at (on of the
shortnrne Sttlrgoon population in the Savannah R(ver. The EIS
has b6en revisal Iu ref Iect thls NFS concurrence.

To date, there has bn no publ lshd comprehensive I nvanto~ of
wetlands (n the contiguous United States. The U.S. Fish and
WI Id 1( fe Ser,flce (s (n the process of f nventory(ng the Nat Ion is
wetlands tut current data In South Carolf na ati Georgia are r-
str I ctd to ,.-astal ecosystems. WeI ther South Caro I I na nOr
G80rg I a have an inventory of the 1r wetland resources.

AI though no ctiprehens Ive ( nventory present I y w f sts for wet-
lands, frum :!val lable data, there were about 58 ml 1 I Ion 8cres
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wetlands loss IS one of our mro Important anvlronumn-
tal oroblen’s In the United States today.

AY-5 NE assumes that i f the Steel Creek corr I dor recovered
fran mlstreatnnt once, It can dn so again. Thls IS
prohb IY true to a degree, but the next recovery ml ght
te made wI thout the uoc.d stork, w1thout the shortnose
sturgeon, and a+ the =pense Of further ~P letlons In
Savannah River f Ish POPUIatlons. In the 19501s fw
p~le knew anything abut thermal PI Iutlon. %Ve we
learned nothing In the Interim? It would sea so.

AY-6 I wonder how mny f I shermen I n the CSRA are aware of the
fol Iowlng:

1. WI th restart of the L-Reactor, the number of f i sh qgs
and larvae lost to entrai nImnt In water 1ntake cana Is
at SAP WI I I be about 19% of the num~rs passl ng
through the r I ver a long SRP?

of bottom land hardwood forests In the United States (C lark and
%nforado, 1981). Approxlnmtely 11.4 percent and 10.1 percent
of the total land area of the States of South Carolina and
Georgia, respectively, mntaln bttomland hardwood forests.
The Savannah River watershed contains atit 258, ooo acres of
wet lands doml nat~ by bottom land hardwood forests. Of th ls
total . South Caroll na contains lX,000 acres and Georgia has
120,000 acres.

From 1960 to 1975, South Caro I I na I ost abut 30,000 acres and
Gmrg I a l=t 141,000 acres of bottom land hardwood forests. The
overal I net loss of kttomland hard-d forest wetlands from
1950 to 1970 was 6 ml I lion acres (Frayer et al., 1983).

Sect Ion 4.4.2 and Appandl x I assess COOII n9~ater ml*19a*f0n
a Iternat Ives and their ef fecis On wetlands. The PurPOse Of
presenting this In formflon IS to enable the decl slOnmaker *0
formu late a reason~ declslon on the Implarrantatlon of a
cool i rig-water m!tlgatlon alternative--l ncludl ng the Importance
of the wetlands to be affected--in relatlon to the need for
rqul red defense nuc Iear KOterl alS. A Iso see the response to
canmnt AA-1 regardl ng revisions to Sect Ion 4.4.2 and Appendix
I contalnd In this final EIS.

See the r6spnnses to can~nt AA-I regardl ng CWII ng-ater
mlt I gat Ion a Iternatl ves, and the responses to Cornnents AY-2,
AY-3, and AY-6 regardl ng the uoodstork, shortnc5e sturgeon, and
f lsh POPUlatlOnS.

The est Imted cumu Iat Ive Wrcentag3 of f Ish qgs and larvae
passing the Savannah River Plant In the river that wl I I ~ I=t
to entral nwnt bf the combined op9ratlon of C-, K-, and
L-Reactors Is about 19 percent (see Section 5.2.5.2 of the
El S). Durl ng periods of h Igh water, the cumu Iat Ive total f Ish
Impinged cculd reach a~t 104 fish per day, 31 of which would
b due to L-Reactor owratlon (see Sect Ion 5.2.5.3 of the
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2. Withrestartof theL-Reactor,futaI f I sh losses due
to lmp(ngefnent w(II ta about 19 per day but poss(bly
as h I gh as 104/day dur ( ng h Igh water?

AY-7 3. That comprehensl’fe studies of river biology have been
underway for on I y the last few years and that The
fl.acd plaln swamp, which includes the Steel Cre6k
delta, bordering the r(ver (s the least kn~n ~uatlc
habitat on the Savannah River Plant. n? (C-39)

There are other ar-s of concern dea I I ng w I th wet lands and
thernm I POI lut Ion that contafn quest Ionable lnfornmtfon, but I
wt I I subinlt written comments later.

hY-8 I wou I d nw I Ike ta connnent on another area of mncarn, that of
emergency preparedness, particularly at the county level, and
partlcu Iarly given the nge of reactors at SRP, Includl ng
L-Reactor. I was somewhat surprl s6d to l~rn that count 16s
surrcundl ng SRP are just ncu bg(nnlng to work w(th DOE to ca-
ord Inate emergency procedurm (n the event of a N jor acc I dent
at SRP, one that mu 1d release rad ioact I ve wntaml nat Ion keyond
SRP boundarl es. The laten~s of this concern (s dlfflcult to
undentand s(nce local of flc(als would Ilkely be the first fu
deal wfth such emergencies. Even mre surpr~s(ng, Rlchmnd
County, GA, =cordlng td the E IS, has not developed any plan.
The att Itude se- to & that the proJected acc ( dents w11 I
never te severe enough fu endanger the Augusta area and that
the probbl Iftl- are ~ Ion that there (s nothing to worry
about. Mfic!alS at TMl probbly said that, too.

El S). Df the 1315 f(sh lmplnged dur(ng these high flow
periods, bluespotted sunfish, threadfln shad, and gizzard shad
made up the maJorf fy of t~se Implngd (60 to 90 percent). The
total f nd(v(duals COI Iected durl ng these peak ~rlods #ere
s* I 1, averag I ng only about 9 grams I n we I ght wI th an average
total length of about 80 mll If meters (approx(mtely 3 Inches).

The overal I SRP swamp renmlns a relatively unstudl ed ecosysten,
(n sharp contrast to the Steal Creek delta regfon. The Steel
Creek area w I I 1 be affected by the L-Reactor restart. I nten-
slve stud(es of the Steel Creek region of the swamp were lnl -
tlated In 1980 as a component of the L-Reactir envlronmntaf
studies. The results of these studies are (ncluded (n Chapters
3, 4, and 5, and In Appendlx~ C, D, and I of the EIS. lnfor-
mtlon on the remainder of the swamp (s less complete, tut
ektensfve ecological studtes have &n Inltlated as part of the
canprehens Ive Cc. ollng-’aater study. Addltlonal In fornmtlon frm
recent ffsher(- studl - has ken included (n Chapter 4 and

Appendix C of this Final EIS.

Appendix H de5cr(h SRP emergency plannlng. Addft(onal lnfor-
mat (on on the current status of mr~ncy p Iann ( ng and emr-
gency plann(n!] zones has teen provided (n Appendix H of this
Flna I EIS. With respeti to Rlchnund County, the clos6st bound-
ary lies farflwr than 10 ml les from any SRP redctor and the
Augusta clfy I (mIts are mre than 20 m~ 1S away. Calcu Iated
ConsWuences l>f the worst crad Ible accident at SRP are lower
than EPA prot,]ctlw adlon guides for efner~nq plannl ng at
this d(stance,, even under extreme mteorolog(cal conditions.
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AY-9 In fact, the EIS does not clearly establish bw the probbl 11- SectIon 4.2.1.4 of the EIS has ken rmdi fled to Include the
t I es are ca I cu Iated. AI so, the acc I dents suggested cou I d be basis for the prokbllltles. The accl~nts analyzed In Sec-
mre severe than proJected In the EIS. tlon 4.2.1.4 Incorporate conservative assumptions: for example,

the nutirator spill accident considers trltlum concentrations
that are 30 to 40 percent higher than 8ctual concentrations for
current and planned CfIarges; credit Is not taken for any
s~w-syst~ renovai of alrtOrne POrtlculat= or Iodine In the
discharge mishap; core-melt accidents Cdnslder a power level of
3000 megawatts, uhlch Is nure than the actual power level at
which L-Reactor wI II operate.

AY-1 O Perhqs of mre crucial mncern Is the failure of the EIS to
deal adequately with another potential problm likely to k
encountered LY local officials--that of transport =cldents.
L-ffaactor restafl wI II adiS to the radloatilve load already
present at SW. It wI II tid to the Processing ta te done at
the Waste Olsposal Faclllty, and the subsequent shlpplng of
high-level waste to a permanent repository, yet-to-be-
designated. Several envlronmntal groups, state of flclals, and
local officials In other areas have questlond the adequacy and
safety of the shipping casks and transport routes.

Addltlonal failures or nvre exfrem tmteorolog[cal cond!tlons
wuld h3 rqul red for the accidents to lm nure severe than pro-
Jected In the El?.. Addltlonal failures would r~ult In
accident s6quences of lesser protabl Ilfy than those considered
In the EIS, and, as such, are “c.t c0nsld8red credible. The EIS
prwldes an analysis of a hypothetical lo-percent Cor-mlt
accident that Is rmre se~re than any considered credible. The
results -l culated for credl ble accidents and the beyond-
credlble 10-percent wrwnm It acc!bnt assuw fmteorologlca I
dl sprslon conditions that are taken to be neither the best nor
the worst for the s I te, but rather an awrage va I ue determl ned
by actual site Imasurmnts; they r~resent real Istic values.
Calcu Iatlons to estlmte the potentl al upper bounds for lndl -
vldua I exposures frm the same I nltlatirg accidents I n the EIS
were calcu Iated In a Safety Analysls Report assumi ng extreme
Mateorolcglca I conditions rather than aver~e conditions.

Sect Ion 4.3 of the EIS descrlbas transportation r~ul rements
and transportation risks associated with L-Reactor operation.
Transportation requl remants and rl sks as=clated with the even-
tua I sh I pment of h 1gh - I evel waste form frOM the Oef 9nSe Waste
procasi~ F.acl Ity (DWF) to a Federal r~osltory are descr{~
(n the ~~ EIS (NE/E IS-082). These analyses mde use of the
~C EIS on the transportation of radioactive mterials (NREG-
0170). The draft EIS (Table 4-30) estlmtas a transpotiatlon
risk of 1.1 person-rem Pr year with a M3xlmum Itilvldual ex-
posure of 0.017 ml I I Iren p9r year fran of fslte transportat ion
act Ivltl - assocl ated with L*eactor operation.
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The EIS polr,ts mt that al I of fslte shlp~nts of hazardous and
nuclear wte,rl a 15 In connection with L-Reactor w I I I adhere to
Departwnt uf Transportat (on (DOT) r%gu Iat Ions 49 CFR 170-179.
If shlpplng casks are rqu(rd, a OOE- or ~C-approved certifi-
cate of canp, 1lance with the OOT regu Iatlons on packagl ng 1s
(ssued. WE Order 5480.1, Chapter 3, rqulres that ~E cert(f -
I cat= k k,sed on raqul rmnts that are equivalent to or
better than those of the M7C.

The responsft to a transportat Ion accl~nt varfes with the
materl al b31 ng transport. For shlpnmnts (nvo Ivl ng appreci-
able quantltlfn of specfal nuclear mterlals, OOE courters
ma 1nta(n cor,stant rad 10 c.anwn Icatlons with bth OOE and Iota I
of f(c(als. For other sh Ipim”ts, DOE mlntal ns regfonal emr-
gency teams to respond to acc(dent sltuatlons; Savannah River
Plant has t?,e res~”se team for the Southeast. Current WT

r~u la* fOns r~uf re *ha+ the shfppl ng PaPers carr(ed bY the
driver g(ve lnstr”ctfons on hm to contact these r~pnse
teams. The respnse system IS descrl bed f n Gut dance for

and Loca I Rad 10 log I ca I EMrgency Response
ransportat i on Acc I dents (FEMA

As Indlcatd (n Sect(on 4.3 of the EIS, the transportation of
h lgh-level rad (oact (ve waste (s regu Iated by the Nuc tear Regu-
latory Canmlss 10” andlor the Department of Transportat Ion.
Therefore, 2,1 I persons or canpanles Invo Ived f” any aspect of
this trans~rtatlon rfust be I (tensed and al I actlvltles mst
met regu Ialfo”s a“d gu(del 1nes prmulgat~ bf these agencies.
In addlt (on, al I containers and shlpplng casks are t=ted and
I Icensed. Many reg” Iat ions have ken prc8nu l@ted on the sub-
Ject and mny reports have been Issued; ex(st t ng NEPA-related
documents descr(be the radlolag(ca I (mpacts to b expected frfnn
normal oDerat tons and acc(dents 1nrnl V( “a h (ah-level waste. A
I Ist(ng of references for mny of these ~ocuhnts are contained
(n Appendix O of the Final Environmental Impact State fnentL
Oefense Waste Proce Savannah R(ver Plant. Aiken
%uth Carol [na E I 50 see cunmnt letter
and th e resp=ses to that letter.
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AY-1 I I see no w i dence of concern or attempts by WE ti work wIth
local officials on thfs problem. The public IS Wnernlly
unaware of the potent la I hazards. In Appendix H, CXIE appears
mre concern6t about nmdla canmun I cat Ions than a Iert I ng and
help(ng local Of ftcials.

AY-12 In surmnary, this EIS Is Insufflclent, biased, and unaccept-
able. There are solutlons to mny of the restart problems;
cool (ng towers may be expensive, but wet lands losses are too.
It Is time to k nvre mncernd about cur future health and
welfare and less -ncerned about how many Jobs are saved. If
we mnft d9quately protect the people of this muntry and
their envlronmnt, perhaps we should ask If we real Iy need this
r-ctor or any others P tanned for the future.

The States of South Carolina and Georg I a have Nuc Iear Regu la-
torf CM I ss Ion and Fed.$ra I Emergency Mnagumnt AqncY-
Vproved mrgency response plans that address, mmng other
things, transportat Ion accfdents I nmlv( ng h lgh-level radlo-
.actlve waste. tinty plans Include the Identlf (cat Ion of
responslb( Iltles, resources, and actions necessary to carry at
the Juri sdlctlonal r~ul rements of the state plans. These
state plans (nclude agremnents with WE-SR and WE Region 3
Interagency Radlologlcal Assistance Plans to coordinate Federal
a~ncy resources for a radiological emmr@ncy response In the
Southeastern Un I td States.

As stated in the EIS, not If Ication agre-nts have teen In
place for sons tfme; all wrtles hava agred to the detal Is of
c.aordl nations and responslbl 1I ties. The details of Wotectlve
action plannlng han -n completed for the States of Sotih
Caroll na and Georg(a ad al 1 ccunties except Burke County. The
Burke County plan wII I be cunpleted [n Jme 1964. Dril Is and
exercl ses to appraise the plain and act Ions are schedulq for
November 1984. At that t (me, the deta I Is of nofl f I cat Ion and
protect Ive actions WI I 1 b revised and ~dl f led as necessary to
meet state and counw publ Ic health and safew r=~n= needs.

The subJect matter covered In the E IS fol I ows the regu lat Ions
establ {shed by the Cauncl I on Environmental Qua! Ity for the
prewrat Ion of an EIS. The E IS assesses environmental lmpacfs
w they an be hlanCed aga fnst the need for *fense nuclear
materials that has been established In the FY8-89 Nuclear
Weapons Stickp( Ie M-randum and -proved bf the Pr- Ident.

Along with other ticuments on the need for mnterlals, WE WI I I
u- this EIS In reaching Its R=rd of Declslon. Mltl@tlon
alternatives, Includf ng cmll ng towers, are dl scussed In Sec-
t Ion 4.4 and Apwndlx 1. Al I factors, Inc Iudl ng envlronn9nta!
[mpacts, SOCI o=onanlc cons Iderat Ions, the ned for nmterl a Is,
and health and safety w i 11 te cons f~red In the decls Ion
process.
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STATSNENT ~ JOHN STANYAFU4E MI LSON

My nam fs John S. Wilson, and I would Ilke to express tnf con-
AZ-1 tern about a genera I aspect of the draft E IS. It se- that Sect (on 4.4 of the EIS d IsCusses m(t(gat(on alternatives that

the El S dld not give serlaus Cons (kratfon to alternative pro- coutd reduce potential environmental effects. The d(smssfon
cedures that wou I d enab Ie operat Ion of the L-Reactor b camp ly of alternative cooling systmm, fncludlng wchanlcal-draft
wIth state regu Jat tons, and decrease the Impact on the environ-
ment bfore restart.

ccollng towers, has bean expanded In Sect(on 4.4.2 of this
final EIS. A Isa see the response to canment AA-1 regard I ng
coo 1( ng-wat,sr a Iternat i ves and the ( dent ( f (cat Ion of a

For Instance, the use of ful Iy reclrm Iatlng Mechanical draft preferred cmlfng-water alternat lve In th Is F~nal EIS.
caollng towers IS a viable alternative ~l(ng water systen for
the to I low f ng r-sons:

1. It wou Id bring operat(on of the L+eactor (nti ccinpl lance
wi th the state delegated ~OES perm( ts, WI thout rec lass I f y-
I ng Steel Creek.

2. It would enable the Continued Wc.wth and
the wetlands, WI Id] ife, and ecosysta of
corridor, delta, and floodplains.

regeneration of
the Stee I Creek

3. It wou 1d decrease the -unt of rad Ioces Ium enter I ng the
Savannah RI ver, a source of dr I nkl ng water for many South
Carol ln(ans and Georg(ans.

4. It w 1d decrease the -u”t of water needed tu b WI th-
drawn frm the Savannah R ! ver.

5. It Is economically and technological Iy feasible to imple-
ment the system.

6. The reference mse of d( rect dl scharge Into Steel Creek
does n,~ all- for any of these benef Its, and sa~ ~ be
the ~osen method only bcause {t al Idws restart of the
L-Reactor accord I ng b ‘product (on stiedu les. n
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I feel that the safe~ and protection of our cl tlzens and our
fragl Ie envlronfmnt takes prlorlfi onr the necessl~ of r6-
start for the product Ion of mterl a Is for the nuc Iear arsena 1.

Thank you for IIstenlng.

John S. WI Ison
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Statement of Karen Arr i yton
on the

Draft Environmental I mDact Stat-nt
L-Reactor Operat Ion
Savannah River Plant

~ name Is Karen Arrl ngton. I Ilve in Easley, South Carol lna,
20 MI Ies frm Greenvl I le. Since mvi ng here seven nvnths ago,
I have becom aware that th Is teaut I f u I state has soma very
serious envlronwntal problems, the crcun Jewel of wh Ich Is the

BA-1 Savannah RI ver Plant. The restart of the L-Reactor w1 I I re-
lease 33S mre mlsslons and ef f Iuents fran fuel fabrication

and chml ca I process I ng and 33$ nure waste.

Instead of nul I I fyi ng my fears, readl ng the Draft Envl ronmntal
Impact Stat~nt has served to great I y sharpen ~ awareness of

~ the seriousness of radloatilve pol Iutlon, and has caused me to
* try to learn =methlng of the nature of what constitutes these
* St lent and lnvls!ble rays.

BA-2 Although the calcu Iatlons presentd In the Draft Envlron~n-
tal Impact Statenmnt are very techn Ical, I seriously ques-
t Ion the adequacy of the ca I cu lat 1ons for concentrate Ions of
rad Ionuc 11des for the f I rst-year and tenth-year cperat Ion of
L-Reactor. Rad Ioact I w substanc= are concentrated 1n the
lower forms of I i fe and increasing Iy wncentrated as they reach
h I gher form. A varle~ of radioactive substances are released
frun the Savannah River Plant In an envl ronment of mny dl f-
ferent kinds of I Ivl ng organ! sins.

BA-3 Radloceslum (prinmrl!y Ceslum-137) Is frequently mentioned In
the Impact Stat~nt. Rad Ioces i um has a I ready &n re leas8d I n
large quantltl - from the dl sassembly @s Ins of the L- and
P-Reactors to Stee I Creek. The Impact Statement traces the
radloceslum f low frm Steel Creek to the Savannah River hn-
stream mre than 10 ml I es f rc.n the conf I uence of the Stee I
Creek and Savannah River. CesIUM-137 ex I sts In the L-Area

See the resp>nse to cmrmnt AA-3 re~rdl ng DOE*S ca.itwnt to
canply with appl I cable Federal and state regulations, the
response to cmment AJ-1 re~rdl ng seepage basl ns and ground-
water Contaml nation at SRP, and the r6sponse to canmnt AV-2
re~rdl ng h Igh-level radloactl w waste.

The dispersl<an and concentration of radloactl VI ty released to
the envlronmant has taen observed and studl ed for rmre than 40
years. Path#ays and bloaccumu Iatlon factors through mrlcus
ecological chal ns have .bsen masured for a ‘far lety of natural
conditions. These data are widely publ I shed and subje~ to
Intense peer revleu. The data have formed the tnsls for radla-
tlon exposur,a nvdels that predict bloconcentratlons close to
rmasured w Iues. Actua I releases from the Savannah River P Iant
have hn meisured for mre than 25 years; thq have shown a
close wrrelatlon with predlctd envl ronnmntal concentrations.
Thus, concentrations of radloactl VI ty In the envlronmnt fran
expected rel gases Gsn be predicted with conf Idence. A3 nvre
data kconm sval I able, the mdels w I I I contl nue to be ref !ned
so pred lcted values are even fmre precl se.

See the resp>nse to cantnent M-2 regard I ng the re Iat Ionsh I p of
radloceslum ,Snd radlocob It concentrate Ions to EPA drlnkl ng
water standards.

Because of the relatively high dlstrlbutlon coefficient (Kd)
for ceslum-1 37 [up to 3960; see Sect Ion 0.2.1 ), the ceslum-137
existing In L-Reactor seepage ksln 301 Is WI I I not be flushed
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seepage hsln sol 1. L+eactor WI I 1 aga(n release It Into Steel
Creek. Ces I urn-l 37 Is knOwn ~ ~ One Of the ~re hn~r~s
rad (o ( sotopes I n ex i stence. It also att.xks the reproductive
organs of hu~ns.

BA-4 In add(tlon to the r6gular annual releas= Of trft~um W cur-
rent IY operat I ng Savannah R ( ver P Ian* reactors, L-Reactor wI I I
release 80,000 curfes annually of radfOa~lvfti. Prf~r~lY
tr(tlum fu the atmsphere and 9,600 curies annual Iy directly
and Indirectly to surf aCe StreafIIS. It Is well known that In
the past, very large releases of trlt(um have occurred. BY
these statements f rm the Impact Statement, (t apprs that the
problem of trltium release Is tel ng skvti under the rug. “No
facl IIties are currently aval lable to remve trltfum fran the
r-ctor nuderator.’1 ,,A~ “Ot~ f“ the tab]e, 30j of the trftf”m

discharged to the seepage ks(n (s expect~ to be releasd to
the atmsphere bf evaporat 10n. ” ‘~ue tO the i~ rOu* i nO r-
I eases expected from the L-Reactor and its supmrf f ac ( I it I es,
ins ~gn If I cant short- and 10ng-tem health risk IS antlcl Pat*.”
According to Peter Alexander In his hk, Atomic Rad(atlon and
Life, ‘!The dose of atomic rad Iatlon needed to produce mny
tvpes of biological effects IS of fen extremely srrml 1.11

thrCugh the unsaturated zone to the water tab Ie Q the resumed
operat Ion of L*eactor.

The doses associated with the L-Reac@r releases lnc Iudl ng
tritlum are shown In Sect Ion 4.1.2 of the EIS to be very low,
less than I percent of the natural hckqound radlatlon ti the
pdpu Iat Ion wlth(n 80 kl laneters of SRf and the Bafort-Jaspr
and Port Wentworth drfnkt ng water POPU tat (on.

The larg9 releases of tr(t(um referred to haw occurred at tri -
t(um facl I ft(es at the SW that are not associated wf+h the
nmratlon of L-Reactor or Its suowrt facl Iltl es. These ro-

i~iiis and their cons6.luences have ken wel 1 doamentd In
OP-1639, Envlronmen+al Effects of a Trltlum Gas Release from
the Savannah River P I ant on May /4, 5, Envfronmenta I

~he Savannah RI ver P lant
on Oecemter 31, 1975, and (n the I~v ( ron -
Mntal Monitoring (n the Vlc(n(ty of the Savannah River Plant

The understand ng of the blolaglcal effects of Ionfzl ng
radlatlon {s quite suktantlal, as dls~ssed in Sectfon B.6 of
the EIS. The subject has rece Ived Intense rev I en by the
Nat I ona 1 Academyof SClenceS; (t COnt I nues to rece I Ve 1nt9nSe
revfew. The NAS Canmlttee on the B(ologlcal Effects of
Ionizing Radfatlon has r6cently revised downward Its earlier
assessmnt of health effects for a given exposure of
radlat(on. Fran statlst(cal analyses, there (s no COrrelatlOn
of actual cancer death rates wfth rad I at ion for reg(ons of the
un I ted States (Den Wr, western munta I n States) f n wh 1ch the
background radlat(on levels are wel I In excess of the average
rad 1at (on exposure for the ent I re nat f on.

The mdels usd In the evaluation of doses and aswc~ated
health effects In the EIS do not assume any threshold level for
hea Ith effects due to radlat fon exposure. The hea Ith ef feCt9
est(frators used (n the EIS have ben applld In a )1 near mn-
ner, (mplyl ng that health effects are proport tonal to the dose,
no netter how sma I I the dose.
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BA-5 The mst fr I ghten I ng POI Iut (on produced at the Savannah R t ver
Plant is the disposal of h(gh- and low-level radioactive
wast~. High-level wastes from fuel reprocessing a(t high Iy
acfd and alkallne subtances which M3ke disposal difficult.
Leaks def I nltel y have ken takl ng place of high-level waste.
Knowl ng that the Savannah R f ver P I ant IS stor ( ng over 30
ml 1 non gal Ions of liquld high-level waste, how can 500,000
gal Ions mre waste each year b al lowed to b stored? I n 1982,
Savannah River Plant off lc(als r~orted some contaml natfon of
ground water. The longevl~ of radloact(ve waste al lows It
P Ienty of t frne to seep Into the ~u 1fer. The Defense Waste
Processing Facl I IW sounds 1 Ike It WI 11 help =Ive the waste
disposal problems. Untl I then, however, It wou Id behoove us to
use the mnsy for the L-Reactor restart to c lean up present
waste and contaml nat (on.

BA-6 Since our wetlands have teen dfsappear(ng rapidly, (t Is no
sma 11 matter that 1000 acres of wetlands w 11 I ta ! mpact-. The
e] (ml nat Ion of some of the hab(tat for the Amrlcan al 1Igator,
waterfcu I and wood stork cannot be to I erated.

!t 1s b~tter1y 1ronIc thatIn orderto defend our country we
mst subject cur people to the vary effects of radloactlvlfi we
are try(ng to avofd. When we can destroy ourselves so mny
times, the need for mre weapons (s dubious. We are planting
the seeds of genetfc damage with radioactive POl Iutlon. I
strong IY k] I eve we ought to start thlnkl ng of wr ch I ldren and
the generat Ions of Peep Ie we w1 I 1 never know before dol ng any-
th Ing so fool I sh as restart I ng the L-Reactor.

DOE has wr ( tten four Env I ronmenta 1 Impact Stat-nts and one
Envlronmntai Assessmnt on SRPts h (gh-level radloatii~ waste
actlvltles wlthln the last SIX years. A program (s presently
underway at $RP that IS transferal ng al 1 h (gh-level waste into
new Type I I I double-steel wal led storage tanks wh fch have not
ev(denced any leakage. Our! ng the storage of h Igh-level WaSte
1n o I der S’YPIB tanks, only one tank--Tank 16--exper( enced cracks
that al lowed SC.M83waste to leak Into the sol 1. WaSte mteri al
fran this tal!k has ken traffiferr~ to a nsuer Type I I I waste
tank. Over ljO mnltarl ng wel Is have Indlapt the waste
bs mlaratd onlv a few feet from the tank. As domn’i8nted ln\

(’tiE/E 1~-0082,, OOE IS cunmltted to a maJor progrmm
~nt storage nvde for hfah-level waste.

rat (on work i3t SRP has @un on the Oefense Wa
Fac( Ilfy fil(:h WI 1 I Immbf Ilze the high-levei rdloaCtl Ve waste
In boros( 1Ici*te glass and sture the g lass In steel Containers
for eventual shlpmnt to an off s~te repos (tory.

Low- leve 1 wa,;tes generatd at the SW are Mr I @ at an ons I te
burial ground that has teen nDnl tired efiensfvely since Opera-
tions kgan In the 1950!s. Releases have ben conf I ned to the
burial groun,j and Its [mfnediate vlclnlty. The Tuscalo-a
aqul fer IS nti subject to contam(natfon since a hydrau I Ic gra-
d I ent head r3versa I occurs that greatly 1 ( M(ts the depth of
clrcu Iat (on Jf water fram the Lurfal qoumd.

The E IS describes lmDacts to wetlands, the American al 119at0r,
waterfowl, and the wood stork (n Sedlon 4.1.1.4 fran direct
d! scharge, and Sect Ion 4.4.2 and Appendfx I discuss cool lng-
water mlt(gat(on alternatives and (mpacts to wetlands. Sect(on
5.2.4.1 of the E IS cdmpares wetland losses for the Cotenn(ncus
United States, as wel I as those for Gaorg(a and South &ro Ifna,
to those of the SRP. Sect Ion 7.3 of this f lnal E IS presents
the current status of DOE IS consu !tat fens with the U.S. FlstI
and Wfldl(fe Service and the Watlonal Marine Flsher(=
Serv ( ce.
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STATENENT W ~. 6 ~S. JOHN P. SWAIN, IV

30 October *83

Oept. of Energy:

It Is q tellef that -ch generation Is given responslblllty
for our uor IIJIS ‘upkeep. n We must a I I do our very best to keep
our env I ronment in the test poss I b Ie cond I t ion, and better than
It was when we came to It as our know I edge and techno I ogy make
this possible. I dontt b! I eve any of us mu Id want tu leave
our sons and daughters less than we were gl ven.

BE-l It Is for these reasns I wish to speak up and insist that your See the respnses to c.nmnents AA-3 and AF-1 regardl ng ~E1s
fac i I I t I es canp I y wI th fed era I and state env I ronmenta I stand- canmltment to canply WI th appl I cable Federal and state envlron-
ards app I I cable to camnerclal reactor sites. mnta I r~u Iat Ions and the dl f ferences between SRP reactors and

Cannrcl al I I ght-uater reactors.

BB-2 I urge you to =cept your share of the r-pens 1bl I I ty for wr See the responses tu Cammnts AA-3 and AF-2 regard I ng OOEts
envlronfnent and tah a thorough look at a I I Possl bl I Itles of canmltment to canp Iy with appl Icable FeAral and state envlron-
damge and avoid It = startup--specl f Ical Iy n- of the rental regulations and to t~e al I reasonable st~s to mltlgate
L-Reactor. Impacts.

Use a I I f eas I b Ie protect Ion measures and ke~ S-rch I ng for
~Fe. Wn !t take chances that may lead W uncorr-tab !e
ml stakes.

Our qual Ity of I Ivl fig depends on It!

Thank yOU ,

Mr. & Mrs. John P. Swain, IV
707 Cor Iey St.
Lexl ngton, S.C. 29072
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BC-2

STAT~ENT W MS. JUDITH G. CATOE

2535 Trees i de Or I ve
Columbl a, %uth Carol I na 29204
October 26, 1983

Mr. Melvln J. Sires, Ill
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Off ice
POST off Ice bx h
Al ken, South Carol I na 29801

Re: C.nnment on L-Reactor Startup

Oear Mr. Sires:

I WI sh for ~ comment on the L-Reactor startup to be for the
record.

FI rst, I feel that startup shou Id not occur untl I steps are See the resp,>nses to Ccnnmnts AA-3 and AF-2 re~rdl ng ~Efs
taken to avo I d damage to the envl ronmsnt. canmitwnt *J canp Iy with app I fcable Federal and state envlron-

fn9ntal regu Itltlons and to take al I reasonab Ie steps to mlt I@te
Impacts.

Second, I feel that DOE facllltias should k rwulred to ccinply See the resp>nses to canm”ts AA-3 and AF-1 regard I “g DOE*s
wI th f edera I and state envl ronmnta I standards that are coimnitmnt to cmply with app I I cable Federal and state envlron-
aPP I lcable to afnerclal reactor sites. rental regu l;~tlons and the dl fferences ktween SRP reactors and

cOrn~r Cl a I I I ght-Water reactors.

Very truly yours,

(Mrs. ) Judl th G. Cafue
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STAT~ENT W m. MD mS. OiARLES F. @W

829 Uhelchel Orlve
Decatur, GA 30033
0ctob8r 29, 1983

Mr. M. J. Sires Ill
Assistant ~nager for Hea Ith, Safew
Savannah River Operation Off Ice

Dear Sir:

EID-I We are Georgia citizens nho are Wry
envl ronmnt and about the hea I th and
Savannah River P Iant are8.

We are opposd to the startl ng up of
the Savannah River Plant.

and Environment

much concerned shut our CQE IS concerned with the health, safely, and envlron~nt of
Safew of Peep Ie In the Peep Ie In the Savannah RI ver P Iant area. ~E w I I I canply with

al I appl I cable Federal and state statutes and regulations on
envlronmantal and hea Ith protecflon. Regu Iatlons and require-
Wnts that are app I i cab Ie to the r.ssumpt Ion of L-Reactor apera-
tlon are sumffarlz%d In Chapter 7 of the EIS. ODE al= has and
wI(I continue to ne.lnta~ to

t Ion 5.2 de.url bes the cumu Iatlve Imgacts of L-Reactor oo6ra-
t Ion In conjunction with the effects’ frun other SW facl I It[es
and frm mjor faCl I Itles near the Savannah RI ver P Iant.

the L-Reactor operat Ion at

Mr. and Mrs. Charles F. bk
Decatur, Gaorgl a
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STAT~ENT W BILL CARRULL

BI I I Carrel I
630 La IshamRoad
Columbla, S.C. 29210

30 Octobr 1983

Sir:

BE-1 The hands that are typing this letter have fired, In tralnlng These ccinmants are outside the scope of this E IS.
exercl ses, USI ng Inert warheads, and stoppl ng the pr~agat Ion
of the Iaund signal prior to the EBW circuit, at least 1,000
Po Iarls and Poseidon miss! Ies In the fourt~n years I was ac-
t I Ve as an engl n6er In that program, At core a I I I want to
tel I you Is that for you fu cons I der restart 1ng the .L. reactor
at SRP Is, In a word - sick!

A SINGLE Poseidon missi Ie launched fran a square In the Aegmn
Sea and prograti tu fly northeast frm the Vol~ Alta in the
dlrectlon of Its junction with the Kanm could extinguish the
fol Iming cities: Astrkhan, V~grad, Kamyshin, Sarutov,
Syzran, Kazan, Vot Jk I risk, Krasnokamsk, Perm and %rzn I kl - th Is
wou Id Incl nerate the Industrial core of the Soviet U“ Ion and
render 1t an Impotent econanl c and yacl al e“t I ty. For yw to
suggest that a S I fGLE Posel don subnar I ne cou I d not repeat th Is
operation 16 tl~ IS to flatly Ilel

I know, and ycu dontt kn~ what those ‘nssl Ies are capable of
dol ~ - I ‘ve taught classes In those ) , ,.>on syst~, you have
not and In all probability never will L able to - pro bablv
lack the discipline and Intel Ilgence r~ulslte to learn any-

thing serlwsly technical.

In a word to say that starting up that reactor Is I n som s I ck
way assocl ated wI th mkl ng this country a nure secure area of
the planet In which we live IS a r- Ile.

I
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BE-2 The potential for contaminating the Savannah River with -slum See the response to Canment AA-2 regard I ng the rel at Ionsh I p of
Is very rea I - to risk activation of that potential Is flatly a radloceslum and radi~h It concentrations to EPA drlnkl ng
clear case of crlmlnal Irresponslbl Ilty. water standards.

I have lwo teen-aged daughters ho have every rl ght to becune
21 . . ..thl ngs I Ike you and other nunsters associated with the
Departments of Defense and Energy Jeopard I ze the I r *antes . . . .a
fact about which we In the peace iuavefmnt are contl nual Iy
stunnd.

Little doubt In w mind that this letter, along with other cun-
plalnts about yeur arrogant attitudes In rewrds to those of us
who love our *lldren and the land on tilch we Ilve, wII I te
trashed and characterized as yet another St I Iy bitch fr~ a
peace freak. That WI I I rotOb,, happen ht knou this: (1) I
am an honorably discharged ex-naval off leer wk made som slg-
nlf Icant sacrl f Ices for you and ycur faml Iy - I have a naked
and just right to cmplaln; (2) In October of 1972 the hands
that are typl ng th Is letter helped to carry a young trooper to
a military hospital - he was nineteen - hls legs had bwn
blasted off his tady - by a mine - In Vietnam! The milltury
ar I stocracy whom you serve to~ h Is 16gs away f ran h I m. Ym
real IV sbu Id think about that.

If you should see your children dying, gagging on their own
vomit - be assured that you were definitely In the cause chain
that was responsible for their horrible *aths. I may te #lt-
ness to the sana horror with regard tv ray wn chl Idren but at
least I t I I know somthlng that you don!t; namely that when It
becatm clear to me that I was In the cause chain I quit and
began to fight qalnst those from I had = faithful IY served.
I doubt If you have the Intel I Igence and courage to do what I
did - additional Iy you might be deterred bcause you canit find
any other kind of work besides bel ng a part of a huge mchlne
that generat- I I es.

Peacef u I I y,

El I I Carrel I
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STATEMENT Cf ~ATRICE D. JONES

BF-1 The Issue of cumu Iat Ive low-dose radlatlon Is one In n.hIch mny
paople In South Carolina and Georgia have particularly high
stakes. The D.E. 1.S. Mkes It abundantly clear that restarting
the L-Reactor WI I I substantial Iy Increase the rdlatlo” tise to
the publ Ic frm nuwrous sources.

BF-2 aDDears that feu in aovernwnt ever auestlond b what
right, legal or imral, ;he Oepartmant ti Energy thrkgh Its
Savannah River Plant operations has hn permittd to pol lute

y the air we breathe with radloact lve contaml nants, the WI I I”
. which our fmd IS grown, our water and our WI Idllfe.
0
N

BF-3 It se- less likely that this would haw occurred, at least to
the =tent that it has, 1f the printers of th 1s hazardous
tech no logy were not a I so its mn i tors. It Is a sltuatlon that
needs Iu tm rolled. There are mny complexities Involved In
assessing the risks to mn frcin low-level !onlzing radlatlon,
bt nuclear PI Iutlon -n and should b reduced to a large
extent at the Savannah RI ‘fer P Iant, and never denied or
bel I tt led wI th ha I f-truths abt 1ts ~nsequences.

The E IS stat,as that the operat Ion of L+eactor and associated
support faci I It 1- WI I I increase the be to the papulatlon
wlthln an 80-kllowter radius by 17.2 pr~n-rem and the d-e
to downstream consumrs of Savannah River water WI I I Increase
by 18.6 pers>n-rm, a comblnej total of abut 36 person-rm.
This dose !s only abut 0.03 percent of the natural rd i atlon
dose receive~ bf the popu Iatlon I Iv! ng wlthl n an 80-kl Iotmter
rad I us and the Beau fort-Jasper and Port Weninorth drl nkl ng
water pcQu lmtlon I n 1 year. This Is equivalent to sayl”g the
popu Iat ion d~e fran L-Reactor Weratlon WI I I be ~ul valent to
about 3 hours of exposure to natural radlatlon.

As stated In the EIS, ~E wIII comply with all applicable
F&era! and Stata envl ronmental protection regu Iations that are
summarlzw 1.7 Chapter 7 of this EIS. Also see the response to
cann?3nt AA-3 regarding canp I I ante with appl I cable regu Iations.

As dl scussed 1n Chapter 6 of the EIS, NE has ml ntal ned and
w I 1 I COntl nu3 to ml ntaln an I ntensl m surwl I lance ~ogrm to
rmnltor the canwsltlon of effluents fran the SW facl Iltles,
to masure radlol sotope concentrate Ions I n the P Iant environs,
to assess the =Ologlcal health of the overal I SRP envl ronment,
and to detertnlne SRP COMPI lance with app I I cable standards. The
results of these fm”ltorl~ program are reported annual Iy to
the publlc.

As al= polntd out 1“ Chapter 6 of th Is E IS, several state and
Federal ~en:les also mnltor SRP actlvltles and participate In
varlms stud les; these Inc Iude the ~rgla De@rtmnt of Natura I
Resources (rod Ioanal ys Is of f I sh near SW and crabs and oysters
near the sea.mast and mnthly ana Iysls of 13 water~ual Ity
paramters ), %uth Carol! na and Georgia (al r-man Itorl ng net-
work, including eight sampling stations near SRP), U.S. Geo-
logical S“rvay (continuous nu”ltori”g of river flw and
temperature shove and belcw the SRP), National Centers for
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D] sease Control [~ldemlolaglcal stud] es), and the Academy of
Mtura I Sciences of Phi Iadelphla [ long-term squat Ic and water-
qua I Ity studies In the Savannah Rlvsr near SW). The current
reports document I ng the radl at ion mn I tor 1ng program of the
states are Envlronmsnta I Radiation Survel I lance Report, Sumner
1980-Sumr 1982, Georal a Demrtment of Natura I Resources. and

~
.
0
w

klF4

BF-5

Recently, while reading the April 18 - July 17, 1983 Hearing
Report I canm across the statement of a DuPont off Iclal. A
part of hls statement said that of fslte radiological Impact of
the Savannah River operations Is less than one wrCeflt of
norms I background. [t struck m frm thl ngs that I have read
that his sta.tmnt may b mls Ieadl ng as wet I as cOnf USlng to
the public. since there IS no reason to dlsmlss as negligible
any radlatlon dose fr.mI a inn-made surce simply on the grounds
that the dose It de 11vers Is I ower than the dose fr~ _
canbl ned sources of norm I hckground rad i at ion.

The Departmnt of Defense started I SSUI ng fa I se assurances
about radlatlon In the ear IY 19501s #hen fal lout from American
and Soviet banb t65tlng b3gan to POl lute the world. Mny false
assurances mntl nue today at the Savannah RI ver Plant.

Nuclear Facl Ilty
Health and Envlronrmnl .. . . . . . . -----
radioactive alr pllutants are acknowledged to be well tal.m
ll~afe. I Imlts; the development 0>f these standards was hsed on
SRPIS ~istlng bgst available control tednolOgY practices.

DOE performs several fmnltorlng studl es [n canpl lance with bth
state and Federal permit r~ulrmnts. Lk’JEhas a Isa 1nltlatd
a Z-year program to determl ne the environmental effects of
cool I rig-water Intake and dl scharge of the SRP produc.tlon
reactors. The States of South Carolina and Georgia, the U.S.
Envlronmntal Protection A@ncy, the U.S. Fish and WI Idllfe
Service, and the U.S. Army tirps of Engineers are partlci pating
I n th Is program.

Natural radlatlon exposes the entire popu Iat Ion of the wor I d
and has done w since mnk! nd has WI std. The ef fetis of mn-
rnade radlat Ion do not dl f fer In any mnner or degree fr.an the
effects of natural radiation. Thus, rad 10 logical Impacts of
nuc Iear operat Ions are often cc$npared with natural radlat Ion
exposure. The Intent of the stat~nt that the Ppulat ion dose
fr.an the reference case L*eactor operation would be only about
D.03 percent of natural rad 1atlon exposure was Included to show
that the radiological Impact will b very small.

The rad 10 log I ca I ef facts of L-Reactor owrat Ion are a I so much
sn!al Ier than the variation In natural kckgrwnd radiation frm
one p lace In the United States to another, or e.mn from one
p 1ace to another i n South Caro I I na.

~Departwnt of Enerav has no~ wale d In the
It conceal

pst nor will
I n the f “ture any I nfornmt~conc~.~1.!tihe rgtiw

1~ I ca I ef fe~s of pja~l -~erat~o~s~ _tje.l#bJ Ic.! A I I assur-
anc- bv DDE rnncernl nq radiological ef feds are based on nOnl -
torlng hata or analytl=al predl=tlons tised on recognized
nudels and guidelines.
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BF-6 I bet I eve 1 can say without fear of contradict Ion, that peep Ie
I n South Carol !na and Georgia who have taken the trouble to In-
form the- 1ves as kst they .%iJ I d about the Savannah RI ver
Plant, are strongly oppos6d to havl ng their fami II es, them-
selves or any others bconte casualtl= of the D. O.E. ts ccdlfld
permissible radlatlon doses, especial ly when much of it cou Id
b mitlgatd, or even avoided. No standard Impl I es a safe
afwunt of radl at Ion.

BF-7

The Savannah River Plant*s actl ng mna@r said In a 1980 I “ter-
vlen that trying to tul Id an air-tight canopy over an old reac-
tor ‘Is not mrthwhl Ie In my View.n I agree, It Is one of the
reasons the L*e=tor should never have been renovated, but
SI nce It has, and present d~ nuc Iear reactor safeguards d I c-
tate the need for a conta 1nment dome, one shou I d k I nsta I led.

Fran a scw I ng letter I learned that the Reactor Eng 1naerl ng
D} VIs Ion of the Savannah RI ver Latorato~ has advanced pro-
posa Is and *S 1gns for mnta I nment -s over the years, and
that proposa Is were turned down on the bas ls of cost.

The Departmer,t of Energy’s rad I at Ion protect [on standards are
cofnparable tc those of the Nuc Iear Regu Iatory Canmlsslon (10
CFR 20) for E, production fact Ilty ( i.e., 500 ml I Ilrm to the
whole budy In any one calendar year). These stan~rds have
ken prmul gated by the National Cmncl I on Radlatlon
Protect lo” (ACRP) and the International Canmlsslon on
Radlolaglcal Protection ( lC~). The National Aademy of
?.clenc- BE IR. Canwnlttee (The Effects on Populations of
E osure to low evels of~
‘~ile”~es. Washlnaton! ~.C.y 1980) h

Nat Ions I
as stated that I t

cannot” detemll ne I f- the Icu-levils of” rdl atlon such as tbse
that w I I 1 r-u It from L-Reactor and other SRP operat Ions are,
or are not, detrimental to mm. Thus, the canmlttee
conservat I ve Iy assures that radl at Ion-1 nduced hea Ith effects
WI I I occur al’ al I levels of exposure. The risk of health
effects at lc~ I eve Is of exposure Is extrapo Iated frm
o~ervatlons at high levels of exposure. This approach Is
taken In the EIS (Appendix B) to calcu late the hea Ith ef feds
from L-Remtc,r geratlon. The E I S states that for the
reference case the max [mum annual hea Ith effects expect$d I n
the Ppulatlc,n living wlthln an 80-kllaneter rtilus and In the
..lMnstream Uciterensuml ng p~u Iatlon frm the Operation of
L-Reactor ancl Its support facl I Itles WI I I be 0.005 excess
cancer death and 0.009 excess genet Ic dl sordar. Th Is I evel of
health effects WI I I not be detectable statistical Iy In these
popu I at Ions, where the natura I cancer death rate current 1y ls
abt 650 per year and the natural fatal genetic effect death
rate is about 100 per year.

Cmrcl al I [ ght-water nuc Iear reactors have conta I nmnt domes
bacau se of tile need to mnf I ne high-energy releases dur 1ng a
potent I a I loss-of-coo Iant acci dent fran the h i gh-pressure
(greater that) 2000 pounds @r sq~ re I nti ), h Igh-temperature
(greater thal! 500”F ) pr I freq coolant. L-Reactur Is a heavy-
water-ma dera.red reilctor and not a conmercl a I nuc Iear redctor;
Its design Is dl f ferent fram that of Ccinmrclal I lght-water
re8ctors. Tl)e heavy-water mderator a I so serves as the r~tor
coo Iant. Tho maximum rmderator temperature Is 212 “F and the
nu~rator Is pressur I z’ad by a 5-pound-per-squa r&l nch
0verpr.35 sure,,
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-n+ Comments
number
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EXC*S I ve cons I deratlons of ~Ped I encY and -t ef f e~ i ‘eness
hava @nslstently -n al 10U~ ~ O~rrl~ PrOPr ~ns Idera-
tlons of the publlc health and safety.

Contalnfnent domes mu Id and shou Id have been put In place long
before now. Obvl ously S- engl nears I n the Savannah R} w
Laboratory must have thought they were needed. The tl me has
come fOr g0V9rn~nt fU S+CP Qlacl ng a 1~ dol Iar VOIUe on humn
I Ives.

Eng I neered safety features for nuc Iear reactors vary accord 1ng
to the d I f f erent typ= of reactors. For exarnp I e, the Fort
Saint Vral n canrnerclal nuc Iear wwar plant In Colortio Ilcensed
@ the NRC has no rental nimnt don, but has a Iternat lve safety
features that ~C considers to k ad~uate. Slmi Iarly,
L-Reactar has an a Iternat I ve safety system, conf I ne-nt, uh Ich
serves a s I ml I ar purpose as conta I nm3nt. The Savannah R I ver
Plant reactor conf in-nt systen “f i Iters al I air Ieavl ng the
reactor hJl Idlng; it traps partlculates and rdlolodine In the
e~nt of an accident. Although noble gases (e. g., kryptin ) and
trltlum would not b trapped, the of fslte rtiiaflon dfie wOuld
be within radlatlon protecflon guidelines and, as Indicated In
Section 4.2.1.4 of the EIS, would r~r=ent a Wry IW risk to
the publ Ic health and safety because of the long distance to
the SRP hnda ry.

DOE has not refused to mnslder the deslrabl I Ity of contal nmnt
domes. The DeWrtmant has f undd contal nmnt Invest l~tlons
since the 196@. A maJor Invest lgatlon that began In 1979 is
used as a bsls for Safety -systm a Iternat Ives dl scussed I n the
EIS (see Setiion 4.4.1).

The safety system mitigation alteroatlves Identi f led I n the EIS
are for the ml t I @t Ion of potent I al consequences fran hypothet-
ical reactor accidents, uh Ich have a verv Ion est I mated proh-
bl lltv of occurrence and associated rl sk. Based on banef lt,
cost, and technical feasibility, this EIS has Identlfled the
reference case confinement system as the preferrd safety sys-
tem alternative.

Final Iy, the NRC rule on the Lackflttlng of Ilcensed canmrclal
reactors al= rmuires I nterpretatlon and Judgwnt slm! Iar to
that fv Lm exercl sed In the EIS selection process on Improved
conf I noment or contal nment. This rule (10 CFR 50.109) states:

The -lsslon ~ . . . rqulre ~ckflttlng Of a fact 11*V
If It finds that such action wII I provide substantial,
additional protetilon whl~ Is r ulred for the publlc

* and S,CU,iwhealth and safe~ or the canmn
(~hasls added ).”
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BF-8 Eighteen or nvre years ago the old U.S. Atomfc Energy COMm(S-
s 10n ~de the ObSerVat Ion that ‘Oeven reactors that make bomb
1ngr6d I entS shou Id b operated under the same ~SfC safety CrI -
terla that are presently app I (d to 1tcensed reactors,,, the
AECIS advisory committee on reactor safeguards to Id the
COmlssl On.

It seem pert I nent to wnt (on that a numbr of reports were
open6d to the only reporter al lowed access to S.R. P. Is nuclear
safety docunmnts. One 1966 docuwnt noted that DuPont Is reac-
tors were cons Idered inherently safe since their cooling water
f lowed at much lower temperatures and pressur~ than those
ant(clpated In the electrical generating plaots then stll 1 on
the draw ( ng boards. *lHence, n the report states ‘they were not
provided with contalnrnant enclosures. n I nterestfng Iy, f n 1977,
eleVen years later the Savannah River Plant released a diagram
of Its reactors for the f ~rst tlm as part of a“ E. I.S. stat6-
ment. The reactor kl Idlng was--m(slead lngly--labeld
‘,contalnwnt tul Idi rig.,,

BF-9 The D.E. 1.S. states that atmspherlc releaSeS Conta(nlng tr(-
tlum, carkn-!4, krypton-85 and lodlne-129 WI II be released
frc.n the L-Reactor and its sup~rt facl Ilt(es. The D. E. I.S.
a I so states that there are stud I es ( n progr~s to determl ne the
effect Iveness and feaslbl I lty of usf ng -1 (d absorbnts for
a~rbt(on of noble gases. It would be In the kst interests
of South Carol I nlans and Georgfans that the D.o. E. gIVe Ser IWS
attent I on to the f nsta I I at 10” of eq u 1pm”t for the remval of
krypton-85. Their program to ,,assess the techn(cal feaslb( I (ty
and economic practfcal f ty,, has the famf I(ar sound of lame ex-
cuses for not 1nsta 1 I I ng envl ron~nta I prot*t Ion nt3asures k9-
causo ‘mre research Is a I ways needed. 1* The nec~sarv techno 1-

09Y fOr kryp*On-85 CO I Iectloi, containment and storage has ben
available for some time.

The Savannah River P Iant and, therefore, L-Reactor IS a DOE-
fmned, contractor-operated facl 1Ity. Sectfo” 1 lo(a) of the
Atomic Energy Act, as mended (42 U.S.C. 21240a), excludes this

tYK Of facl Ilfv from RC Itcenslng requlr-nts. ooE (S
respons (ble for regu Iat Ing and has establ ( shed (ts own annpre-
hens Ive hea Ith and safety programs for its own facl I(t Ies (see
Sect Ion 7.8). The radfatlon protection standards of 00E are
comparable to those of the N7C (10 CFR 20) for a production
facll(ty (I. e., 500 mlll(ra to the whole Wy In any one
ca Iendar year).

One of the reactor safety syst~ alternatives discussed In Sec-
tion 4.4.1.3 Is a Iow-tmperature ad%rptlon systm; this would
k an addltlon to the .3x Ist(ng afrtorne con+ Inentant systm.
The systm uses a hydrog6n mrbnlte (a form of zeo I(te)
adsorb%nt to trap noble gases (krypton), a S( Iver rmrdenlte
adsor~nt to trap fod(nes, a cornblnatlon hydrogen recunbfner-
chf I Ier, and a nulecular sieve to retmve Mlk mafsture and trl -
tlurn. Exp8r (mental research Is In progress to datermlne the
effect ( veness and f eas I b I I I ty of the low-temperature adsorpt (o”

techmfque. Approxfmtely tua Y-I-S W(I I b rq”(rd tO C-
plete the program. A caust(c scrubber Is not needd in con-
junction .Ith the SI I ver fiurdenlte. Caust Ic scrubtgrs would be
n~essary on I y 1f the a ( r f IW conta f ned h Igh ConCentFat ions Of.
nitrous oxides.
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Sfm(lar action should be taken for (odlne-129 which IS of par-
ticular Interest bcause of Its 17 mll lion year half -llfe, and
Its abl I Ity to enter the f~d chain and subsequently concen-
trate (n the humn thyroid. Because of Its long half-1 f fe dis-
charged lodlne-129 becws a pern!anent Contaminant In the envf -
ronfmnt, and as a resu It represents a long term publ Ic hea Ith
problem. ! understand that an !mproved 1odl ne rmva I sysfm
consists of a caust(c scrubber fol lowed bf a highly eff (c(ent
s I Iver zeol Ite absorbr. As a Iayn!an I donvt pretend tc. under-
stand a I I the techn (ca I aspects of these systems, ht I have a
fair Idea of what It could mean (n terms of greater Iodine
ef f I clency remva I.

‘dF-10 Many peopie have responded In a ~anlngful way to the Energy
Depart fmnt!s hearl rigs. This happens to b3 MY fourth, and I
hope, the last. The pub I (c responses for the most part con-
tained fnformat(on wh Ich (ndlcated they had tine their homv
work, even though handicapped w a lack of I nformt Ion to wh Ich
the D.O. E. has access. Intel I I gent, sensible suggestions have
&n offered, and for al I practical purposes you might say that
dmnands have teen nmde. It rwalns non to te seen If the
Departwnt of Energy plans to rect(fy with Constructive action
the nvst pranl nently Ident(f I* neds for contafnrn8nt dews at
a I I reactor sites, the I nstal latfon of cool Ing towers, and
mechan I sms SUPPTI ed for recyc 11ng dl scharge waters.

The EIS expllclt)y Idantlfles the methotilogles used e“d the
sclent If Ic and other sources of lnfor~tlon rel led on for Its
conclusions; It Is tnsed on ccfnprehenslve env$ronmntal 1nfar-
mat Ion drawn fran mre than 100 publ Ic Iy ava( I able documents
developed over the last 30 years.

The publlc has access to al I pertinent unclasslf(d lnformtion
and reference documnts support Ing the El S (n the DOE Publ (c
Reading Roorm In A(ken, South Caroilna, and Washlngtun, O.C.
In addlt(on, annual ftvnffQrlng reports and sctent(flc ppers
produced as the resu It of rewarch conductd at SRP are
available In open sc(ent(flc literature.

A I so see the response to cmmnt AT-3 regard I ng preparat Ion of
this E IS, the response fu canwnt BF-7 regardl ng contal nrmnt
domes, and the responses to mwnts AA-1 and AB-13 rqardlng
cca I ( rig-water mit (gat Ion a Iternat Ives.

Beatr Ice D. Jones
The Her ( tage
1829 Senate Street
Columbla, SC 29201
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Stat~nt ~ Dr. wry T. Kel Iy, First Vlc6-President and
Natura I Resources tirdl nator for the League of Womn Voters of
Scuth Caro I I na, Draft Env I ronmental Impact ?.tat-nt Hear I ng
for the L-Reactor Dperat ion, Savannah R 1ver P Iant, Al ken, S. C.,
November 1, 1983.

I am Nary T. Ke I I y, represent I ng the League of Womn Voters of
South Caroll na. We are me of the Tcups that sued to force
the Departnmnt of Energy to prepare an Envl ronrnenta I Impact
Stat~nt under the Provls Ions of the Nat Ions I Env I ron~nta I
Pol iCy Act of 1969. We bel I eve that the startl ng up of the
L-Reactor Is a mJor env I ronmental lmp8ct and an essent I a I I y
n- actlvlty because of the extenslw rebul I dl ng.

I would I Ike to thank Senators *I I I rigs, Thurmnd end Nattl ng Iy
and thel r stef fs for thel r I nter6st and ass I stance. I would
a I so I Ike to thank the Department of Energy and DuPont repre-

~ sent at 1ves for thel r unf a I I I ng murtesy throughout these hear-
ings In dealing with those of us with wham they da not always

0 agrm.
m

w-l As a organization dedicated to the Informed part Icl patlon of
cltlzens In their governnnt, we th! nk that mub has -n
ach 1eved through the process lead I ng tu th Is E IS. Nowever, we
are even mre aware, after tryl rig to come to gr i PS wI th the
document, of the need for rmre time to p8rmit revlen by ex-
perts, and the need for the deve Iopfmnt of I nformat ton I n cer-
tain areas. We hope that DOE I n the future WI I I not try to

short cut the Process mandated by the f&t Ions I Envl ronmnta I
Policy m.

BG-2 One of the mst Important elements of an EIS Is the assessment
of need. We are wel I aware, and sy~athet Ic wI th, the need for
security. Nawever. we think a report mu Id have hen tine for
publ Ic consumption bf those with security clearance. Even In
the tip levels of government, there Is not futal unanlmlty on
weapons produdlon. A total IV blank Appendix A for publ Ic con-
sumpt Ion Is not acceptable.

The Department fo I lowed the hncl I on Environmental Qual Ity
regu Iatlons. [40 CFR 1506.10 (c) I for the canmnt period on the
Draft E I S. The Energy and Water Oeve I opmant Appropr 1at Ions
Act, 1984, a I lowed the Secreta~ of Energy to r6duce the c-
me”t per Iocl to 30 days. The Secreta~ chose not to exercl se
this option and al lowed the ful I 45-day revlw period as
rquestd ty several wmmnt letters SULWI1ttei dur I w the
scoping Wrlod.

See the r=ponse ti ccinmnt AS-2 regardl ng dl sc Iosure of
quantltatl!e In for fratlon on need.
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COmnt -n+s R6spanses
numbar

BG-3 We bellevethatthe SavannahRiverPlantshould cunply with al I
state and federal envlronfmntal laws, as do cc.nnercl al nuclear
power plants and nuc Iear ~eratlons. Given the nngnltude of
thls (SRP) operation and the size of the ml Iltary bd~t, thls
IS a mst reasonable expectation. A better Info- publlc Is
M longer WI I I 1ng to accept thr=ts to health and safety and
env I ronrnental degradat Ion WI th wtent I al for tremendous nega-

BG4 tlve Impact. We In South Carol lna and Georgia are very con-
cerned abt the gound water contaml nat Ion caused W practices
which scientists of the Cal Iber employed at SRP should never
have permitted. *W that Information Is aval I able to the pub-
1Ic and to the state regu Iatory as-3ncles, we not on Iy expect
tut timand that th Is fed era I ~ency cease tv contaml nate and
proce~ to cleanup.

The I nfornmtlon contained In the draft EIS seen!5 to point to
the fact that *ePage Mslns WI I 1 continue tu b a form of
Ilquld waste dlspdsal. This mthod should k discontinued. We
kncn about the contaml nat ion dlje fu ha I ogenated hydrocarbon
claanl ng f Iulds, tut radioactive and metal contaminants are
a I so a threat. Accord I ng to the Co I umbl a Record of Thursday,
October 27, 1983, the U.S. Senate, through the request of Sena-
tor Thurnund, has .nJthOrl Z’3d the transfer of $30 ml I I Ion dol-
lars tv cl-n up ground water contamination In the M area.

Chances of rea I success are not artai n. Yet the Draft E IS
te I Is us that when the L-Reactor starts withdraw 1ng f ran the
Tuscaloosa aqul fer, the *nWard dl f ferentlal In the M area
WI I I be Increasd, and the upward head differential In the H
area WI 1 I b reduced tu zero. It wou Id =mn that untl I the
groundwater prob I ems are cleared UP, the L*eactor shou Id not
start werat ion.

See the responses to cunmnts AA-3 and BF-7 regard [ ng DOE#s
cmitment to cmply with appl I cable Fe@ral and state
regu I at Ions and the di f ferences tetween SW reactom and
cmrcl al 11ght-nater reactors.

Exl st I ng and potent I a I L-Reactor-re Iated ground-water contaml -
nation Is related to the use of seepage/settl I ng bslns. The
disposal of I Iquld radioactive and nonradioactive wastes VI a
sewage bslns has taen U* at SRP as an alternative to dl rect
dl scharge to onslte stream. Seepage bs I ns reduce the dose to
users ar,d consuwrs of Savannah R I ver water through rad ioact I ve
dec8y dur I ng the protracted t I m It takes ground water to
trave 1 through the unsaturated zone to the water tab Ie and then
to seep Ilne sprl ngs along onsite streams. For certain rad!o-
nuclldes and nonradioactive pot Iutants, the travel time Is
slowed e-n nwre ~ adsorption and Ion-exchanp processs along
the trave I path. In ~ditlon, this fmthod of waste disposal
has rduced the accumu latlon of radloacflve and nonradloadlve
po I Iutants In stream, swamp, and river sedlmnts and I n blots.
I mpads assocl ated with the use of seepage/sett I I ng bs I ns are
discussed In reswnse to canment AJ-1. Sections 4.1.2.2,
5.1.1.2, and 3. 1.1.4 have bwn updated with current 1nformtlon
on discharges to Wqage/sett i I ng ks I ns and prov Ide an
expanded dlsasslon on Impacts fram their use.

As noted In the O~nl no r-rks to the Dubl Ic hearl nos o“ the
L*eactor E IS, DOE Is ~mml tted to seve~a I It- re I ~ted to M-
S1td ground -ater mn 1tv rl na and mu-n at Includl
(

‘“ T

~ 9!..wP4tiQ~.~--~r
ax sfudy; (2) Inwl vlng the State of South Caro I Ina In onslte

~tl@tln .Ctlons h reduce Pll”ta”ts released to the yound
a d of fslte wound-water mnlhrlng actlvlties; and (3) taking

&

water and establl shlng a mtual Iy agr~-on canpl lance schedul
for mlt Igatlon efforts. Current p tans cal I fur dl %ontlnul n
the use d the M-Area sewage bs I n and constr @w_a~
wasteuafer-trat nnnt fac I.I.[.N .bf_ApcL #The treated
process water WUI d & dl Scharged to an onslte stream under an
WOES perml t.
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Comment Comfmnts
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Respnses

w-5

EG-6

~

.
0 EG-7

13G-8

BG-9

I nfornmtlon provided ~ Mr. Arthur Dexter In hls letter of
August 3, 1983, tu Mr. Sires needs to k taken very seriously.
I do not bslleve the questions ralsd aht radioactive Iodine
rel ease have ken adwuate I y answered, nor the ne~ for
contal nment structures negated bf the Information In the El S.

In particular, urI copy does not mntaln a section 6.3. 1.3 as
referenced on p. K-75.

South Carol lna and Georgia need to be oxtreiwly Concern& about
emergency response p I ans and Wocedures. The impact of the
Savannah River Plant cannot be limit+ to a SMII radius.

There has been no assessmnt of the effects of transportat Ion
of materials b and frm the Savannah River Plant as a result
of the added turden due to L-Reactor operat Ion.

When South Carol I na, In the wake of Three Ml Ie Island, =amin6d
the -rgenq response wchanlsm In p lace for a n!ajor nuclear
accident at a COrnmrcl al power plant, It becanm very c Iear that
coordl nat Ion between reactor operators, state and county off I -
clals, and Clvl I Defense, was an unworkable, underfunded, and
badly organlzd mess. I an not convlnc~, even havl ng read
Sect Ion H, that -rgency response for an =cldent u! th Impact
beyond a SM I I restr I cted area under the d 1rect contro I of
DOE-SRP personnel , Is In mch tetter shape at this time. It Is
clear fran the sunuMry on p. H-17, that plannlng Is stl I I ln-
canplete. A serious, alnust incredible anlsslon Is the fal lure
to acknowledge and plan for a ml I Itary contingency, causei ~
an enemy or terror I St attack. Surely, the Impact of this uould
be beyond SRP!S boundaries, and the responsl bl I Ity not solely
that of state or Ioc81 of flclals.

A Iternat 1ves to the use of the L*eactor se-age ks I n are d is-
cussed In Se<* Ion 4.4.3. The use of seepa~ @s I ns e I sewhere
on SRP IS t81ng conslder6d on a slt-lde ksls. A draft ‘SRP
Ground-Water Protetilon Imp I-ntat Ion Plan. was develop6d re-
cently Iu exz,mine strategies and schedules to Implement mltlga-
tlve actions, lncludlng the closlng and d%canmlsslonlng of the
SW seepage Imslns under Its hazardws waste vogram; mitiga-
tive adlons WI I I k compatible with the State of South
Carol i nars h{lzardws waste nnagement regulations. This lmple-
rmntatlon ple)n is sumnmrlzed In Appendix F of this EIS.

Al I comments received durl ng the SCOPI ng p3rlod were cons id-
erd. and se~feral sections were specl f lcal Iy written In the EIS
to address Mr. Dexter-s canments, Also see the response to
cmment Iett,)r CW, a letter frcim Mr. Dexter, In this append lx.

The reference) on page K-75 referrl ng to Satilon 6.3.1.3 should
read Section G.3. 1.3. Th Is typograph I ca I error has been
corrected I n the E IS.

See Appendix H, wh I ch has -n revised to ref Iect cannnnts
received on ‘the Draft EIS.

Section 4.3 descrl ks the ef feds of the transportation of
materials tu and fran the Savannah River Plant due to L-Reactor
oprat [on. 1(I ~ s%e the response to c.anment AY-1 O regardl ng
the assessnm,lt of transportation effects.

See the resp~nse b cannmnt AY-1 I regard I ng emergency response
p iannl ng.

~E-SR has p Ians for respnd I ng to terrorl St attacks on the
SRP. These I>Ians are deve I op8d and Mercl sed as part of the
P Iantts Safe! j”ards and Security Plans. The @neral -rgency
response plans that are al ready operational for a canprehenslve
ran~ of -l-@ncy situations at the county level and the mre
specl f Ic rad Iologlcal mergency response plans for state and
Federal ag8n(:les provl de an ade4uate hse for responses to
terror I St attacks. Th Is same hse of mergency res0urce5
aPP I les in the ccfnmrclal i ndustry for I Icensed “UC tear po~r
plants.
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Res ~ns~

Disasters caused bf dl rect ml I (tary act Ions are not used as a
ksfs for efnerg3ncy plannlng for nuclear facl Ift(es In the
Un(ted States. The response to such act ions mu id fal 1 under
@neral CIVI 1 defense p lannf ng.

In the development of the emr~ncy p iannl ng zones, DOE cons ld-
ered the potent (al for expand(og or otherwise mdl fylng (ts
zones hsed on a rany of emrpnq occurrences. W I Ie the
actual emergency plannlng zone represents worst-case predic-
tions calcu Iated for a 3-percent core-nmit, the Wnt( “pncy
Pla””lng Zone was des lgnatd to ensure that adequate levels of
plannl ng were COMPIeted (at least) to a 10-ml Ie radius.

m-lo We continue to sup~rt the stand of the SC Oepartfmnt of Health See the responses to canmnts AA-I and AA-3 regard( ng cm 11ng-
and Env I ronrmnta I Contro I ( n ref us ( ng to pennf t degradat Ion of water alternatives and DOEIS cunmltrn%nt to canply with
the state 1s water qua I ( ty standards for Stee I Creek. aPP I (cable Federal and state

We thank YOU for the op~rtun ( ty to make these r-rks. We
would l(ke to reserve the right to add additional comnnts (n
wrftlng untl I the ccmmnt per(od ends.
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Testlmny of W. F. Lawless, Hov. 1, 1983 before
the L-Reactor Draft E IS publ (c h~rt ng

Etf-1 A. I want to applaud the DOE-Savannah R ( ver on the data 1I steal
(n Appendix F, Vol. I I of the draft Envlronrnental Impact
Statenant L-Reactor Operations, Savannah RI ver Plant, USOOE
Oraft Rep. ~E/E lS-010~, Vol. 1 6 2 ( 1983). The lnforma-
t (on has heretofore not ken found In the open 1(terature.
Wn conclusions have bwn drawn (n e(ther Vol I or Vol I I on
this data so I would I(ke to offer the follow lng:

BH-2 Of 500 monitoring wel Is at the SRP plant, detailed data Is
herein aval Iable only on eleven wel Is up and donngradlent
around F and H seepage hslns (rad (oact ive) over a ~rl.ad
of Just one year. The data I I sts approx ( mate I y 45 cate-
gori= of POI Iutants or POI lutant Slgnat”res. Of these, 29
Categories have I Isted or associated drlnkl ng water stand-
ards (DWS). Of the OWS standards, 1001 of the wel Is beak
at least one standard, or stated another way, dr I nk I ng
water standards are broken I n about 10 of 29 poss I b Ie c8te-
gorles over 40 tlms. The drlnkl ng water standards are
broken for Fe, Mn, W, Pb, W3, gross alpha, Ra, Cr. and
I od I ne. Interestingly, the Toss &to @ntamfnatlo” 1“
these eleven wet Is ran Iv an lncr6d(ble 8 remlywr, and
alt~ugh the pluto”lum nucl ldos are stated to be locked I“
the sol 1, gross alpha did exceed a drlnklng water stantird
I n a doungrad I ent we I I.

Earl Ier documents (e. g., Lang Iey and Marter, 1973) described
the suburface hydrology and water use at SRP and the surround-
ing area. In Append lx F of the EIS, the d(scusslon of the
relatlve plezometrlc heads In the subsurface formtlons kneath
SRP f nc ludes i nf ormat fon 6v61 oped s Ince the publ (cat fon of the
Envl ronmnta I Asses stmnt on the proposed restart of L-Reacfur.
~t of the ground-uater qm I lty tits presented In Section F.5
and elsewhere In the E IS represent nvnltorlng lnformt Ion
acqul red under the RCRA canpl f an- program r6cently formulatd
by DOE. Ground-water mn I ~rl ng data for the RCRA f ac ( II t I es
are Wovfded to SCOHEC on a quarterly *S Is. CX)E has publ I shed
Site ground-water fmnf tort ng for radlonuc I Ides in the annual
r~orts, Environmental Monltorlng at the Savannah River P Iant
(e.g., 0=~-30Z).

As noted (n the response ta canmnt AJ-1, the E IS provides
extensive dlscuss(ons of the ground-water rwfm at SW and of
potent I a I Impacts to the ground waters kneath the SRP fram the
operation of L-Reactor and its support facl I (t 16s.

Potent I al Impacts to the ground waters taneath the SRP are con-
servatively assessed (n Sect Ions 4.1.1.3, 4.1.2.2, 4.4.3,
5.1.1.2, and 5.1.1.4 of the EIS. The fmnffuri ng we! 1 data pre-
sented In Appendix F Characterize the pre=nt envlronnnnt and
ref Iect @st waste mn8gement practices. The data for the
F-Area seepage basin tmnltor( ng wel Is show that the nonw tat f Ie
beta concentration ra~6d to 8 mlcrocur{es per 1Iter. 6ecause
this Is a controlled area, no one w(II b exposed t.a th(s con-
taml nat Ion; thus, the reference to dose rat= (rem/year) (s In-
corrert. Wo drl nkl ng water wel Is produce fram these areas of
sha I Ion ground water that have teen contm( natad. @“tam( nants
that seep ( nto the round water In the Separat Ions area w111
not read off site ground~ater users (Section 5.1. 1.2).
Improvements In Ilqufd waste disposal are continual Iy bIng
mada at SRP. Contaml nant loads fu seepaga bas I ns have
decreased over the past %veral years.
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_nt -nts Res~nses
numb3r

BH-3 Special attention In Vol. I was drawn to mrcury w I Iutlon
(5.1.1.2, Table 5-3, Vol. I ) surrounding the F and H radIr
act 1ve seepage bas I ns, Mt not the fact that the dr I nkl ng
water standards of 2 ppb were broken on the average bf a
factor of 10 In the downgredl ent wel Is Increased to a fac-
tor of 15 with L-Reactor In operation. The SI ngle h lgh6st
read I ng was Wer 27 t Imes the dr 1nkl ng water standard I n
one well that Is al= Indlcatlng rapidly increasing
redlngs.

BU-4 QuestIons resulting fran this Information are:

1. *W long wI I I these standards te broken after PI ant
operat I ons cease?

2. WI I I this ar- surrounding F and H seepage bslns be
recoverable or mst It and other plant areas k
1mpounded for perpetu I ty?

Sea the response b mment M-2 above. Sign! f Icant decr~ses
In releases of mercury to seepage bslns have occurred since
1971; the smal I Increases In mercury dl scharges relatd to
L-Reactor operat Ion w I I I not approach pre-197 I I eve Is. The
discussion In Sect Ion 5.1. I.2 dir-s the retier to Appendix F,
wh1ch compares the measured I eve Is of ground~ater contaml na-
tion with EPA drlnkl ng~ater standards.

Sea the response b canfnent BG4 regard I ng DOE canml tments for
ground~ater protect I on.

3. What WI I I It cost to repair the damage done and the
damage prwsed bI the L-Reactor r-tart once P I ant
oparatlons cease?

BH-5 Oupont document DPST-77444 ( 1977), N= Crl ter I a For SeoP- The EIS has bsen mdl f led b Inc Iude a reference to Marter,
age Basin Use, by W. L. Martw notes the hundreds of years 1977 (DPST-77444 ).

needed before seepage bas I n radl at Ion I eve Is decay to In-
habltable levels. This document should ~ Included as a
c-an !m r.af erence to the Fen I nnre-tkorton OPST-72-548
( 1972) reference on the rad i oact I ve *ePage tas I ns.

BH-6 B. ~A El S 1S37, Waste Managemnt Operat I ens. Savannah RI ver OOE/El S4062, uh lch Is a supplement to the general waste nnn-

*ER %the %pa~l~ fi~~.bs~uent’El S %S~
agm.t E I S for SRP, EROA-1 537, pres.sntd the envi ronmntal 1n-
fonnat Ion fran wh Ich 00E reached a Record of Oecls Ion that the

Waste Managmmnt Operat Ions, I Waste Rad Ioact I ve n- double-wal 1, high-level waste tanks ow In use at SRP are
Storage, Final EIS, USDOE Rep. environmental Iy acc@table; this document IS part of the SRP
referencd. E I S 0062 was wr I tten b revl w ‘th~S% h 1g~ NEPA record and has been referenced In the EIS. As al Iuded to
I eve I waste tank safety and It speaks of mJor des I gn In the conmnt, ~mn of these tanks did suffer plttlng corro-

changes 1n the new ganerat Ion of SRP h I gh I evel waste tanks slon when thq were temporarl Iy f Ioord with plywood durl ng
and of en 11ghtened DuPont qua I I ty assurance construct Ion construct Ion. The repo~s ref eranced 1n the cmmnt expressed
procedures. E IS 0062 also spoke of the I nslgnl f lcance of mncern that th 1s corros Ion ml ght I Iml t the I I fet I m of these
plttlng rnrrc510n. fiat has been the SRP plttlng corrosion tanks, although the referenced 1ndependent Wa I uat Ion by A. O.
expert ence for these nm h I @ I evel waste tanks7 Llttie concluded that the tanks could safely enter service.
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Two reports, one ~ Dupont ( I nvestlgatlon of Pltti The waste ct,emlstry Is clcsely control led to prevent plttl~.
Pr I mary Sottom PI ates of Ty e~ The cited dc,cumnts have been ~ded to the WI Iectlon In the

00E Public F!eadlng Roan In Washington, D. C., and Alken, South
Corros I on P I tt;nq on the I ntegr Ity o; Rad;oact~ve ~aste Carolina.
storage Tanks 38 t he Savannah R 1ver Operat Ions

haw Mn ~ubl I;hed on the HLW waste tank corros Ion
pits and they shou Id ta referencd In this draft EIS.

W. F. Lawless
Oct. 31, 1983
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number

W nam is

STATEWENT ~ ~. WILLIAM McDANIELS

William H. McDanlels. and I Ilve In Alken, %uth
Carolina. I !ve omy” I I ved here” about a year, but so~ of the

thl ngs here In regards to thls L-Reactor deep Iy disturb m due
to the fact that I have worked In the f Iel d of ecology In nry
spare time since the late 1940!s. I am with the Sierra Club,
tut I am represen+l ng the National Councl 1 of Senior Cltlzens
Organ I zatlon In Washl ngton, D. C., which I am startl ng a chapter
I n the State of South Carol I na.

B1-! In reference to -m of the th 1ngs that I read here, I feel, Sea the r6sponse to canment ~-2 regard I ng i nf orfna? Ion I n the
f Irst of al 1, we don$t need to produce nvre p Iutonlum. I feel El S on ned and production a Iternat Ives.
that we shou Id try tv sit dmn and r-son together as far as
the countries that we feel are evl I nations, or whatever. We
are al I human blngs. I fee I we SMU 1d work harder for peace.
We sem to be driving a wedge betw6en peace that probbly WI I I
never preval I agal n.

,!When the age of I“dustrialn -- this IS fr~ a book here on
future SUrVIVa I. I I I I just read part of It here. “When the

age of Industrial Izatlon aw, it s$~ to promise man a
utopia, the way to Improve the qual Ity of I I fe on earth. The
need for fuel necessary fv run thls Industrial ap Iex can b
the very thing that WI I I destroy nn as It eats up al I of hls
natural resources. The human anln!al Is the only aniwl that
fou Is its own nest. n

Quoting fran a boti o. radlatlon, Radiation In Human Health, by
John W. Wf fman, M. O., Ph. D.. I ‘ I I reference a chapter here,
Chapter 5, of a young W. whoqs 24 y-rs old. Heis ask[ng
quest ions here. It says there ls no ktter way to determl ne
practicable appl Icatlons of the whole kdy cancer, that the
dose n I ue -- which we non have available In Tables 21 and 22
to ask a numbr of concrete quest Ions, the k I nd of quest I ons
which arm up again and again bleakly fnedlcal and legal IV and
from tha general publ [c. Itrs Interesting, the radlatlon
hazards.
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-nt
number

Question No. 1: ‘1 am an Industrial pbtographer uorkl ng with
the gam ray source through a ml function In equlpmnt. The
source was stl I I Wesent when I rmved to an unshielded area.
It was est I mated that I rece I ved 78 radsn -- short for radl a-
tlOn ‘- ‘by my 24th birthday. n Of -rSe, he refers to hlmsel f
as a male sax.

‘Is my risk of developl ng cancer lncreasl ng with oxp~ure?
Just how much? I f J do devel~ ancer fran this radlatlon, by
how muti WI I I v I I fe be shortened on an average?.

The answer is, me r I sk of cancer swwhere 1n the bdy Is
certa I n I y Increased 1n exposure. We can analyze just how much
In the fol Ioul ng manner: Exposure frm the bglnnlng In the
24-year-old II fe, the whole tudy dose of 98 r.ads fram Table 21,
the who I e-tody cancer dose equa Is 200.9 percent rads par
cancer.. This Is 1“ reference to cancer.

I was reading an artlc le Senator Thurrrond had In the Alken
paper. We a I I kncn that the contaml nants f ran the L*eactor,
which was bJl It in 1955, I think, and It was shut down in 19.s5,
that It Is down to the water tab Ie and has been down to the
water table for al I of these years, sbrtly probbly after
start I ng up the reactor I n 1955. Our water table Is very
fragl Ie, but Ilke our ozones, It avves only two Inches per 24
hours.

BI-2 NCU, we ham somn pretty concrete evl dence that the water i n
a I I directions for 40 ml I es fran the L-Reactor has ken mn-
taml nated. I feel here that hu~n I I V6.S are not taken under
consideration as mch as there!5 a posslbl I IV of blg hslness
trying to agitate or create wars, and this Is what Itts al I
about.

91-3 ] dontt blleve we need additional pl”tonlum. I don,t think we
should arm ourselves any further. I klleve In peace. I think
we shnu Id sit &n and start talkl ng psace Instead of Invadl ng
Islands and spreadl ng wrsel ves out al I OWI- the wor Id.

I m also with the Sierra Club. I said here I ‘m not speaking
for the Sierra Club; IMstl y I ‘m speakl ng as a concerned citizen
I n rqards to part of these th I ngs I !m br I ngl ng Nt here.

ResPonsm

00E Is not atlare of any ground~ater contami nat Ion off the
Savannah R Ivf,r P Iant that has teen -used W SW omrat Ions.
Radloactl w c:onstltuents 1“ munlcl pal water’ wel Is in the SRP
reg Ion are m,asured and the rasu Its rqortd I n the annua I
reports, Envl ron~nta I bn Itor I n the Vlclnlty of the
Savannah mm P Iant (OPSP

Sea the re$w,nse to connnt AB-2 regard I ng 1nf omt Ion In the
E I S on neei ?,nd product Ion a Iternat I WS.

1
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Wow, th!s hwk here, Itts eht Radiation In Humnn Wenlth a
Cunprehens I ve Invest I gat Ion of <vI dence Re Iated from Lou- eve I
Radiation tu Cancer and Other Olseases, by John W. ~ffman,
M.O.

I thank you for I Istenlng Iu me, but I ?IM deeply concerned.
I IIM COnCer”~ about pe.ap Ie that went cut tu dermnstrate and the
manner In wh 1ch those pop Ie were put In Ja I I Just ~;msem~y
were ga I w b come out and express thel r concerns.
cerned, s that 1s the rea=n why I m sayl ng I an a c.an-rned
cltlzen. I have ben a concern~ Cltlzen; I WI I I WntinUe to
be a concerned cltlzen.

I thank you.

.,,,,,, ,,, ,,,,,, ,,,,,,, ,.,, ,., ,, ,,, ..,,, ,,,, ,,,, ,, ,, .,,,,,, ,,,,,
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STAT~ENT W MS. ~CAS ELLEDE

I am Oorcas J. El ledge, a native South Carolinian. , *m f~~~

Columbla, South Caroll ma; and I ‘m here bcause I care about my
own health and the health of twf fel IW South Carolinians and
Georg I ans.

I !m not faml I tar with the EIS Statement per se because I dld
not kncu or I ost a mssage somewhere. I am only taking from
Mr. S1 res a canwnt or Swc..

BJ-1 I do wonder that, after al I this assessment of the sltuatlon,
the two years for groundwater nun Itor f ng and a 1 I of that, I f
the L-Re~tor WI I I be startad In spite of these things that
need to bs addressd non before I t shou Id be started. Are the
Cltlzens! cammnts and the study that was mde ~1 ng to fal I on
deaf ears or bs Ignorsd or bscom a voice in the WI Iderness due
to hat ws are told Is expediency in tul Idlng nuclear weapons?
Th 1s I do wonder a~t.

BJ-2 The health and safety of the peep Ie of this state and of our
nelghbrl ng state--and rmyb I f a.ntaml nation of the ocean
should occur; Is this going to be sacrificed to build a weapon
that muld destroy us al I tut which, In the msantlms, could
Myk lead us to a slow death? I real Iy am concerned about
this, and I hope that the DOE WI I I not let the ~ped Iency of
bu I I d I ng weapons take th Is precedent over the 11 fe and safety
and hea I th and safety of the POP I e of South Car.a I I na a“d
GeOrg I a.

BJ-3 One thing that I wII I also wonder about Is: I havs never he3rd
to what degree on the Richter scale the LUJII dings are tul It
for, the reactor tul I dings are but It for, at Savannah River

The purpose of the EIS hearings was to provide the public the
OPwr*unfti to cmnt on the ad~uacy of the EIS and the
Msrits Of alternatives d! scussed in the EIS. DOE has con-
siderd al I comments r6celv* at these haarl ng5 and durl ng the
43-day canw,nt period; responses are wntal n8d I n this appe”-
dlx. Transcripts of the EIS he8rl ngs and a record of al I
cornmnts su!mltted have ben placed i n l-l I i brarles.

The the new to rastarf L-Reactor and product Ion a I ternat i ves
are dlscusstd In Sections 1.1 and 2.1, respectively, and In
Ap@ndlx A (classified). The consequences of a delay of the
L-Reactor rc,start Is discussed In Sect Ions 2.1.3.

NE policy has always b8en ta malntaln and operate the SW
with the assurance that releases are as low as rea=nably
achievable and bslon appl lcable standards. The operation of
L-Reactor WI I I reset al I appl [cable safety and environmental
requ 1refnents. The hea Ith and safety ef the res I dents of Scuth
Caro I I na ant: Georg I a are of paramunt importance to OOE.

Sect Ion 4.2,2,3 descrl k hazards to L-Reactor from earth-
quakes. Pr<,kbl I I stlc and detennlnl stic anal yses have deter-
mined that the maxlmm sel smlc hazard at the SRP Is dus b a
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Plant, fu what tigree they are supposed to stand or co! lapse.
That would cause a grea? safely problem.

nmgn Itude 5.0 to 5.5 earthqwke on the Richter Scale In the
I don ‘t r~mhr ever immediate vlclnlty of SRP or a postu Iated mgnltude 6.6 earth-

readl ng that, and I wou I d I Ike to knou that in any future quake near Bowman, South Caroll na. In kt h roses, the expected
documents you ml ght g! ve. pee free-f Ield Iwrlzontal acceleration would k about 0.10

tins that of gravity (0.10g). The design-ksls earthquake
peak acce Ierat Ion for a I I SRP product Ion reactors Is 0.209.

BJ-4 I a Isa am concerned about the Iocatlon of the Savannah River SW the response to caamnt ffi-9 regardl ng efmrpncy res~nse
Plant fu possible enemy att~k. I dontt kndn, as Dr. Kel ly planning.
Pointed out, that ttIls has real Iy been addr~sed, either. Ite
are a vu Inerable state; and I think, If I were a worthy enq,
that might b the first thing 1 would want to hit. It could M
a very, very catastrqhlc thing for this state and for thls
nat [on.

I do bel I eve that the clt Izens of this state do deserve f I rst
prlorlty In their health and safe~. It stiuld be a first
prlorlty. It has tin too long ignored. I am a registered
nurse. I was In the Army 20 years, and I do knm what hd
health brings to al I people. 1 would hate ti think this would
b the cond 1tlon of the POP Ie of th Is state due to precau-
tionary and preventive measures not blng taken.

It se- to m wetw done cleanup long enough. Letts h a
I I tt I e prevent I ve work. I real Iy feel that very keenly. I do
hope the voice of the peep Ie WC.UId k heard on this ISSU.3 k
caus8 I think Itfs ti~. Thank you very much.
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STATmENT W ~. JPJ4ES W. WNO

1 ‘m Jfm Hannmnd. I represent me. I spent 30 years with the Cumnents t,oted.
DuPont Mpany. I dldn~t have mch of a Job there, dldn!t
amunt to much; but what I did was In safety and fire. It
required that I go Into mst of the facl Iltl= once or *ice a
y-r there. After 30 y~rs, I spent a @ blt of t I nm there.

I dldnft worry about cancer. If I had I ‘d have left here. I
Ilve wlthfn 20 minutes of the place; and If I ws afraid, I td
leave.

The Envl ronmnnta I Impact Study, se- tu me, Is very adquate.
From workl ng w1th 00E and AEC and the other agencl es through
the years, I ‘W found al I of th~ wv sincere. Theytw made
detal led stud 1es of everyih I ng they t w done cut there. I th 1nk
DuPont ~a~ and ME has al I the capabl I Itles and abl I Itles
and 1nterests fu protect the env I ronment, the pop le. Frm w
experl ence, L-Reactor shou I d have teen started on schedu le. I
know these POP I e are SI ncere.

At Nlchigan State Unlverslty, I had to do a term paper. It
took MB kc.k Into the ear Iy nwspapers of Amnrl ca. One area
was when we were avert Jng frm ~ el ectr Ic I ty fu AC. Very
Informed people, very alarmed people, were saying: If w have
AC electrlclty, we!re ~lng to electrate the world. Weire
gal ng to turn our stov- I niv hot p Iates.

It dldnst happen, and I knw people are concerned. But from my
experl ence out there, 00E and DuPont @pany WI I I do everythl ng
pos$lble to sea that the environment and the publ Ic Is
protected.

Thank you, sir.

James W. Hamnund

I




