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

Commant Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF SISTER ELLEN ROBERTSON
BR~1 I'm Sfster Ellen Robertson, |'m an Adrtan Dominican sister, The Department followed the Counci) on Environmental Quality

BR-2

8R~3

BR~4

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The national policy on nuclear weapons, their deployment, and
the need for increased weapons fs beyond the scope of this EIS.
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Comment
number

Comments
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response,” | would like to briefly read from the peace pastoral
ragarding the use of nuclear weapons for which the L-Reactor s
being restarted 1n order to provide plutonlum for more weapons
that are going to be made.

This 1s a dlirect quotatlon,

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

strategles as soon as possible.™

Thank you,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued}
Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF SISTER MIRIAM BAUERLIN
1'm Sister Miriam Bauer|in, a Francliscan, from Maryland,
| Just want to speak to two points, They are in the area of
health and safety,

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

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

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

ni

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

That's It.
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {continued}

Comment
numbear

Comments

Responseaes

THE GEORGIA QONSERVANCY

Coastal Office
4405 Paulsen Strest

Savannah, Georgia 31405
(912) 355-4840

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

Savannah, GA
November 4, 1983

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

commun ications,

Central to the final decision on the restart of the L-Reactor
Is the question of need, We would like to make it clear that
we are not debating the Issue of whether there Is or s not a
need for all the products of the L-Reactor at this time, Nor
are we debating the United States' forelgn pollcy, particularly
in regard to the rele that nuclear weapons play in determining
the credibllity of this country's ralationship with the Soviet
Union, We can only assume that the needs are legitimate and
that appralsals Tndependent of the Department of Energy and the
Administration will verify the concluslons presented In the
classifled Appendix A,
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BT-1

BT=-2

BT=-3

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

BT-5

BT-6

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

sult of normal operatlons are malfntained well below allowabla

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

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

DOE Operations,

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

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

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

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

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

zansg ars wall aware that the cone of depression affects the

availabl ity of water,

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

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

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

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

BT~9

BT-10

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

B8T-13

BT-14

BT-15

* BT-16

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

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

Alternative oversight mechanisms and avthorities are not
identifled or discussed,

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

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

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

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

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

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

controls,

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

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

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

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

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

BT-18

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

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

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

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

ra of DOE to restart
f

T S .
arives appoal 10 s

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

Thank you,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

tlon of the L-Reactor be delayed,

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

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

STATEMENT OF

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

asslgned this project.

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

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

Low Levels of lonizing RadTatfon, Natfonal Academy of Sclences,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I am not suggesting that you contlnue to passively respond to
requests for Information, | maintaln that most citizens are



881-K

Table M-2,

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

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

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

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

machanisms,

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

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

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

Bw-5

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

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

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

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

Respectful ly Submitted,

Charles E, Milmine

2427 Easy St.
By

a R1ANE_A DO
p-1a1 FIFUGTYLLS

(912) 355-5522

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

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

See Section D,4.3 of the £15,

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

BX-2

STATEMENT BY

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

4 Novembar 1983

Concerning The
L-Reactor Environmental Impact Statement

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

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

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

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

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

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

DRAFT ENYIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
EACTOR OPERATION  SAVAMMNAH RIVER P ANT

PR TNy e IuNERI ML PN TR § nsuv

AIKEN, S,.C,

1 =8

| S oY 8

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

GENTLEMEN:

Introduction of myselif

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

My previous appearances at Savannah River Plant hearlings

This 1s my fourth time to reprasent the Georgia League of Women
Yoters at a public hearing on the proposed reactivation of the
L-Reactor at the Savannah Rlver Plant, My ear!ler comments
wore concerned wilth the need for an Environmental Impact State~
ment (E{S) and recommendations on the process of lt+s develop-
ment and desirable goals for the EIS. Today | am pleased that
the draft £15 has now baen issued, | have some comments on Its
findings,
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8yY-1

BY-2

L61-H

BY-3

Comments on the findings of the DEIS

1, Need for the operation of the L-Reactor

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

2, Productlon alternatlives

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

3, Water pollution at the SRP

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

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

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

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

protection.
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BY-4

BY-5

BY-6

BY-7

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

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

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

4, Public safety and environmental protectfon

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

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

[+ P N

Requasts for ac

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sea the rasponse to comment BQ-2 regarding [ndependent moni~
toring by the States of South Carolina and Georgla, and the
response 1o commant AB-~20 regardfng the opinfon of the U,S,
District Court and the preparation of the Finding of No
Signif{cant Impact,
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number
aspecially deslirable because the DOE used for the preparation
of the DEIS the same company which conducted the earller
environmental assessment, whose conclusien of no significant
Impact from the reactivation of the L-Reactor was termed by
U,S. Cistrict Judge Thomas P, Jackson “unreasonable® and an
"abuse of discretlon,”
My conclusion

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

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

Garasldine LeMay

Enargy's Record of Declsion on this EIS,
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BZ~-1

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

operators understand the responsibllity for safety and

CEY

operatlion of the SRP,

safety and prudent
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Ca-1

861-H

CA-2

CA-3

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

STATEMENT BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AT A PUBLIC HEARING

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

radioactive discharges to pollute the air and water; and the

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

safe storage technlques to keep It from eventually po!luting

t+he environment,

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

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

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

€B-2

cB-3

STATEMENT OF WOLFGANG BENGTSSON

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

As dascribed In Section 5.1.2,8 of the £1S, the high=lewel
radfoactive wastes assoclated with L-Reactor operation will be
stored temporarily In existing multibarrier waste tanks at the
Savannah River Plant, The concentration of fissionable mate—
riat in SR? waste is balow that required to produce a critical
mass. Beginnlng In 1990, this waste wll! ba solidifled Into
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DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Comments
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artificlal pools Is not a secure possibi!ity, either. This Is
obvious because of 1ts dependence on stirring and cooling which
again may fail related to electrical and other problems, If
the coollng and stirring system or elther of them faiis to work
properly, the critical mass of radionuclides Is readily
achieved,

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

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

-t & nunc hoasmmm T 0L WYY ey
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DOE responses to commants on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
numbe:

Comments
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cec-1

cc-2

cc-3

all other nuclear facllitles,

STATEMENT OF WIEBKE BENGTSSON

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

information about that according to the EIS.

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

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

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

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

cD~-2

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

[ PPy S A 1anx
MOV w, 1700

DeSoto Hilton Hotel
i

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

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

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

simitar to the Environmental Assessment,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

/ B

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

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

CF=5

CF-6

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

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

and ocean here for seafood and recreation,

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

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS MADE AT PUBLIC HEARING OM NOVEMBER 4, 1983

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

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

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

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

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

An evaluation of the .fate of radioactivity released from SRP to
the Savannah River upon reaching the ocean can best be done by
examining ihe fate of failout radioactivity resuiting from past
nuc tear weapons testing, The amount of rad{oact(vity from SRP
reaching the ocean {s only a very small fraction of that due to
fallout, The total input of Cs-137 and Pu-239/240 to the
Savannah River watershed from fallout is estimated fo bs 2800
and 55 curfes, respectively, while the amounts of Cs-137 and
Pu~239/240 released from SRP operatfons In The past are ap prox-
tmately 500 and 0.3 curfes, respactively. Most of this radio-
activity {5 retained by the watershed bound to soll or
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Commant Comments
numbef
CF=7 | boelfeve this will continue up the food chafn and could

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

a i

i don't want fo see This occur,

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

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

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

account for any biotogical reconceatration that occurs through
subsequent food chain elements to man, and any human organ
discrimination factors, Also sea the response to comment AA-2
regarding the relat{onship of radloceslum and radlocobalt
concentrations to EPA drink{ng water standards,



0T1Z-K

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

Comment Comman?s Responses
number
STATEMENT OF AMY DARDEN
My name (s Amy Darden, | am speak{ng tonight as a concerned
cltizen and as a blologlist, The Department of Energy has been
blatantly negligent (n assessing the environmental Impacts of
restarting the L-Reactor.
CG~1 In the entire history of the Savannah River Plant there has As dfscussed fn Section 6,1,5 of the £15, a serfes of health

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

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

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

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

11Z-H

CG-4

CcG-5

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

theraefore, statistical anomalles not assoclated with distance

from tha Savannah Rivar Plant
Trom The aavannah siver Fiant,

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

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

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



[ARAS"!

Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft £E15 {(continued)}

Comment
number
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CG~6

cG-1

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ot e e B e
QY IRy Uy

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

CH-2

STATEMENT ON THE REACTIVATION OF THE L-REACTOR

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

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

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

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

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

Thank vou for your attention

Carotyn A. Tucker
November 4, 1983

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

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

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

Savannah, Geoargla
November 4, 1983

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

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

Cci-2

$1Z-H

Cl=3

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Raspectfulty,

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

608 East 57th St,
Savannah, GA 31405

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

STATEMENT OF EDWIN LONGWATER

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

,,,,,,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you,

Edwin Longwater

tritium,
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cJ-5

Cl-6

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS MADE AT PUBLIC HEARING OF NOVEMBER 4, 1983

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

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

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

3

The EIS represents nothing more than an (nvalld conclusto
LYy

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

collection, gross generalfzations,

[+ 9

Antn
LHHE= no LaEva

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

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

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

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

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

See also the response to ClJ=1 regarding the sampling and
analysts of shellfish,
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STATEMENT OF JANIECE BRODHEAD

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Janiece Brodhead
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CcL-1

cL-2

Statemant on the L-Reactor Draft Environmental Impact Statement

November 4, 1983

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

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

about what already Is coming our way.

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

Sincerely,

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

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

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

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

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

DOE's Record of Declsion,





