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Introduction

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

own words:

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

For reactors licensed by the NRC, the fundamental regulations

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

of Savannah

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

A, Requlirements of 10 CFR Part 100

The requirements of 10 CFR §100,11 are reproduced In Appendix A
to this statement. These guidellines speclfy reference vatuss
for the maximum radlation dose an individual Is permitted to
recelve at the outer boundarles of the plant and the so-called
"low population zone," The reference dose values for both
boundaries are 25 rem to the whole body and 300 rem to the thy-
rold, In assessing compiiance with 10 CFR Part 100, DOE as-
sumes that the boundarles for the SRP site and the fow populia-
tlon zone are ldentical, Thus, at SRP all doses are computed
at the site boundary, The doses are calcutated for a 2-hour
exposure and for a 120~hour exposure, the latter intended to
cover the time perlod for the entire passage of the Yradio-
active cloud,” as required by the regufation, Since the
reactor locatlons and site boundary are aiready specifliad at
SRP and thus cannot be altered, this dose assessment is used to
test whether the contalnment/conflnement technology at the
production reactor Is adequate, ar whether It must be upgraded
to meet minimum safety requirements,

B, Computation of the Maximum Slte Boundary Doses

There are three procedures necessary to evaluate compliance
with 10 CFR Part 100 requirements, Flirst, the source and
amount of radlioactivity released to the contalnment by a par-
ticularly severe accident (referred o as the "source term")
must be specified, Second, the atmospheric dispersion of
radlolsotopes, as they are carried by the wind to the site
boundary, must be computed., Third, the amocunt of radliation
absorbed by an individual at the site boundary must be com~
puted, In each case, the methodology has been established by
two decades of reactor licensling experlence and regulatory
guldance,
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BL-1 The 10 CFR Part 100 source term for light water reactors (LWRs) The regulations fn 10 CFR 100 do not assume or require the

assumes a full core meltdown with the rz‘ease to the contain-
ment buliding of 100% of 1.e noble gases, 50% of the fodine
thalf of which Is assumed to plate out within a short +imae),
and 1% of the remafning fissfon products (speci{fied fn the NRC
gufdance document, TID 14844), we will]l concentrate on the
noble gases and lodine s{nce these are the most troublesome {n

torms of the exfsting L-reactor cont{nement technology.

assumption of "a full-core meltdown," Rather, the footnote to
10 CFR 100,11{a) clearly indicates Maccfdental events, that

would rasult fn notantial hazards not excoaded I-n +hoes from

=0 TrLsdr US TALTTUSY WSS 1w

any accldent considered credible, Such acctden1's have gener-
ally been assumed fo resulf {n substantial meltdown of the core
with subsequent release of reciable quantities of fission
products" (emphasis added),” "Fulj-core melfdown" Is not equal
to "substantial meltdown"; the reference to TID-
14844 particuiarly notes that: "The calculations described [in
T10-14844) may be used as a pofnt of departure for considera-
tion of particular site requirements which may resuit from
evaluatfon of the characteristfcs of a particular reactor, {ts
purpose purpose and nethod of operaﬂon lempﬁasis added), ~Thus, the
source-term assumptjon cfted {s not mandated for use, either in
10 CFR 100 or {n TID-14844,

The NRC llcensing of the Fort S%. Vraln reactor (s an example
of a reactor lfcensed with recognition of the dffferences be-
tween (ts design and the design of llght-water reactors

(LWRs). This reactor does not have a contalnment dome, but has
alternative ‘afafy features that the NRC consfders to be ade-
guate. Recognizing the high heaT capacify of this graphite—
moderated reactor, no fuel melting was assumed when specifyfng
the source tarm for use with 10 CFR 100, Realease of gases as a
result of core heatup (not melt{ng) was assumed over a perifod
of hours, nol (nstantaneously as (s commonly assumed for LWRs,
Furthermore, release of only 5.5 percent of the halogens In the
reactor core was assumed, rather than the 50 percent commonly
assumed for LWRs,
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BL-2 An Immediate quest(on (s rafsed: |s this LWR source term Although early safety systems analyses did adopt a 100-percent

approprfate for the SRP production reactors glven thelr differ-
ences In dasign? The answer (s yes, As noted above, DOE has
adopted the (dent(cal source term for Judging the adequacy oz
the confinement system for existing SRP production resctors,

As shown below, however, DOE has responded to recent contro-
versy by attempting to change this source term for the
L-reactor, with only the thinnest of just{ficat{ons.

The second step (n the calculation--atmospherfic dfspersfon—=(s
catculated according to NRC Requlatory Guidelines, Since the
maximum {nd{vjdual dose calculation {s [(ntended to bea conserva-
tive, the specified meteoralogy has a low probabflfty of occur-
rence, At SRP, less favorable gafeorology and higher doses are
expected onty 0.5% of the time.

4599 references clfted at page 3, For lcensing the Clinch
River Breeder Reactor, DOE and NRC have adopted the usual LWR
source term (100% of the noble gases, 50% of the halogens, and
1% of the fisslon products) plus 1% of the plutontum (n the
cora (NRC, "Si{te Suftabllity Report In the Matter of Clinch
River Breeder Reactor Plant," NUREG-0786, June 1982,

pe. I11-8). Even for this radlically different reactor design,
the assumed noble gas and (odine source terms are {dentical to
thoge for the LWR and the productfon reactors at SRP.
5Accordlng to the 1983 SAR, "Doses are computed by two meth-
ods., The first method computes, for the entire stte (all 16
sectors), a dose (ef{ther {nhalatfon or whole body) that would
be exceaded only 5% of the time. The result (s referred to as
the 95th percent(le value, The second method computes for each
sector a dose value that would be exceeded only 0,5% of the
time (a 99,5th percent{le procedure}, The max{mum dose for all
sactors (s then compared to the 35th percentfle dose for the
whole sfta, and the higher of tha two values (s reported.

For the SRP site, +he second method {99,5th percentile worst
sector) gives doses (both thyro(d and whole body) at the sits
boundary that are about a factor of +wo higher than the value
obtained with the first method (95th percentile whole site),"
ld. at p. 15-74,

core-meit acctdent as a bas(s for assessting SRP reactor con-
finement systems to assure a conservat(ve upper bound durfng
development of a comprehensive accldent analysi{s program, DOE
has never adopted a 100=percent core-melt source term as a re—
quirement for assessing the adequacy of SRP product{on reactor
confinement systems I(n terms of 10 CFR 100, Furthermore, |f
subject to NRC licensing requirements, DOE would not necessar-
{ly be required to do so (see the response to BL-1)}, The 1983
Satety Analysfs Report (DPSTSA-100-1) compares the consequences
of four types of accldents that bound the consequences of
cred(ble accidents to 10 CFR 100 reference doses assuming
meteorological 95 percent conditlons, consistent with those
typfcally used fo assess conformance to 10 CFR 100, Of the
four accldents, the cne yielding the max{mum consequences (the
accldent resulting from a reloading error}) Is the appropr(ate
accident for comparfson witn 10 CFR 100 criteria,

Previous SARs and other studies, (ncluding the cited refer-
ences, reviewed a spectrum of acclidents ranging from the cred-
fble to the not credible, fncluding a 100-percent core melt, In
assessing the safety of SRP reactor operatlons. This same ap-~
proach, (ncludfng consideration of an tl1-percent core meit and
a 100-percent core melt was used In the preparation of the 1983
SAR to present again the totaltty of risks, not just the risk
of accldents prescribed by regulations applicable to commercilal
reactors. Although the types and sever{ty of acclidents con-
s{dered did not change, the method of presenting the results
was changed to (mprove ctar(ty and readability of the report
and to put the results {n perspective relative to risk.
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BL=3 Using data presented In the 1983 SRP Production Reactor Safety Conglistency with 10 CFR 100 does not require conslderation of

Analysis Report (1983 SAR), one can compute the maximum Indi-
vidual whole body and thyrold doses at the L-reactor site
boundary to test compllance with 10 CFR Part 100, Table 154
of the 1983 SAR, reproduced In Appendix B to this statement,
raports the whole body and thyrold doses assoclated with 1% and
38 core damage at the L-reactor, These doses are based on the
assumption that 1% core damage would result In alrborne release
of 1% of the noble gases and tritium and 0,5% of the lodine
(1983 SAR, p., 15-69), This source term value for 1% core
damage need only be scaled up to 100%, or full core damage, to
be conslistent with the appropriate 10 CFR Part 100 source
term—-release of 1008 of the noble gases and 50% of the

e R

iodine, The resuiting doses for The new L-reacior wouid be:

Calculated Dose{rem)

Whole Body Thyroid
Accldent Meteorclogy 2~hour 120=hour
10 oFR Part 100 gzource
term (100% noble gas &
50f iodine release 99,5th
from fuel} percentli la 220 1050
10 CFR Part 100
Refarence Values 25 300

As can ba seen, the new L-reactor does not meet minTmum safety
raquirements for the control of radicactivity releases in the
avent of a severe accident, |f Congress said tomorrow, "This
reactor must be llicensed by the NRC," DOE would have no cholce
but to Improve the confinement system in order to trap about
90% of the noble gases released from the reactor core after a
savare accldent,

the release cf 100 percent of the noble gases and 50 percent of
the lodine, See the responses to comments BL-1 and BL-2,
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C. DOE's Efforts to Mask L-Reactor Non-Compliance With 10 CFR
Part 100
8L-4 In response to extensive public criticlsm questloning the See the response fo comment BL-2,

L-reactor's safety and Its lack of a containment bullding, DOE
has developed the following argument to deflect attention from
the L-reactor's faflure to meet 10 CFR Part 100 requlirements,
DOE now clalms that thers are no credlble L-reactor accldents
that could result In fuel melting of more than 3% of the reac-
tor core and, gonsoquanﬂy, that one should assume a design
basis accldent® and a source term which are 30 times smal ler
than DOE and NRC previously assumed, Based on these assump-
tlons, DOE argues, the offsite doses assoclated with all cred-
ible L-reactor accidents are wetl within 10 CFR Part 100 gulde-
line values, Thls argument simply cannot withstand scrutiny,

6The term "design basis™ is used In the context ot nuclear
licensing to dencte the range of postulated accldents for which
it 1s required to provide protection in the form of englneered
safety features systems, For purposes of 10 CFR Part 100, the
NRC equates Mdesign basis accidents” with "credible accidents,”
The 10 CFR Part 100 source term must be greater than that
resulting from any "credible" or "deslgn basis™ accldent,

The 3-percent core-melt accident was selected for comparison to
10 CFR 100 dose criteria because It is a major accldent, postu-
lated from the consideratlon of possible accident events, that
would result in potential hazards nolt exceeded by those from
any accldent considered credible, Clearly, the 1-percent
deslgn 1Imi+ for the Emergency Cooling System (ECS) could not
be considered limiting for site evaluation bacause It Is not
the maximum credlble accldent,

It 1s Incorrectiy Interred here and throughout thls statemant
that the ECS is designed to limlt+ core damage fo 1 percent in
the event of the maximum credible LOCA, For all craedlble
LOCAs, no fuei meiting is anticipated (see SAR, page 15-44),
The 1-percent design basis referred to Is, in fact, & timit
applied to the reactor power leval to limit core damage to 1
percent in the event of a hypothetical maximum-rate leak (an
accldent that Is not considered credible, as discussed below)
accompanied by two other circumstances that render two of the
+hree emargency coolant Injection systems Tneftfective,

The hypothetical maximum rate leak is assumed to result from an
abrupt, doubla-anded break of a large plpe, Such a break Is
not considered credible because stalnlass-stes! plpe in the
low-temperature, low-pressure, low-corrosion conditlions of SRP
reactors would not undergo abrupt catastrophic fatlure, The
two conditlions assumed to render two-thirds of the emergency
coolant injection system Ineffactive contend that the break
occurs In one of the Injection lines and that some unspecifled
failure of an actlve component disables one of the two
remaining Injection lines.
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BL-5

DOE apparently bases this argument on the fact that the SRP
emergency core cooclling systems (ECCS) are currently daslgnad to
limlt core melting to no greater than 1% of the fuel,’ DOE
also points fo its estimates that a fue! reloading accldent at
SRP would result In no greater than 3% core melting (1983 SAR,
p. 15-69), DOE's claims that this 1-3% fuel meiting flgure
should be plugged Into the 10 CFR Part 100 source term analysls
flles In the face of both DOE's own analysis of existing SRP
reactors and NRC's treatment of |lcensed commarclal reactors,

To begin with, nelther DOE nor NRC has ever used ECCS design
criteria as a basis for Judglng the adequacy of the conflnemant
sys‘rem under 10 CFR Part 100, For Ilgh'r water power reacfors,
and historically for the DOE production reactors, WNRC and DOE
have assumed a full-core meltdown and the traditional 10 CFR
Part 100 source term as the design basis acclident for the con-
finement system, The 10 CFR Part 100 requirements were In—
tended to provide a substantial additional layer of conserva-
tism above and beyond that provided by emergency core cooling
and other safety features designed to mitigate agalnst design
basls accldents, In other words, when 10 CFR Part t00 was
daveloped, the AEC declded that, even |f the plant were
dasigned to prevent and mitigate agalnst all credible accl-
dents, the possibility for a much more sarlous, though highly

N

"DOE nas postulated two classes of DBAs for which the SRP

ECCS should be capable of providing protection: loss-of-
coolant and loss-of-circulation (J, W, Joseph, Jr,, and R. C.
Thornberry, "Analysls of the Savannah River Reactor Emergency
Core Cooling System," SRL, DPST-70-463, Oct, 1970, p, 13), |In
1970, DuPont estimated fha'r the rraxlmum amount of core melting
for whlch the ECCS could be maintalned was 108, Id, at p, 17,
Today, SRP estabilshes operating power limlts designed to. limit
core damage from loss-of-coolant and Ioss-of-clrculaﬂon accl-
dents to less than 1%, 1983 SAR, pp, 15-51, 15-54,

The ECS perfcrmance has no dlirect bearing on the "adequacy of
the conflnement system™ as evaluated, because the accldent
causlng the g|rea1'es1' core damage Is not a loss-of-coolant acci-
dent {(LOCA); it is, rather, a fuei mait resuiting from a re-
loading criticality accident that Is not mitigated in any way
by ECS performance, The fact that the most severe credible
accldent at the L-Reactor is a criticality accident (rather
than & LOCA for a powser reactor) reemphasizes the nead to con-
sidor "the characteristics of a particular reactor" (10 CFR
100, note) Ir arriving at appropriate source terms,
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BL-7

BL-~8

improbable, accldent could never be completely discounted, and
therefore its consequences must be consldergd when siting the
plant and designing the contalnment system,” As implemented,
the 10 CFR Part 100 regulations state that the major accldent
from which the source term should be caiculated has "generally
been assumed to result in substantial meltdown of the core with

subsequent release of aggrecTabFe ?uagflﬂes of fission
products, . al, n, 1, Thus, the hlstory of

CFR part 100 convincingly demonstrates that the regulation
should not be based on ECCS design criteria,

Secondly, DOE's argument, If carrfed to 1ts logical conclusion
and applled to NRC-llcensed reactors, would result In a com-
plete anomaly, DOE claims that, since SRP reactor ECCSs are
designed to limlit fuel melting to 1%, the 10 CFR Part 100 doses
should be calculated, and the adequacy of the contalnment
tested, based on the 1% flgure, Yet, reactor ECCSs |Icens% by
the NRC are designed fo permit no fuel melting whatsoever,'®
According to DOE's loglc, MRC-1lcensed reactors would not even
need contalnment bulldings, since there would be no 10 CFR Part
100 otfsite dosaes at al!l based on the ECCS ne-fuel-melting cri-
teria, This absurd result underscores the weakness of DOE's
argument and demonstrates the need to assure sufficlent conser-
vation by basing 10 CFR Part 100 upon a substantial meltdown
accident, rather than on ECCS design criteria,

Batomic Energy Commlssion Reactor Site Criteria, Report to
+he Director of Regulation by the Director, Licensing and
Regulation, AEC-R 2/39, Appendix D at p. 9.

9As noted previously, the precedent wlth regard to both
commerci al power reactors and production reactors has been Yo
interpret "substantial meltdown with subsequent release of
appreciable quantities of fisslon products™ to mean full core
meitdown with the Instantaneocus release to the containment or
conf inemant system of 100% of the noble gases, 50% of the
fodine, and 1% of the remalning flsslon products,

107The NRC assumes as a design basls accident a loss-of-coolant
accldent caused by a double~ended plpe break, Reactors must be
designed to permit no fuel melting from this accident, even
assuming the single faflure criterion,

As Indicated In Table 4-22 of the Draft EIS, the limiting
accldent Is derived from a reloading criticality, not a LOCA;
therefore, It Is unaffected by ECS performance, Sectlon
4,2,1,5 and Table 4-24 of the draft EIS further assess the
ef foctiveness of the confinement system for a postulated
10-percent core melt bmsed on the NRC CRACZ methodology.

Also see the response to comment BL-4 concerning the design of
the SRP ECS,

See the responses to comments BL-1 and BL-2,

See the rasponse to comment BL-4,
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BL-9

BL-10

Furthermore, even {f DOE were somehow correct (n tasfng the 10
CFR Part 100 analys{s upon the ECCS design criterion, the 1-3%
fuel melt figure Is stil] far too low to be considered the max-
(mum credible accident, The ECCS design criterion of not more
than 1% fue] melting (s based on the single fallure criterion,
which assumes that an accident--e.g., & pipe break-=-i{s accom-
panfed by the most detrimental faflure of a single active com-
ponent of the system, Common cause fallures, which could cause
simultaneous fallure of two or more acti{ve components, could
cause fue] melting beyond that established as the ECCS DBA.

For example, the accldent at Three Mile Island Unft 2 was "ba-
yond the design basis of the ECCS™ In that there were multiple
faflures of active components, resuiting fn cladding, and pos-

e B

sibie fuel maiting weil beyond ¥he ECCS design iimits,

The Three M{le 1sland accident points up another flaw in the
D0E analysls of "cred(ble" accidents at SRP, ODOE assumes that
the percent release of noble gases (s directly proportional to
the percentage of fuel melted, e.q., 3% fuel melting results In
the release of 3§ of the noble gases. To the contrary, at TMi
Unit 2, the percentage of the noble gas inventory released was
several times the parcentage of the core damaged,

Sea the response to comment BL-4 concerning deffni{tion of ECS
design criterion,

Since the startup of SRP reactors, a continuing effort has been
devoted to review of the of fectiveness of the reactor safety
systems and the upgrading of the systems, These reviews have
included analysis of what has come to be known as "common
cause" faflure modes, Where credible fatlure modes of this
nature have been fdentified and consfdered to be of {mportanca,
des{an or operational changes have been (mplemented to cope
with the faflure modes. Several examples of the design changes
implemented to cope with common cause faflures of the ECS are
described In Appendix J of the EIS (see the discussion of sub-

s men Ed tm mAAlSd -
meirs fble addition valves, page J-9, (solatfon valves, page

J=11, new sump pumps, page J-11, 36-(nch~high dams, page J-12,
and automatic {ncident actfon sensors, page J=12), The ECS
header represaented a unique failure point In that a mass(ve
leak from the header could flood the reactor basement, possibly
causing a "loss of pumping" accident while at the same time
possibly rendering the ECS Incapable of coping with the aceci~
dent. To overcome this deficlency, a serles of {solation
vajves were {nstalled (n the mid-1970s,

The risk analyses discussed (n the EIS and 1983 SAR (nclude
estimates of recognized credfble common cause faflures, but do
not make an arbitrary allowance for nonspecific common cause
fatlures,

The asserticn that ™at TMI Unit 2, the percentage of the noble
gas Inventory released was several times the percentage of the
core damaged" (s without foundation, Most recent estimates of
TMi=2 core condi{tion suggest that a very large portfion fs
damaged, it is significant fo note that despite the large core
damage, quantities of radlofodine released from the coolant
system were minute compared to the full=core-melt estimate,
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Comment
number

Comments

Responses

BL-11

BL-12

In any case, the question of whether fuel melting beyond 3% (s
eredible™ or "incredible,” from the standpoint of the ECCS
criteria, s Irrelevant from the standpoint of the continement
system design requirements, The conflnement system must meet
10 CFR Part 100 requirements, It must maintalin of f-site doses
below 10 CFR Part 100 guideline values, assuming the release of
100% of the noble gases, If It Is to achleve {ts "defense—In—
depth™ objective of [Iimiting the risk to the public if a more
serious accldent, not normally considerad credible, should
occur, As shown above, tha L-reactor simply does not meet
these requirements,

As a separate matter, DOE has attempted to use probabllistic
risk analyses to bolster i+s argument that acclidents resulting
in more than 1-3% fuel melting are not f“credible.," In essence,
00E ctlalms that mora severe accidents are not credible since
the probablll?y of thelr occurrence Is loss than one In a
mitifon (10°) per reactor year of operation. The caicuia-
tlons cited in the DEIS (Yol, 1, p, 4-54; Vol, 11, pp, G—44 to
G-48) refer to estimates made In a recent Internal DuPont
maemorandum (J, P, Church to D, A, Ward, "Risk Estimates for SRP
Production Reactor Operation,” DPST-83-717, Aug. 26, 1983),
This Internal document, however, polnts out that the risk
assessmant wit! not be completed for about two years and that

......

The conflinement system for L-Reactor woul!d meet the dose
criterta of 10 CFR 100, were they to apply (see draft EIS
Tables 4-22 and 4-24; also see the rasponse to comment BlL-1),

Four accldents which bound the consequences of credible accl=
dents are reviewad and discussed In the EIiS and the 1983 SAR,
The bounding accldents were selected by following the tradi-
tional approach to resctor safety analysis by analyzing the
consequences of "worst case credible” and even some "noncred-
ibie™ accidents based on the single fallure criteria. Both
mechanistic and probablllistic arguments waere used to define the
"worst case credibfe" accidents, Best estimates of the proba—
bl ITty of occurrence of these accidents are presented in the
EfS In order to define as accurately as possible not only the
consequences of these accldents but also the assoclated risk
(consequence multiplied by probabl ity of occurrence) of thase
accidents,
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The present study should be viewed as a pre—
Iiminary estimate of risk, The study Is not
sufficient for use as » basis for making
absolute declsions about Improving reactor
safefy, [t Is Tnfended as a gulde to engi-
neering Judgement Tn aestablishing prlorities
for the use of resources In making further
Improvements In reactor safety, Jjust as the
previcusly estimated risks and probabllitles
have been used In the past, Even the com
plete PRA will have lImitations and witl be
used In much the same way,

PRA resuits are inherentiy subject to uncer—
tainty, In particular, PRA results cannot be
expected to quantify risks from accidents or
avents which cannot or have not been postu-
lated and quantified,

1ds, pp. 2-3 (emphasls added},
In the DEIS, The‘l?OE conveniently falls to mention this

cautionary note,
the end of the DyPont document, Including the following:

The estimates of probablilties used In this
study for specific accldent sequences and
consaquences should be conslidered with

Mn the Appendix of the DEIS, DOE indicates that the
analysis s "proliminary" (DEIS, Vol, I, p. G-48), In the
main text (DEIS, Vol., |, pp. 434 to 4-35}, the results are
preosented without caveats and are presented as "fact,m

As noted in the second quote, the probabliities are the best
ostimates that can be made at the prasent tima with existing
data and resources; and they are Judged to bs reasonable, The
primary deticiency alluded to Tn the first quote Is not with
the probabliities but with the fact that some less probable
accldent scenarlos are not yet Included as noted In the remain-
der of the caveat, which was not quoted btut is reproduced
below:

", ... They co not include the probabllity of Initiating events
which could result in common fallures of several safety sys-
tems, and whlich can be postulated, but for which there Is no
aexperience based upon whlch to estimate probabilities, For
sxamp!s, & very largs sarthguaks, we!! bsyond the design beslts
earthquake for the reactor, might render Inoperative several or
at! of the heat ramoval systems, The frequency of occurrence
of such an varthquake |s not known--it might truly be zero; It
Is certalnly less than once in 10,000 years, However, when th
results of probabitity calculations yield values as low as 107
(as In this study) per year, it 15 appropriate to recognize
that there my very well be axceedingly rare events whose risk
contributlions have been quantified.s The Important cgnciuslon
Is that an avent so rare as to occur only once fn 107 years, as
In cases dlscussed above, should be regarded as having, in

ef fect, zero probability, There Is no Incentive to further
reduce Tts probablilty or its consequence, An event having a
probabl|lty of once In 10% years might be consldered as a sig~
nificant contributor to risk 1f the consequence of the event Is
known or Judged to be very large, Thus there is Incentive to
reduce its probabllity or consequence,”

)

NRC's concluslon concerning risk ana
initiated by naturai phenomena or de
is pertinent and stated below:

ysls o an
iberat

oq
S8 %
uera CT

1 saqu
i BCTS

"Sequencas Initiated by natural phenomena such as
tornadoes or selsmic events and those that could be
Inltiated by detiberate acts of sabotage are In a
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Comment Comments Responses
number
carefu} regard Yo the assumptions made, large maasure taken (nto account In the deslign baseas
First, the estimates of component and system and operation, The data base for assessing the prob-
tatlure rates or fallure probabflities used abi)lfty of events more severe than the design bases
{n this study were not obtained by a compre- for naturai phenomena ts extremely small, Therefore,
hensive analys{s. They are the best esti- acclident sequences {ni{tfated by such events fs con-
mates that can be made at the present t(me sidered beyond the state-of-the-art of probabllistic
with existing data and resources, They are risk assessmant." (Reference: Final Environmental
Judged to ba reasonable, Sacond, the esti- Statement on the operatfon of Bryon Station. Units 1
mafed rates are based upon extrapclations of and 2, NUREG-0848, U.5, Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
experience. They do not include the proba- sfon, April 1982,)
bility of Inftiating events which couid re-
sult (n common faflures of several safety 0f all the types of accldents considered {n the preliminary
systems, ang which can be posfulated, but for PRA, the LOCA acclident and the assoclated response of the ECS
which there fs no experience base upon which are the most thoroughly studied., Rather comprehensive analysis
to estimate probabilifties, Including common cause fallures has been applied fo th{s accl-
dent as evl/denced by the number of desfgn changes (mplemented
1d., p. 16 (omphasis added), to address common cause failures (see the response to comment
BL=Y},
Indead, the fallure to take Into account common cause fallures
results in estimates of fuel melting that are lfkely to be
several orders of magnttude too low, This renders the overal]
absolute probabli{tfes meaningless for Judging whether the
probabglt‘l'y of accldents resulting (n more than 3% fuel malt(ng
Is 107 per rgactor year, as DOE would have us belfeve, or
closer to per year, or even higher,
DOE has used the samo probabflity analysis as a part{al basis
for f{ts contention that alternative contalnment/conf{nemant
options are not cost effective (DEIS, Vol, 1, Table 4-31, fn,
d, p, 4-80), The absolute probabtlities are simllarly an
Iinsufficlent basfs for this content(on,
BL-t3 The DOE comparfsons of the cost effectiveness of alternative With respect to the comments on the cost-effectiveness evalua-

containment/conf Inement options (DEIS, Vel, |, Table 4-31)
contain even more fundamental errors that render them useless,
It (s perhaps useful to mant(on saeveral of these errors,
although | do not Intend to discuss them {n detafl fn this
statement,

(1} it Is tnappropriate to [nclude a production loss of
$150,000 per reactor-day without {ncluding offsetting operating
costs that would not be fncurred,

tion of alternative safety systems:

1. The value of $150,000 takes into account reduced
operating costs,
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DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
(2) The estimated man-rems averted do not Include exposures: 2(a), The estimated person-rem do not consider onsite
exposures with any alternative because there (s no
(a) +to persons exposed on site, basls for assuming any difference In onsite expo-
(b) to persons exposed at a dfstance greater than 80 km, sures to plant workers subject to emergency
{c) To organs other than whoie body, e.q9., thyrofd, and procedures f{n the svent of an accldent,
bene,
{d) assoctated with fuei-malting beyond 10% of the 2(b). As noted {n Table 4=24 of the Dratt EIS, person-rem
core, exposures at distances as far as 800 kitometers are
only about twice those out to BO kflometers for esach
Recognizing these fnherent deficlencfes, the NRC has decided alternative and do not alter the cost benefit by
that this cost-benafit approach should under no circumstances myre than a factor of two,
be used as a substitute for existing reguifafory requirements,
These requirements {nclude ensuring compllance with 10 CFR Part 2(c). Table 4~24 of the Dra¢t EIS also lists the popula-
100, parforming adequate site selaction, and ensuring that the +lon thyrcid doses for both 80- and BOO-k{!cmster
onfalnmen'r/conflnemenf system (s adequa're for the protection radfus zones, Inclusion of these doses would not
of public hsaalth, signiffcantly atter the cost-beneftt values, partic-
ularly those based on the EPA value per health-
effects averted, because thyrofd damage Is extremely
unntikely,

2(d), Values for any desired core-melt hypothesis can be
dstermined by fnverse scaling of the cited cost-
bsnet i+ values with the core-melt percentage,

BL-14 In sum, the L-reactor, as presently designed, is simply un- The L-Reactor {s not unsafe and does meet the mini{mum standards

safe, |t does not meet the minimum standards for design of a
contalnmant/conf inement system to protect the public health {n
the avent of a severe acclfdent, Following the recent contro-
versy over the adequacy of the L-reactor confinement system,
DOE has attempted to lower {ts safety requlirements--reducing
the requirements for confining noble gases by a factor of
30--rather than {mprove the confinemant technology,

Stmply stated, DOE belteves its reactors should be held to the

nuclear regulatory requfrements of the Truman and E(senhower
adminfstrations rather than today's standards., We disagree,

1. The National Security Issue

| will now turn to the national security (ssua, Here, the
contral question (s whether DOE can safely defer the restart of
the L-Reactor In ordar to (ncorporate the technologles needed

for design of & contalnment/confinement system (see the re-
sponse to comment BL~11), Rather than lower [ts safety
requirements (see the response to comment BL-2), DOE has
continued to upgrade reactor safety systems and explore new
methods to further protect the public health and safety.
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number

Commants
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BL~15

BL-16

to meet today's minimal environmental and satety standards,
Can we have both a safe and clean environment and adequate
national security, or must the former bs sacrificed for the
latter, as DOE wouid have us belleve?

In the DEIS (Yol, |, Chapter 1), DOE's emphasis on the "need"
Issue has been In terms of whether the L-reactor shoutd be
restarted at atl, rather than the less demanding question of
whether restart of the L-reactor can be deferred, A 36-month
delay In L~-reactor operations Is ample time to upgrade the
environmental control and safety systems, This perlod would
permit Installation of four of the flive conflinemant/contalament
alternatives (DEiS, Vol, 1, p. 4=80), and would also permit the
Installatfon of mechanical draft cooling towers (DEIS, VoI, 1,
p. 4-95), The cost of a 36-month detlay In terms of foregone
piutonium production Is approximately 1,5-1,75 MT of pluto-
nium, Thus, the central quastion hare s whether 1,5-1 75 MT
of foregone plutonium production is a threat to natlonal secu-
rity, or, alternatively, whether this amount (or some fraction
thereof) can be suppiied by other production initiatives with~
out Incurring a shortage of plutonium "needed™ for nuclear
weapons production,

To place thls issue In parspective, It shouid be noted that the
U.S. nuciear weapons stockplle currently contains some 80 to 90
metric tons of plutonlum and 600 to 700 metric tons of highly
------ it is incredibie Yo think That s 2 percent
change In the plutonlum Inventory would bs detrimental +o na-
tional securfity, Certalnly, we cannot estimate the number of
Soviet warheads or weapons material production to that level of

accuracy,

Setting this argument aside, there Is strong evidence that
restart of the L-resctor can bo delayed for at least 36 months
without Incurring a shortage In plutonium to meet DOE projected
weapon requirements,

The ef fects on meeting establlshed needs for defense nuclear
materials with a delay of the L-Reactor restart Is analyzed In
Appendix A (classifled), Implemantation of the potential com-
bination of partial-production optlons providing the greatest
material productlion (the accelerated useof the Mark-15 tattice
at SRP reactors and the production of less than 6 percent plu~
fonlum at the N-Reactor) to compensate for productlon losses
commensurate with these delays In the L-Reactor restart provide
only a small fraction of needed defense materiats that could be
produced by L-Reactor, This Is summarized in Section 2,1,3 In
the EIS,

The national policy on nuclear weapons, thelr deployment, and
the need for Increased waspons is beyond the scope of this EiS,
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8L-17

BL-18

A, Would a Near-Term Shortage of Plutonium Be lncurred By a
Dalay In Start-up of the L-reactor(

First, the DEIS fails significantly to give speclal considera-
tion to a short-torm defay In L-reactor operation and the
shortages of materials, (f any, that this delay would Incur,
aven wlthout alterpative production options, The relevant
questlions that must be asked are: Would a near-term shortage
occur, and, If so, could the alternative production options
alimlinate 117

When tha 1981-83 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Mamorandum (NWSM}
was signed by President Carter In October 1980, DOE projected
that, unioss Thoe new production IATTIaTIVeS wWers implemented,
there would be a shortage of plutonium in 1985 or shortly
thereafter, With the implementation of several planned Initia-
tives, Including the restart of the L-reactor (DEIS, p. 1-3), a
plutonium shortage was not projected to occur prior to the
early 1990s, DOE Indicates that "the Increased defense nuclear
material requirements , , . have been reaffirmed In subsequent
Stockpl le Memoranda™ (DE!S, p. 1-2), but that ™Congress has
delayed or faited to fund certain nuclear weapons systems"”
(DEIS, p. 1=-2). The aftfect has been to e!iminate the shortage
previously projected to occur In the early 1990s, In my view,
foregoing plutonium production in the L-reactor for 36 months,
even 1f none were made up through alternatlive near-term produc~

tlon inltiatives, would not create near-term shortages, In the

long term (after 1990), shortages that might otherwise appear
can be made up by a variety of production inttiatives, several
of which are identified below,

DOE apparently doss not dispute this view, Rather, DOE simply
assarts that "none of the lalternativel production opticns, or
combl nations of optlons, would provide sutficlent materlal in
timo to fully compensate for tho delay or loss of L-Reactor
production® (DEIS, p, 1-6), But *this Is not the ralevant ques-
tion, As stated above, the questions are: Would a near=-term
shortage occur, and, If so, could the alternative production
options etiminate 1t+?

See the response to comment BL-15,

The quantitative analysis of auclear material requirements and
supply provided in Appendix A (classifled) demonstrates the
need for the restart of L=Reactor as soon a5 practicabls to
meet the the requirements ldentifled in the FY 1984-1989
Nuclear Weapons Stockplle Memorandum,

See also the response to comment BL-15,
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B. The Recent Delays In Weapons Systems Have Significantly
Reduced ¥the Near-Term Requirements for Plufonlum,
BL-19 This can be seen by comparing the weapons requirements set See the response to comment BL-16, As indicated In Section

forth In the Carter FY 1981-83 NWSM agalnst today's
requiremants,

The FY 1981-83 NWSM, slgned In October 1980, included a signif-
tcant Increase In warhead production and was the Impetus for
materlals production Initlatives. Included In this NWSM wera:

- the first firm requirements for 700 W84 and W85 warheads for
Pershing ! and Ground-Launched Crulse Misslles,

- some 2000 MX misslles warheads planned for a 200-misslile
force,

- sufflctent W76 Trident | warheads (5,520) for backfit Into
12 Poselidon submarines and 15 new Trldent submarines,

= 1200 W=-70-3 Lance and W79 8-~Inch nuclear artillery warheads
built as fission warheads with the technical abitity to be
shifted to enhanced radlation yields,

- 460 W80-0 Sea~Launched Cruise Misslle warheads,

- 3,394 %80-1 Air-Launched Cruise Missile warheads, and

- 1000 w-82 155-mm fission artlllery warheads,

The FY 1983-88 NWSM signed by President Reagan In November 1982

made signlflcant changes to its earlylassumpflons, which were
simllar to the Carter Administration:

YZNine warhead fypes continue in production during 1$83:
- the B51-3/4 bomb,

the W76 Trident | warhead,

theo W79 enhanced radiation artillery warhead,

the WB0-0-0 Sea-Launched Cruise Misslle warhead,

the WB0-1 Alr-Launched Cruise Misstle warhead,

the B83 Modern Strateglc Bomb,

+he W84 Ground-Launched Crulse Missile warhead,

the W85 Pershing || warhead, and

the W87 MX warhead.

1,1.1 and Appendix A {(classifled), the dafense nuclear material
requirements of the FY 1384-1989 Nuclear Weapons Stockplle
Memorandum support the need to restart L-Reactor as soon as
practicable,

The availabllity of all recoverable material from retlired
waapons Is Included In the determination of material supply for
new weapons In the NWSM, OOE utilizes this materlal in meeting
new defanse nuclear material requirements., Section 1,1 con-
talns added Informatlion on this subject In this final EiS,
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- oniy 1000 MX warheads would be bulft for 100 MX missiles,

- W76 Trident | warhead production would be cut to 3840 In the
shorf ferm, ulfh a shift to Trident §1 produci'lon in time
Tomdds Toaldmads acchammia
UL 1

e
Ty lli[l"g IIIB RIATA T 10807 fig \l)v?l’

= the W70-3 Lance and W79 8-inch nuclear artillery warheads
would be bullt as enhanced radiation warheads,

- 758 rather than 460 W70-0 Sea~Launched Cruise Misslfe
warheads,

= a slignificant reduction In near-term W80~1 ALCM production
from 3.394 to 1,739 with shitt to the Advanced Crulse
Missile, and

- & shi¢tr from flsslon to enhanced radiation yleld for 1000
W82 155~mm warheads,

Signiflcant reductlons In nuclear materlal requirements have
resulted from Reagan's decislon to shlft the MX warhead from
the W78 design to the W87, In addition, DOE has consltilgrab!e
flexibility In the rate ot retirement of old warheads,

This 1s the primary source of material for new weapons
production,

The 1933-88 NWSM also Tncluded a number of new retlrement
inltiatives, including retirement of B-520s and accelerated
retiremant of B52Gs {with the reduction In bomb needs), retire-
ment of the Titan ||, and accelerated retlrement of Polarls,
The retiremonts troditional iy account for a large proportion of
nuclear materlals for new warheads, By the end of the decads,

$5Ms hiine warhead Types (w25, 828, w2l Miks !“'-%r'"'!‘s, ‘-':'35, VAR

W50, 853, and W76) will be retired either In part or In full,

3Two signiflcant restraints exist In retiring warheads when
scheduled: warhead retirements contingent on replacements
(particularty when lack of Congressional funding siows down
replacemants) and double sets of warheads necessary when
enhanced radliatlon replacements for fisslon warheads (W70-3,
W79, and W82) are kept in the U,5, and a full set of overseas
deployed warheads are also kept,
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8L-20

C., Alternative Plutonfum Production Initiatives Are Avaflable
to Make Up for a Potential Loss of Some 1,5~1,70 MT of
Plafonium WiThin The Three-Year Period The L—Reacfor Is

Deferred,

Since 1981, DOE has exceaeded Its plutonfum equivalent produc-

tion goal. Consequenﬂy, part of the 1, 5-1 75 MT Pu alterna-
tive productfon requirement has already been met, We estimate
that DOE has surpassed its planned production goal at Savannah
River by about 0,5 MT (n FY 1982-83, At Hanford, the conver-
ston of the N-reactor to the weapon—-grade mode of operation was
completed in FY 1982, approximately five months ahead of sched-
ule, providing some 0 23 MT of additional plutonfum. Thus, the
makeup needed from alternative sources Is only on the order of
0.8-1,0 MT,

D. Other Alternatives to L-Reactor Operation

(1) Mark-15 Cores, The use of Mark-15 coras could boost
plutonfum production by at least 25% per reactor., If such
cores are I(nstalled In two oparating SRP reactors, waapon-grade
plutontum production (with blending) could be fncreased by
0,375-0,475 MT per year, Plans ex({st to [nstall Mark-15 cores
in one reactor in late FY 1985 or as late as August 1986,
Accelerating i{ntroduction of the Mark-15 cores by one year
could provide approximately one-half of the plutonium makeup
required,

{2) Production of 5% Pu-240 Flutontum at the N-reactor, The
shift from 6% to H% Pu=-240 production would produce greater
quant(ties of plutonfum than a 10% (ncrease [n N-reactor power
(DEIS, pp. 2-5, 6), Such a shift could therefore {ncrease
plutonfum producflon through blending by about 90 kg/yr, or
some 0,27 MT over the next three years.

(3) Rastart of the Purex Reprocessing Plant at Hanford. DOE
now plans To restart the Purex Reprocessing Plant at Hanford (n
April 1984 to process stored and new N-reactor spent fuel to
recover both fuel-grade and weapon-grade plutonium, Restart of
t+he Purex plant three months earller would provide an
add{tiona) 100 kg of plutonium per month, or 0,3 MT total,

The avallabtlity of nuclear mater{at deffned in the Nuclear

Weapons Stockpile Memorandum Includes actual materfal produced
in NMNE farmilidtioe rathar than mascd aradoas~dinn male Aand
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schedules,

The accelaration of Mark-~15 lattice cores and production of
S5-percent plutonlum-240 at the N-Reactor were considered (n the
EIS (Sections 2,1,2,2, 2,1,2,5, 2,1,2,4, and 2,1,3), The add{-
tfonal plutonium that would be generated by these partfal pro-
duction options i{s small compared to the amount needed to off-
set a detay {n L—Reactor restart., The early restart of the
PUREX facility will have l{ttle affect on the supply of
woapons-grade plutonium In the near term because sufficlent
suppties of fuel=grade plutonium are directly ava{lable for
blendlng, the capaclty of the fac!llty {s large In relation to
the backlog of N-Reactor wsapons—=grads materia! availasbls for
processing. Furthermore, the early plant startup was factored
Intc the material supply (nformation [n the FY 1984-1989 NWSM
recently approved by President Reagan and used as a basis for
the need for L-Reactor (n th(s final EIS, Additional Informa-
tion on {mplemented In{tlatives and producti{on optlons has baen
included in Sactions 1,1 and 2.1 of this finat EIS,
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E, Summary: Production Options and Proposed Actlon

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

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

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

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

(¢) Accelerating Purex by 3 months,

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

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

This conciudes my statemont, NRDC will be submitting to ODOE

more extenslve comments on the L-reactor DEIS prior to the
ctose of the commant perlod In two weeks. Thank you,



EVI-K

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

Comment Comments
number

Responsas

APPENDIX A
Requirements of 10 CFR §100,11

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

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

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

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

Py r .y i a
H BALOLS U7 IV Qo

m< or H S
the thyrold from lodine exposure,

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

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

APPEND{X B
TABLE 15-4

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

Operating and Calculated Dose, ram
Metaorological Whole Body Thyrold Thyrold

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

siting In

10 CFR 100,

D0 Spiii Typlcal 0,007

Yery Untikely 0,14

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

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

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

(1% core damage)

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

Evolutlon of the Conflinement Technology
at SRP Production Reactors

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

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

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

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

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

Comments

Rasponses

change of fectively doubled the magnitude of the consequences of
a serlous fuel meltdown accident, Since 1958, the power [evel

of the productlion reactors has been further Increased, and the

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

Vol, |, p. 2-14),

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

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

BXPTIIDU,

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

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

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

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

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

would lead to the toss of photosyntheslis,

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

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

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

In wannane o tdoalé
In Weapons, 1IN ITS8iIT,

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

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

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

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

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

STATEMENT OF FRANCES CLOSE HART
ENERGY RESEARCH FOUNDAT ION

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

final EIS,

-~
—

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

BM-3

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

BM-5

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

tural Engineering at Peansylvania State Unlversity:

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

remarks,



SET-H

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

Comment
number

Comments

Responsas

BM-8

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

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

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

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

be recovered,"

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

foraging sites.
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BN-3
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BN-4
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It Is a known fact that wood storks have high food requlrements
during the nesting season, 201 kilograms per nesting pair, I+
Is also known that wood storks will abandon nests when food
becomes a limiting factor,

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

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

Beaver Dam and Steel Creek In Jeopardy but current management

practices on the SRP may bae reducing other nearby foraging
Al 200 e vars wars +rannad 1n a +thras.
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month period on the SRP at a cost of $15,000, Essentially all
beavers were kii{led on the area, No Informaﬂon on the number
of beaver traps, the number of trap sites, or trap site rela-
tion to actual beaver damage to rallroad bed or roadway beds is
mantloned,

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

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

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

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

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

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

BN-7

BN-8

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

by the river,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- sy

SAVANMNAH RiVER PLANT

November 3, 1983

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

LOSS OF WETLANDS HABITAT AND DANGER TO ENDANGERED SPECIES

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

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

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

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

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

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

IMMED{ATE OR CUMULATIVE RADIATION EFFECTS

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

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

State Houss has shown that, bacause of the radiosctive granite

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

CONSEQUENCE OF ACCIDENTS

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

CONTAMENATION OF THE TUSCALOOSA AQUIFER

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

fat
NEED FOR PUBLIC PAR

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

CONCLUSTON

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the broadening of the health studies of cancer and fnfant

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

sources, and Nuclear Facllity Monitoring, South Carolina
Department of Health and Env{ronmental Control.
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Table M-2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft E15 (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

B80-3

BQ—4

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

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

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

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

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

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

wa 51'3.

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

See the response to comment AA-1 regarding coollag-water
mitigation alternatives and issuance of an NPDES permit for
L-Reactor,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Ses the responses to comments BL-15, BL-19, and BL-21 regarding
production alternatives,
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Table M=2, DOE responses ¥o commants on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

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

A

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

Thank you, Mr, Chalrman.

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

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

o B W oo oA AT
WRTIGTIM] gilu S1UUiTS.





