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COmlmnt
numbr

SJR-I

BR-3

BR-4

C.amm3nts

STAT*NT OF SISTER ELLEN ROBERTWN

I ‘m Sfster E I Ien Rokrtson. I ‘m an Adrian Oomlnlcan s(ster,
and I speak as an Indlvldual. I would IIke to briefly address
a CWP Ie of concerns on the envlrontrental aspect, and Ims lcal Iy
I bellwe that the whole thing (s k(”g rushed, and w~th the
knowledw we haw of things that have happened In other parts
of the world concerning nuclear--the mterlals that P Into
makl ng nuc I ear arms.

The rushing into something that can potent (al Iy have an Impact
on peep lets I Ives, I bel (eve, has to have serious cons fdera-
t Ion, and I would hope that the tlfne wou Id h g! von to study
part Icu Iar Iy those areas that were brought up In the study and
have &en brought up w other peqI Ie as king very questionable
concern 1ng the effects on the groundwater and the Savannah
R 1ver water and the env I ronment that affects the peep le ( n the
Savannah R~ ver Plant area, not just In the tinnmdf ate area, but
downw I nd.

There has been a recent study on the ef feet th Is has on the
unborn, and I would just Ifke % mke that recannmndat(on.

~ other concern has to d.a .Ith the need, wh lch Is ad;r~fiv~n
the documnt, the ned for reopen 1ng the L-Reactor.
Itts a fmral question, and the bishops, the Nat(onal Uunc( 1 of
Catho I I c BI shops 1n the peace pastora 1, ‘*God’s peace and our

Respons~

The Dewrtmnt fol lowed the Cc.uncl I on Envlronmnta I Qua Ilty
regulatlms [40 CFR 1506.10 (c)I for the C.anmnt period on the
Draft El S. The Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 19E14, a I I wed the Secretary of Energy to reduce the can-
mant per Iod to 30 days. The Secretary chose not to ernrcl se
this option and al lowed the ful I 45-day rev(em ~rlod as re-
quested bf several coinmnt letters subinltted during the scoping
prlod.

DOE has mde every ef fort to Invo In the publ(c (n the NEPA
process for L-Reactor throu@ sewral pub I /c hearings and pub-
1 (c cannk3nt periods, I“cludl ng the Op@rtunlty to canrmnt on
the adaquaq of the EIS and the tmr(ts of the a Iternat fves dfs-
cussed In the EIS before It (ssues the final EIS. CIJE W( I I
Canslder al I substant!w cornmnts before (t 1ss”8s (is Record
of Dec(slon on this EIS.

As stated I” Chapter 6 of the EIS, DOE has ml nta(ned an lnten-
slve survef I lance progrm both onslte and of fslte, lnc Iudl ng
byond the tmuth of the Savannah R fver. tuJE m ( nta I ns samp 11ng
stations for alr quallty, sedl,mnt, sol 1, ground water, vegeta-
tion and food, dr(nkl ng water, aqmt(c blots, and radlonucllde
and heavy-rota 1 mncentrat Ions dcunr I ver from SRP to the ~th
of the Savannah R(ver and (n several clt16s and cwntles In
both South Carol Ina and Gmrgla to assure compliance with Mh
state and Federal statutes and regulations (n envlrowntal
protect (on.

See the response to connmnt AV-8 regc.rdl ng health ef feds
studies of the ppulatlon arcund SRP.

The national pa I (cy on nuclear weapons, the~r deploymnt, and
the need for l“creas~ weapons Is beyond the SCOPE of thfs E IS.
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response,,, I wou Id I I ke to trlef Iy read fr~ the Peace Pastoral

regardl ng the use of nuc I ear weapons for wh Ich the L-Reactor !s
king restartd In order tv provide plutonlum for nvre weapons
that are gol ng to ba rode.

This Is a direct quotatlc.n.

!twe do not perceive any sltuat Ion In wh !ch the

del I berate initiation of nuc Iear warfare on however
restricted a scale can ta mral Iy Justlfled.
Nonnuc Iear attacks ~ another state nust b res I st6d
bf other than nucl-r mans. Therefore, a serlcus
nwral obl Igat Ion exl sts to abol I sh nuc Iear da fense
strategl es as soon as POSS I b le. ‘t

Thank you.
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STATEMENT OF S1STER MIRIAM BAUERLIN

I ‘m Sister Mlrlam Bauerl l”, a Franc [scan, from Mry land.

I Just want to speak to two POI nts. They are I n the ar~ of
hea Ith and safety.

Bs-1 I rmad In the nwspaper that m+eri als +rm nuclear weapons See the response to commnt BL-19 regarding ut! I Izatlon of
that are either unused and WI I I always te unused bcause they mterl al frcan reti red weapons to met “m defense nuc tear
are outmoded can te used for future weapons. I just would like mterl al reaul rements.
to see that commented on, I f that

The person who spoke, a“d I don ‘t
person who Is Involved 1“ nuc Iear

Is a possibility.

remmbr h Is name, was a
weaponry.

BS-2 Second Iy, I n regards b the env I ronw.ta ! safety, what atten-
tion has ~en given to the security and safety of the states of

y South Carol I na and Georgl a In I Ight of the recent Beirut trag-

.
edy this country has suffered fran a terrorist attack? I t

4 would seem to me that although It my ke somewhat far reach Ing
. to think abut that, It could be a posslblll~ of an air,

Kami Kaze-type sulclda I attack or other fmdes that the terror-
1sts can dream up, and therefore, real ly put G80rgla and South
Carol I na and a few other states total Iy cut of commission.

See the respnse to cannmnt W-9 regard I ng ~rgency response
p Iannl ng.

Thatts It.
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Coasta I Df f Ice
4405 Pau Isen Street

Savannah, Georgl a 31405
(912) 355-4840

STATEMENT OF HANS NEUHAUSER
AT THE ~PARMNT OF ENERGY! S PU8L I C HEARI ffi
ON THE DRAW ENV I RON*NTAL IMPACT STATEKNT

ON THE ~OPOSEO RESTART Cf THE L-REACT@
AT WE 1S SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT

Savannah, GA
November 4, 1983

Mr. Chal rnmn, I am Hans Neuhauser, Coasta I Olrector of The
Georg 1a Conservancy. I apprecl ate the Wportunlty to present
additional testlmny on the proposed restart of the L-Reactor.
These coinine”ts are bal ng mde on bhalf of The Georgia Conserv-
ancy. Th~ are a Isa I “tend@ to SUPP lament cmments made
ear I I er at previous hear! ngs on this issue and in other
canmunlcatlons.

Central to the f I nal declslon on the restart of the L-Reactor
Is the question of need. We would like to mke It clear that
we are not de~tl ng the Issue of whether there Is or Is not a
need for al I the products of the L-Reactor at this time. mr
are we debating the United Statest foreign PIICY, particularly
I n regard to the role that nuc Iear weapons play In determl nl ng
the credlbl Iity of this country!s relationship with the Soviet
Unron. We c.gn only assunm that the needs Bre Iegitimte a“d
that appralsa Is Independent of the Oepartmnt of Energy and the
Adml nlstratlon WI I I veri fy the cone Iuslons presented In the
classified Appendix A.
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BT- 1 Assuming that the needs truly exist, then we have to ask
whether the fmmedlate restart of the L-Reactor 1s the only
mans bf wh Ich those netis un k met. Are there other ways
In which the needs can k met and have less fmpact on the
health, safety and welfare of the cltlzens of Georgia and South
Carol Ins, and wh(ch WI 1 I have less adverse Impact on the
env I ronmnt?

BT-2 After al 1, we shou Id not have to accept the Cc.ntamf nation of
our surface and ground water with ceslum, -k It, trltfum, and
other radfoact(ve and toxic mterfals (f there Is a reasonable
a Iternat I ve.

BT-3 We shou I d not have to accept the destruct Ion of 1000 acres of
wetlands and Important, If not crlt(cal, ha b(tat for at least
three endangered specfes If there IS a rea-nable alternative.

See the responses to comments AB-2 and BL-15 regard I ng
need and Droduti ion a Iternat 1ves.

WE Is canmltted to mnductlrg Its operations In a way that
ensures the nealth ano .at8tv or +hm nrotect.lon

-Qf th e env t r0nmn7. @us, cons ~derat Ions af feet ( ng the decl -
S1On TO resrarr L+ eactor opsrat Ion WI I I lnc Iude practicable
mlt(gatlon rmasures to m(nlmlze adverse effects and stl I I meet
nat fona I defense needs.

As not6d (n Sect Ion 4.1.1.5, water quality smnples from the
Savannah R(ver Indicate Ilttle Var(atlon 1n fmasured ( ndlcator
parameters and chml ca I const I toents tatn-n nvn I fur I ng sta-
t Ions upstream, 8dJacent to, and downstream from SWP. The El S
assesses nonradlologlcal I Iquld releases directly to onslte
streams and those released to ons I te strems VI a a ground -aater
path from seepage bslns (Sections 4.1.1.5 and 5.1.1.2). Sec-
t (on 5.1.2.7 of the E I S discusses the doses to the publ (c frcin
L-Reactor-related radtologlcal I Iquld releases. Any radlo-
ces (urn a“d rad locoba It that (s remob( I (zeal In Steel Creek and
transported to the Savannah RfWr WI I I b9 wlthln EPA drlnk(ng
water standards (Sect [on 4. 1.2.4). Also see the r~ponse to
cannent AA- I regardl ng coo 11ng-uater m(t I ~t (on a Iternat Ives,
the response to comment AA-2 regarding radloceslum and radfo-
COM It concentrate Ions, and the r6sponse h canm”t AJ-1
regardl ng seepage basfns.

Impacts to wetlands and endangered specl~ are addre$sed [n
Sect Ions 4.1.1.4, 4.4.2, 5.2.4, and Appendix I of the EIS.
Wone of the habl tats that WI I I h Impacted by the restart of
L-Reactor have ken designated as ‘,cr(tlcal,, bf the U.S. Fish
and W(ldllfe Service. Also see the r~ponse ta can~nt AA-1
reyrdl ng coo I I rig-water mlt l@t (on a Iternat ives and the
response to canwnt AY-2 rqard ( ng presentat Ion of current
I nformt Ion on the status of endangered spc~es In th(s El S.
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ET-4 We shou Id not have to accept the release of rad I oact I ve
substances Into the alr we breathe (f there IS a reasonable
alternative.

BT-5 We SMU Id not have to accent (ncreased rl sks b cur health. o“r
saf.~ and our
alternative.

environment’ If “there 1s a reasonable

~ BT-6 Is there such a reasonable alter”at (ve? The Draft E IS, wh (ch
Is suppos%d to thorough Iy d I scuss a lternat Jves, does “ot pro-.

4 vlde enough I nfor~tlon on the vlabl I lty of alternative ap-
m preaches. SeVera I a lternat I ves have been presented by others

that appear IU k able to met, or qproxlmate. product Ion
needs wh I Ie slmu Itanwusly reducfng the environmental Impacts
and risks. One prm(slng alternative IS that presentsd w Or.
Thcinas Cachran, a sen Ior staff scle”tist with the Natural
Resources Defense Councl 1. Or. Cuchranls alter”atlve, pre-
sent8d earl ler In this sequence of hearl rigs, has four n!ajor
can~ne”ts:

( I ) accelerate the tlmtable for the use of the Mark-15
fuel Iattlce at SRP by one year,

(2) lnitlate production of n less than 6 percent pl”ton lum
240s, at the Hanford, Wash I ngton N-Reactor,

(3) accelerate the starting date for the Purex reprocess-
ing plant at Hanford, Washington by two fmnths and

(4) Include In production calcu lat Ions the excess pluto”-
Ium that has taen produced over and above ~als.

The rad Ioact f ve materials prod”cad a“d “t I I ized at SRP are co”-
talnd and hand led In an e“vfronmntal Iy safe m“ner. Any
rad loact ( VC, releases to the env I ronment that do occur as a re-
sult of normal operations are wlntained wel I belua al Iowable
1Imlts. The SRP operat(ng ph 1Iosophy Is to reduce such re-
leases to levels ‘,as Ion as reasonably ach I evable. In ~cord -
ance with DOE guldel I nes contained 1n OOE 5480. 1A, E“vlro”-
mnta I Proi-ect (on, Safety, and Hea I th Protect Ion Proqram for
~

The E IS co,)talns thorcugh dl scusslons of risks to the publ Ic
hea Ith a“d safety a“d to the envlronrm”t as a resu It of the
restart of L-Reactor. As contalnd I n the EIS, any exposure of
the pub} Ic to radiat Ion r-u Itl ng from L-Reactor restart would
be ml nlw! canparad to the exposure fran natural or other
mnmade radlat (on sources. The risks due to p-s Ible reactir
accfdents c,re also smal 1.

See the r~~nses to cc.nm”ts BL-15, BL-20, and BL-21 regarding
production alternat I ves. Section 2.1.2.2 of the E IS provides
add it (anal information on the envi r.anwntai effects of
N+eactor c,perat 1“g at a 5-percent p I uton I “rn-240 content.



Table M-2. WE reswnses b comwnts on Draft E IS (continued )

Cominent Comments
numkr

Responses

Wou Id th IS or sow other canbl nat (on of product Ion programs
met the needs? The Draft EIS IS lnsufflclent In that (t does
not dl scuss these alternatives thoroughly enough to al low a
prudent Judgemant. (For examp Ie, the Draft E I S notes that the
environmental Impact of the Hanford N-Reactor qeratlo” wou id
have no lncr~ntal effect (p. 2-5). IS this true or Is this
statmnt made (n the =m sp(r(t as the !Ino s(gn (f Icant
impact’! due to the FeStart of the L-Reactor, wh I ch was rejected
by al I three hanches of our pvernment? The ktal Is necessary
to decide are Iacklng. )

BT-7 The Draft EIS Is alsa (nsufflc(ent because It Is Contradictory.
Examp Ies : The Draft cla(ms (page S-51 that the withdrawal of
water for SRP W( 11 not affect the avaf Iabl I (+Y of water for
of fslte users. But data prese”td later (e.g. , page 3-28)
c I ear Iy Indicate the growth of a cone of depression (n the aq-
. (fers under SRP. Savannah has a cone of depress lo” and cltl-
zens are we I 1 aware that the cone of depress (on affects the
avallab( llty of water.

Every pumpfng well, ons(te or of fslte, has a local cone of
depression. At SRP, these iaca} cones for wel IS pumping from
the Tuscaloosa Aqul fer might read depths of about 12 M6.ters.
Mwever, the cnnes at SRP dlmfnlsh (n depress (o” very rapidly
with distance fram the pumping wel Is (Section F.4.3); they are
reduced to very smal I levels t.3f0re reach lng the nearest
offs I te consuwrs of Tusca Ioosa ground water.

As notec (n th (s E IS, the groundwater f IUX f I owl ng through the
Tuscaloosa Formation at a“d near the Savannah River Plant (Sec-
t tons F.3. 1 and F.4.2 ) has taen conservat lvely calcu Iated to be
51 cub(c M9ters par ml nute (Sect (o” F.4.2)0 The futal pUIIIPage
rate for this area In 1989, Includlng the withdrawal for
L-eactor operat [on, the FMF and DwPF wou Id b about 37.9 cubic
wters par ml nute (Section 5.2.3). The expecfed ground-water
usage In the area WI 1 I not exceed available Inf low In the
forsaeable future. Thus, the SRP usage (S un I Ikely to

appr~fably affed water levels In of fs(te Tuscaloosa WeI IS.

The decllnes In water levels In Tuscalmsa rmnltorlng wel Is are
relatd prlnIarl IY to Increasd pumpl ng at SRP, although sow of
these dec I I nes are apparently associated with reduc6d WI nter
preclpltat Ion. Becmse pumpl ng rates at SRP are expected to be
relatively stable over the next SIX years [23.8 cubfc inters
par second In 1982, canprd to 25.4 and 26.4 cubic inters per
second projectd for 1985 and 1989, respect ivel y (Sact Ion
5. 1.1.4 and 5.2.3)1 the decl(”es (n water levels (n the Tusca-
loosa Aq”l fer at SRP are expectd to h arrest6d. As pumping
rates chanp at SRP, new equl llbrium plezomtrfc surfaces WI I I
develop very rap (d Iy; near wul 1( brlum levels are expect6d to
occur in atnnit 100 days. Thus, pumpl ng at SRP does not appar
to have t9en deplet lng the .gqul fer.
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BT-8 Llkewlse, the Draft El S c lalfns (p. 4-4) that safefi co”* (der~
t Ions override product Ion rnnstderatlo”s. Yet, on page S-9,
safety system alternatives are rejected kcausj their appl (ca-
t Ion WI I I not al Ion prductlon schedu Ies to b rmt.

BT-9 The Draft EIS Is Insufflclent tacause It does not co”taln
adequate data. Examp Ies: the impact of a frmjor accident on
water qua 1I ty downstream Is not adq uate I y descr 1bed.

ET- 10 Wr are the operat ( ng deta I Is of the Reactor Safety Adv I sory
Cmml ttee. Who are they? Are they Independent or are they
toad(es of 00E? What author (t(es do th~ have?

BT-I 1 The Draft EIS fs Inadequate bcause it mak~ assertions and
reaches conclusions without &equate justlflcatlon. Examples:
the adequacy of protection of the publlc frcnn transportation
accidents (p. 4-68) Is assetied tut wlthaut sufficient detail
to Justify the conclusion.

Ground-water withdrawal due to L-Reactor restart, lncl”d(”g
lncrem3nt31 pumpfng ~ support facllftfe* a“d other SRp fac(lt-
t(es, (s expected to -crease the water levels In mnlclpal
uel Is at Jackson and Ta latha below 1982 levels by 0.4 a“d 0.1
Mter respectively. These proJectd decllnes are about ons-
half the dater level fluctuations In Tuscaloosa wel Is that mre
observed (n 1973 due to Increases In winter preclpatlon.
Long-term cycllc changes In Tuscaloosa Aquifer water levels of
2 meters have t.3en ot%erved In wells near SW (Section
F.2.3 .21.

The safe~ systa mlt(gatfon alternatives Identlfled In the EIS
are for tne mltlgatlon of potential consequences froin hypoth6-
tlcal rea:tor accidents, which have a very IW est(mted ~ob-
blllty of occurrence and associated r(sk. Based o“ benefft,
cost, and techn(cal feaslblllty, th!s f(nal EIS has (Antlfled
the reference case conf lne,nent systm as the preferred safety
systm alternatlvs.

The (mpact of potential accidents Is dfscuss~ In Section
4.2. of tne EIS.

The Reactf>r Safe~ Advisory Canmlttee Is ccmprlsd of two
mmnbars of the corporate nmnagement of E. 1. du Pout de Nenwurs
end Company frm the Wl!mlngton, Delaware, offices, two mem~rs
of the fm)?ag%ment of the Savannah R[ver Laboratory who are not
directly !-esponslble for SRP reactor operatlo”s, and three
Independe,?t consultants who are knowledgeable in the field of
nuclear rllactor Safety. The cmm(ttee mets several tfm a
year ti advise du Pent nanagmnt on PoIIcI= and pract(ces
related t<> the safety of SRP reactor Owratlons.

Section 4,,3.1 of the EIS discusses the transportation of
~terlal to and frm the L-Area, and to and frm the SW site
as a result of L-Reactor oparatlon. Safety of the publlc Is
ensured tllrwgh attention to (1) contaln~nt of radioactive
~terlal, (2) control of radlat(on loads, (3) preve”t(on of
crltlcall.~, and (4) protection aga(nst theft or sabotage.
Crfterla (ary according to the nterlal tal”g shlpp~ and are
covered In the appropriate Oepartm”t of Tr,ynsportatlon, WC
and OQE resgulatlons. Also see the response to canfm”t AY-10
regarding +ransportatlon of radioactive nmterlals.
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BT-12

BT-13

BT-14

BT- 15

~

m
+ BT-16

Details ot the mst and tlnm r.squirmnts for Lulldlng cooll”g
twers are not presented.

The Draft EIS Is Inadequate bcause It does not consider all
the prudent and Ioglcal alternatives. Examples: the alterna-
tive sources of production has already been mntloned.

Alternative oversight Mscha”lsms and author ltlas are not
identified or discussed.

These and other Inadequacies of the Draft EIS clearly Indicate
to us that DOE has not done Its job. Perhaps things would b
different If DOE belleved In th legltlmcy of the EIS process
Instead of having to b dragged Into It klcklng and screaming
~ CO”greSS, the Adml”lstratlon and the C0urt5.

What would we like to see 1“ the Final EIS? In addltlon to the
correction of the above-mentioned def lclencl es, we would rec.an-
rmnd the following cmmltfmnts k adopted by DOE.

(1) Accelerate production fran other alternative sources,
assuming that the envlronm8ntal risks are “egllglble.

(2) Defer the restart of the L-Reactor until such time as
the followl”g can b Implemented:

(1) Construct Ion of a Ccollng water alternative such
as cuollng towers that would ellmlnate scalding water discharge
Into Steel Creak and the numsrws environmental impacts that
such a discharge creates.

(11) Increase the level of contalnw”t at the
L-Reactor, especially to provide containment for radioactive
gases that an currently -cape unaffected tq exlstlng
contro Is.

The EIS 1“ Section 4.4.2 provides data with respect @ costs
and Implementation schedules for all .wo Ilng-water mltl~tl.a”
alternatives considered. The cost and schedule data presented
are the bst estlmtes currently available.

Alternative sources of weapons grade plutonium are ass=sed In
Section 2. I of this EIS. As discussed in this section, no
product i.a” options or combinations of options can provide the
nwded Afense nuclear mterlals In the near-term tlm frame.
See also the res~nse to cmnnnt BL-15 regarding the L-Reacfvr
r%start and partial production options.

See the r6sponse to ccinment BQ-2 rqardlng existing oversight
mechanisms.

DOE has prepard this EIS In compliance with the rqulremnts
of the Energy and Water Developw”t Approprlatlons Act, 19S4,
and the National Environmental PoIlcy Act of 1969, as amnded.

See the response to canmnt BM-1 re~rdlng the Oepartmnt of
Energyts Record of Decision on this EIS. All of the ~lt-
ments suggestd will ta considered bf the declsionmaker In
arrlvlng at the Record of Declslon. Sufflclent Information on
env!ronmntal Impacts of the alternatives and options IS pro-
vided In this EIS to enable the dectslonfnakers to nmke a
reasoned decls Ion. A I so see the responses to commnts AB-2 and
BL-15 regardl ng need and product Ion opt ions, the response to
ccnnn9nt AA-1 regardl ng coo II ng water mitigation a Iternat Ives,
the response b canfmnt BF-7 regard I ng conta I nrnent, and the
resmnse to cmfmnt 00-2 rewrdl ng exlstlng overs Ight
mchanl snn.
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( I I I ) accelerate the closure of al I the seepage
basl ns and provl de a Iternatl ve treatrrmnt for the L-Reactor
waste, so as to avol d further contaml nation of the ground
water and

( Iv) establ Ish an Independent oversight grwp con-
SI st I ng of Federal, State and clt Izen representat Ives who
wou I d work to Insure that kth the L-Reactor and SRP as a
who Ie uou Id operate In the safest and mst anvl ronmntal Iy
bn I gn method possible.

BT-17 In concl.sl on, let m state som of our dlsappol ntmnts. We See the response. to cc.nm”ts AF-1 a“d BF-7 .e~rdl ng
are dl sapPol nted In the Inadequacy of the Draft E IS. The pres- di f ferences between SRP ond -IIIEI-CI al “UC Iear reactors
ent one Is not adequate to mke WI se judgments. We are dls-
aPPOl nt~ I n the cent Inuatlon of the double standard for the
L-Reactor. Safety and envlronwntal control standards for the
connnercl al nuc Iear pwer Industry are not r6qul red for the
governwnt *s L-Reactor. This Is especial Iy Ironic when one
real Izes that plans for a nm product Ion reactor Include w 1-
1ng towers and a co”tai nwnt dew, ht the ancient L-Reactor Is
deemed not Iv need them.

BT- 18 We are disappol nted in the continued des I re of DOE to restart See the response to commnt ET- I 3 regard i ng product Ion
the L-Reactor r I ght away when other a I tern at I ves appear to k a Iternat I vc,s.
aval Iable.

And f I na I Iy, we are dlsappol nt6d that DOE has not part Icl pated
In the EIS process In @d faith. Many cltlzens with mny
different v16wpolnts have participated In ~od faith. Is It
tm much to ask that our government, as represented by DOE, do
the same? We do not seek to delay fOr the sake of &lay. We
seek delay on IY unt I I such t Im as needed safety and environ-
mental qual Ity co”trc.ls can b3 Implefnented.

Thank you.



Table M-2. ~E responses to mfnents on Draft E IS (cent lnued )

COmnt Commnts Respnses
numbar

SAVANNAH MEA
CHAM*R OF CWMERCE

,,~e ~ean rj”~ , “~~~to

30 I West Broad Street
Savannah, Georgia 31499

(912) 253-3067

STATEMENT FOR WE mPAR~ENT Cf ENERGY
PUBLIC HEARIW OW

DRAFI ENV I ROWMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
ON REACT I VAT 10N OF L-REACTOR

OF SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT

BY KEN MATTHEWS
for SAVANNAH AREA ~AMBER OF CO~ERE

November 4, 1983

I am Ken Matthews, a mmkr of the Natural Resources and Energy
Managemnt Commlttee of the Savannah Area Chamber of CannIerce.
On khalf of cur organization, I want to thank you for th Is op-
portunity to react to the Oraft Envlronmnta I impact Statem3nt
prepared by the Departwnt of Energy for the proposed restart
of the L-Reactor at the Savannah RI ver P Iant near Al ken, South
Carol I na.

As we have to Id you on previous occasions, we have grave con-
cerns over the D8partmnt of Energy *s plans for the reac-
tivation a“d expa”s Ion of facl I it Ies of the Savannah River

BU-1 P Iant. As lay peep Ie, however, we feel that tie may b3 unable In accordance with the requirements of the Councl I on Environ -
to adequately evaluate the detal led SCI entlf Ic and techn Ical mental Qua I Ity OOE has attapt6d to mke th Is EIS as readable
I nformtlon contained in the draft Envlronmnta I Impact Stat6- as POSSI ble for the lay readr, given the techn Ical canplexity
writ. of the subject. In addltlon, the SumMry has hen revised

speclflcal Iy to b readable w the lay publlc.
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BU-2 Clearly, an Independent, credible analysis Is needed to al lay
our concerns. As you wI I I reca I I, these concerns centered
arcund the amu la+ [ ve effects of the present and proposed
fact I Itles of the Savannah River P Iant as wel I as those of
cant I guous cQerat Ions such as Georg I a Power Company 1s P Ia”t
Vogtle and the Al lied General Nuclear Processing Facl Iity In
Barnwel 1, South Carol I na.

BU-3 We are a I so concerned about the effect I ve contro I of Fad I a-
actlve substances In the exlstlng facl I Ity as they might af fed
the qua 11ty of groundwater, r I verwater, and the a I r.

y

.
co
* BU-4 We have therefore asked that the Georal a Envlronmnntal Prc.tec-

tlon Dlvlslon and the federal Nuclear-Regu Iatory tiisslon k
rquested to revl w the draft Envl ronmenta I Impact Statemnt,
We feel that these organ i zat lonS have the techn I Ca I -pert I se
and PQI It Ical Independence to make an Informed evaluation of
the EIS that could bw acceptd by lay Wople as wel I ss polltl-
cal leadership. Untl I these agencies have had the opportunity
to conduct the 1ndependent ana I ys Is of the E I S that we have
proposed to al lay our concerns, we would ask that the reatiiva-
t Ion of the L-Reactor be de I ayed.

Once agal n, we appreciate this Opportunlw to express cur vlens
and assure you that we recognize and ful Iy support the in-
terests of the Un 1ted States WI th regards tu nat Io”a I defense.
Hmever, we ask that the nuc Iear development I n and around the
Savannah R!ver Plant not k expanded further without a very
thoughtful, Independent analysls of the Issues that ha~ b“
ral sed and their potential effects on the Canmnltles and
peep Ie of the Savannah River Basin.

Sect Ion 5.2 of the E IS descrl bs the cumu Iatlve effects of
present and proposed SRP f ac I I I t I es and tho~ of other nuc lea r
operations In the VICI nlty of SRP.

Releases of rad i oact I ve mterl a Is from L-Reactor and its sup-
port facilities are descrl~ In Sections 4.1 and 5.1 of this
EIS. Releases from the entire Savannah River P Iant are con-
trol lad to the extent practicable. Materials that are released
have a very srnal I r.adlolqlcal Impact on the of fslte popula-
tion. The amunts of releases and their radiological Impacts
on the POPUIatlon wlthln an 80-kl l~ter radius and on down-
stream Consumrs of Savannah Rlwr water are pub Ilshed 1n an
annual series of rqorts aval Iable ta the public, entitled:
Envlronmntal Monitoring In the Vicinity of the Savannah River

Iant. The rmst recent of hese reports, for 98
=nt DPSPW83-30-I.

2, is

The Georgl a Departrmnt of Natura I Resources, the South Caro I I na
Departmnt of Health and Envlronnmntal Control, the NW Iear
Regu Iatory Commlsslon, and other Georgia, South Caro II na, and
Federal agencl~ received copies of the EIS. As req”l red by
the Energy and Water Devel optmnt Appropr I at Ions Act, 19M, the
El S was developed In consultat Ion with the States of Georgia
and South Caro 11na. WE prov I dad work I ng drafts of the E IS to
the states, met wI th the I r represent at I ves, and Incorporated
their c~nts 1nto the El S.
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STATEMENT ~

SISTER CHARLEkE WALSH, R.S.M.
207 E. Ll ktiy St.

Savannah, GA

ORA~ ENV I ROMNTAL IMPACT STATEMENT,
L~EACT~ mRAT ION, SAVANNAW RIVER PLmT

November 4. 1983

I would I Ike to mke ho ccinfrents under the heading: ttaa Ith and
Sat ety.

I n the ORAFT ENV i ROWNTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, L-REACT~ CPERA-
TION, SAVANNNi RIVER PLANT-VOI. 1, Septem~r, 1983, there Is a
twelve (12) page section devotd speclflcal Iy to STUDIES NO
MONITORl~ ~HAMS connected with the Savannah RI ver Plant.

t!are are I Isted hundreds of monltorl ng sites and program for
tracl ng the radlonuc I Ide cnntent of air, water from f Ive
streams that f IW to the Savannah River, ground water, sol 1,
grass %mplos, other wgetatlon, ml lk, food, drl nkl ng water for
Port We”tuorth and two South Caro 11na countl es, atmosphere,
rainwater. . .

Besides these hundreds of checks for radlonucl Ide content,
there are f edera I and state rmn I tor I ng prografm for harmf” I
nonradlolcglcal mterlals In the air, surface water, quatic
organ I sins, and ground water.

There Is me”tlon of ongol ng studies relatlng to coo I Ing-water
Intake and discharge, wet land @f fects, effects on f I sherles,
endangered species, and f I w archeological sites.

Al I this and mre to reassure us that we haw Mother Nature
wel I under control. I am not reassured! Why th Is ~eat
expenditure of rmney, tlw, a“d sclentl f Ic expertise, I ask,
unless the dangers b “s are q“al Iy great?
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BV-I One paragraph from th Is sect Ion of the Fnvl rc.nrrm”tal Impact
Statemnt stays In my heart and contrl butes to n?f opposlt Ion to
the restart of the L-Reactor a“d to the SW. The last para-
graph on 6-8 refers to two studies kl ng conducted on SW
workers--a nurbldlty and nvrtal Ity study of radiation workers
and a hea Ith effects study of p Iutonlum workers. I quote:
,,Both . . . are In the early data COI lectlon a“d WI Idatlon
phase. Because these are comprehensive studies, resu Its WI I I
not k aval Iable for several years .,,

When the studies are ccmp lete, the damage WI I I have ken tine!
Citizens of Georgia and South Carollna ne~ only recal I the
reassurances gl Ven the cl t Izens of Nevada, Utah, and ArIzona,
and the errors exposed bf a subsquent Congress lona I Overs Ight
Committee. I ca I I for such an overs [ght ccnnmlttee to te
asslgn~ th Is project.

My second PI nt relates to Health and Safety al so. It has to
do with the dal Iy h.aa Ith and safetv of the ~or. The p Iuto” lum
produced bv the restart of the L-Reactor WI I I k used to carry
out the Penta~nls p Ia”s for producl ng weapons with f I rst
strike capabl Ilty. Bll lions of dullars wII I mntlnue to te
spent as the arms race contl nues ! The VI rt”e of patrlotl Sm
causes fnfI to chat Ienge the restart of the L-Reactor with the
words of the Pops and Catho I Ic BI shops of the world at the
Second Vatican Cc.uncl I: ,,The arm race IS one of the greatest
curses on the hu~n race and the harm It I “f I Icts u~” the poor
Is mre than can ba endured .,,

At the lev!~ls of radiation exposure received by Savannah River
Plant radl,~t ion uorkers, no detectab Ie hea Ith effects are
expected; thls tel I ef Is ksed on studi es bf the Natlo”al
Academy of Sciences Cmmlttee on the Blologlca I Effects of
Ionizl ng Rad I at lo” (The Effects on Pop” Iatlons of Exposures to
Low Levels of Ic.nlzlnq Radlatlon, National Acad~ of Sciences,
Wash Ingto”, DC, 19 80). bwever, to ensure that “o u“expect~
hea Ith ef f,>cts are over lookti, studl 6s are under wav of the
mrbldlty ;and rmrtal Ity of SW workers and of health effects of
pluton Ium k+orkers. Appendix B of the EIS addr=ses the effects
of low- lev(~l exposure to radiation.

NE has ashed the Centers for Olsease Control, At Ianta,
brgla, to convene a panel b revlea the SRP epldemiologlcal
studies. “(his panel , which Includes ~ldemlologlsts from the
hea Ith dep?]rtfrents of Georgia and South Caro I Ins, held its
first fmetlng to revlm ongoing studl~ on Octoter 25 and 26,
1983. ODE plans to co”tlnue the ongoing studies and to
Implement i~ny additional studies recmw”ded ~ the panel.
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Respons~

sTATEMENT OF C-IARLES MI LMINE, INDIVIDUAL

tid nvrnl ng. I am here this nwrnl ng to addr~s this hearl ng
because I feel It Is the responsible thing for m to *. I am
afraid that I do It with the feeling that the DOE wI II little
note nor long remembr what I and some others III I I try to
contr I hte to the dec Is Ion-mk I ng process.

1 address you again with a feel i “g of lnad~.acy. I Make no
claim to b31ng a nuclear physicist. That is “ot ta say that I
do not seek b9tter understand ngs and truth 1n this area.

Education and communlcat Ion are tw of my Interests. As one
vital Iy Interested In the decl sl.ans you wke, I am (perhaps as
I nterest~ I n the dec Is [on process as I am I n the decls ions
themse I ves.

We Ilve In a tlfnw of great technological change. QIJlte often
decisions regardl ng the use of this technology are mada by mn
and women I I ke yoursel ves who have hen entrustd with the
authority, whether bf plltlcal design or polltlcal default.

The assumption of this author!fy carrl es with It the assumpt Ion
of lmpl led pwer. It Is the arrogant display of this pwer
that prfmIc.tes v Interest I n the envl ronrmnta I co”seq “ences of
the restart of the L-Reactor. I am still of the L!elief that
our governmnt ls 1nst i tuted amng mn der I VI ng Its power from
the consent of the ~verned. I am concerned that as a resu It
of our act Ions and I nact ions we may beconm a gover”rnent of
technocrats, by technocrats and for the pec.p le.

I f I nd that I wst repeat w request for a genul ne ef fort on
your part to reach the tech”o Ioglca I Iy dlsenfra”ch I seal. The
c!tlze”s who are “ot here tecause they have I Ittle ~prehe”-
slon of the start up of the L-Feact.ar are the crltlcal mass 1
wIsh you wou Id concern yoursel ves with.

I am not suggesting that you continue to passively respnd to
requests for I nforfnat Ion. I mlntaln that most citizens are
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either tvo lntlmldated bf that process or just don-t know how
BW-I to formu late a quest! on. I would Ilke to see an active educa-

tional effoti using existing facl Iltles, such as science c8n-
ters, schools and publ [c television. The objective of your
educat Ional efforts mu Id ba to achieve a crltlcal frass of
people that Is capable of asking Intel I I gent quest tons and pro-
VI d I ng construct lve suggest Ions.

I feel that this educational effort has to k a Wsltlve one.
Slttl ng back and answerl ng requests for I nformatlon IS cer-
tai nly the Wth of least resistance. ~wever, (t Is bund to
lead to frustration wlthi” the critical mass and the result
cw Id b counterproduct Ive from your POI nt of view. I wonder
I f the return on your I nvestnmnt wou I d not tm greater on an
active education program than on the passive investment In
education you are now makl ng.

Bw-2 To avoid the critlclsm you fear fram people who think you are
‘prcmwt I ng nuc I ear energy and prumt I ng nuc Iear fi!atters, n what-
ever they are, I repeat ~ suggest Ion for the format Ion of a
Cltizents canmlttee given the respons Ibi I Ity of Werseelng the
educat Ions 1 effort.

Bw-3 I al= believe that this or another cltlzen ccimnlttee should k
Involvd In rev16.al ng your envlronfmntel fmnltorl ng program. I
sw ton much I n-house or c Iose I y-contro I I ed fnonI tori ng pro-
posed. I also see the names of a select few outside organiza-
tions doing repetitive uonltorlng. I understand that som of
the dnta from the rmnltorl”g find their way Into scle”tlfic
journa 1s where sainp 11ng techn Iques and resu Its are strut 1-
nized. I am fmre concerned about those data that ti not mke
It to the journa IS for, perhaps, national security reawns. I
am also concerned that the mnitorl ng of the cltlzens (health,
etc. ) Is not done on a regular sclentlflc bsls.

Yw have said that you did not think It was a wise “~ of the
taxpayerss nK.ney fu have one ~vernmnt ~ency rev! w the work
of another. One person ccmmmnted here &ck I n May that she d I d
not ml nd her mney hi ng used for that purpose, and I concur.

To the extent practicable, due to cost and securl ty, WE has
atteMpted to dlstrl bute Informtlon to the publ Ic abut the
actl Vitles of the Savannah River P Iant. Durl ng the last 6
yeafi, ~E has publ I shed four E 1Ss and two EAs with numercus
references that are publ Icly aval I able, as wel I as mny studies
bv the Savannah River Ecoloav Laboratory and the Savannah Rfvsr

See the response
imchanisfns.

.,

to canfmnt BQ-2 re~rdi ng exlstl ng onrs Ight

The Stat8s of South Caro I Ina and krgla and the EPA conduct
Imnltorlng In the vlclnlty of the SW . The results of their
nunltorlng are consistent with SRP tits. Section 5.2 descrl ks
cumu Iatlve effects from SRP facl I ltl~ and other plants with 1“
the Immediate vlclnlfy of SW.

Al I docunmr,ts refarenc~ In this EIS are avai Iable for publlc
revl - In the DOE publ [c readl ng r-s In Al ken, South Cero-
1Ins, and Washl ngton, D.C. Also see the r~ponse to c.anmnt
Bw-I and tile response ti _nt AB-2 regardl ng disc Iosure of
classified !nformtlon.

~ nil I C<IIIIPIY with al I applicable Federal and state r6gula-
t Ions on env I ronmenta I pr0t9ct Ion. CCIE Is canml tted to con-
s I der, eva I uate, and imp I ement measures to Improw safety and
hea I th protect Ion at SPP; th Is i “c I“des long-term
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I a I ways thought that a systw of checks and h I antes was a
gaod Idea I n our gover.ntmnt.

I wonder if the cl tlzenls committee cou Id not assist In rev18w-
1ng the data f rm the mn I tor I ng program. I ‘m talklng about
rev 1en I ng f I et d samp I I ng t6chn Iques and I nterpretat ion of

B14-4 data. I not 1ce, for I nsta”ce, that ycu say that the Envl ron-
tnental Assessment Ilstd a figure of 46 curies of ceslufn that
would be washed out of Steel Creak In the f I rst 14 years of
operat Ion. f4uw, Improved est I mates i nd I cate there wou I d be on
the order of 14 cur I es. I wou Id I Ike to kncu why the est Ifnote
was changed. I would also like to kncn how and why the
estlmte was changed. I wou I d feel better that there w I I I not
be slml Iar tianges In estlnmtes in the future. I wou Id just
feel better If an Independent revlewlng authorlw was Inmlved.

Bw-5 In sum, I r-in concerned about the crlt Ical mass of POP Ie
who are not here tiday. I have two constructive suggest Ions Iv
remdy the s I tuat ion. One: Emberk on an active and h lanc~
educational effort alnmd at Involvl ng imre Intel I I gent people
I n the decl sions YCU are entrust~ to make. Two: I repeat v
suggestion of a cl t Izents committee with Werslght responslbi 1-
Itles for SOIM of your operations with the object l..’e of Iendlng
crdlbl 11~ to your declslons.

Respectful Iy Submitted,

Charles E. Ml Imlne

2421 Easy St.
Savannah, GA 31406-4229

(912) 355-5522

~idemlolwlcal studies that currently are king evaluated ~
the Canters for 01 sease @ntro 1, At Ianta.

Also see the response to canmnt BQ-2 rogardl ng exlstlng
overs Ight fmchanlstrs.

See Section 0.4.3 of the EIS.

See the response to cmtmnt Bw-1 re~rdl ng publ Ic Iy aval Iable
I nformt Ion and the r~ponse to CcnIment *-2 r6gard I ng
I nde~ndent fronitorl ng bf the Stat- of South Caro Ilna and
G60rgla.
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STATEMENT BY

JME S D. ~WARO
P.O. bx 13687

Savannah, Georgia 31416

4 bvember 1983

Concerning The
L-Reactor Envl ronmnta I Impact

I am dee~ Iv trcub led as are mnv others In

Statement

coastal Gmrala with
the operations at the Savannah River P Iant (SRP). Alth~ugh I
am speak I ng I n response to I mmed1ate concerns about the restart
of the ,IL,, reactor, th Is a I so re I ates to the overa I I SRP
operat Ion.

BX- I I do not tel I eve the present nDdus operandi of SRP Is as safe See the rss~nses to connrants AA-1 and AB-13 regard 1ng
an operation as It easl Iy could be. Specifically, I belteve In for fnat[cn provided in the EIS on mling-uater mltl~tlon
the L-reactor and a I I other reactors shou I d b retrof 1tted wI th a I ternat I ves, the response to cmment BA-5 regard I ng h I gh- Ieve I
conta I nmnt doms and cm 11ng towers and an ad8a uate permnent radioa~lve waste, and the res~nse to canfmnt BF-7 regardl ng
waste storage fac I I I ty. dl f f erences btneen SUP and ccunmrcl a I nuc Iear reactors.

You of the Departm!ant of Energy (DOE) c Ialm the towers and
dofms are not needd because of the size and type of reactors
at SRP. Mwever, we kth knw that if any agency other than
the federal governmnt put a reactor In operation they would be
forced to take these safety precaut Ions. Sure I y I f It is
necessary to have a mu It I-bl I I Ion dol Iar defense hdg-at, part
of whIch WI I I create nure nuc Iear weapons mterlal and associ-
ated high-level nuc Iear wastes, It Is reasonable to expect that
the product ion of that mterl al b tine In the safest way
Possible.

BX-2 A second POI nt that concerns nm is the propensity of your See the rc,sponse to cantmnt BQ-2 re~rdl ng I ndepenbnt
agency (DOE) and Its predecessor organl zatlon (AEC and EROA) mn I tor 1n:l.
for not te I I 1ng the truth to the Anmr 1can peep le. I n the case
of the SRP operation you claim the operation Is safe and clean
but there Is very little in your past history to Justify
hlievlng you can bE trusted tu tel I the truth or to bslleve
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that you WI i I not mls!ead us It It IS Imre nnvenlent. For
th Is reason I b.al I eve there should k an independent oversight
comml ttee estab I I shed +0 oversee and mn[tor the present and
future oparatlons of the SRP.
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Stat~nt of the League of Women Voters of Georg I a
at the Public Regional Revlw of

ORAfl ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAcT STATEMENT
L*EACT~ HRATION, SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT

Al KEN, S.C.

Held at the DeSoto HI Iton Hotel
Savannah, Ga.

9:00 a.m.

GENTLEMEN:

I ntroductlon of tnvself

~vem~r 4, 1983
and 6:00 p.m.

I am Geral dl me Lehfay, chairman of the Natural Resources Com-
mitt- of the League of Wc.mn Voters of Savannah -Chatham County
and fornmrly chalrmn of the Energy hmmltteo of the League of
Women Voters of Gaorgl a. Mrs. Lee Wash, president of the
Georgia League, has asked w to represent her In speakl ng for
the state League at this hearl “g. Care for the e“vlro”mnt !s
a major concern of the League, and the League of ‘#own Voters
of the U.S. I n Its PO I IV toward energy development and Imp le-
wntat ion takes the POSI t Ion that ‘Uenv I ronmenta I protect ion 1s
a primary cons Iderat Ion. n,

My previous appearances at Savannah River Plant hearings

Thls Is v fourth time to represent the Gmrgl a League of Womn
Voters at a publ Ic hearing on the proposed reactivation of the
L-Reactor at the Savannah RI ver Plant. kfy ear I Ier comrne”ts
were concerned wI th the need for an Env I ronmenta I I mpact State-
mnt (E IS) and recchnwndut Ions on the process of 1ts develop-
ment and daslrable @als for the EIS. Today I am pleased that
the Oraft E IS has non been Issued. I have sow comments on Its
f Indlngs.
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~mnts on the f Indlngs of the DE IS

1. Need for the ape rat ion of the L-Reactor

BY-1 The report provides very I Ittle Information related to the nead
for the operat Ion of L-Reactor at th Is t I ma. Statemk3nts re
gardl ng the need to produce rmre plutonium are bsed on clas-
slflec Information contained In Appendix A, which Is not avail-
able to the general public, so no definite substantiation of
need Is provldd bf the DE I S.

2. Product Ion alternatl Ves

BY-2 The study of product Ion a I ternat I ves Ma$ nO+ ad~ uate. The
draft did not even consider such an alternative as spedl ng up
the recovery of Ob= I ete warheads, a proposa I advanced h Sen.
Nunn and Rep. Thomas and approved b preslden* Reagan. RecOv-
ery of p Iuton Ium from c0mm3rcl al power reactor spent fuel al-
was not rnnsldered as a VI able alternative bacause of tlmlng
considerations and leglsla+l On pr*lbitln9 such use Of fuel
orod.ced I n canwrci a I reactors. These a I ternat I ves ~serve
~nn.ld.arm+lon .Ince thev mlaht hel D to al Ievlate two probl --------- . . .,
connected with the nuclear ~nergy
supp Iy of weapons grade nmterl als
the nuc Iear waste nw I n Storage.

prcgram, by I ) I ncreaslng the
and 2) reducing the size of

Soe the response to canmnt AB-2 regard I ng !nformt Ion on need
for defense nuc Iear mterl als 1n the E IS and the 1nforfnat Ion
avai Iable to declslonmakers.

The co”vers Ion of spant cm~rcl al reactor fuel 1nto weapOns-
grade plutonium Is currently Prohlbltd by law [Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, 42 USC Sect Ion 2077(e) 1. Leglslatlve
rmmval of this prohibition Is not considered a reasonable
a Iternat I ve to the restart of L-Reactor as a source of weapons-
grade plutonium. This policy determination was passed W
Congress I n Decem&r 1982 #h Ich reaf f I rmed the posit Ion of
strict separat ion of nuc tear defense and cnmwrcl al act i vlt Ies
establ I shad bf the Atmlc Energy Act I n 1954. %reover, when
the House of Representatives was specl f Ica I Iy asked I n Oecembar
1982 to reject the prm I bit ion drafted by the Senate, the Hmse
overwhelmingly refused to A so by a vote of 281 to 107 (U.S.
Cong. Rec., Volufne 128, pages H881d-8817, Oecemtar 2, 1982).
The ant Icl patlon that such a strona and recent statement of
P I Icy would b reversal In the neir future Is unreasonable.
The recovery of mterial fran ret lred warheads Is Included 1n
the annua I Nuc Iear Weapons Stockp I Ie Memorandum. Additional
1nfornwt Ion on product Ion mt Ions has teen added TO Sect Ions
I.1 and 2.1 of this EIS.

3. Water PO! Iutlon at the SRP

oraanlc x.lvents have seeped from chemicalBY-3 The DOE states that .
sett 11ng basins at the SRP and have contamlnatd groundwater
SUPPI 1= at the plant and that traces of the contaminants have
a Isa Wn found in the Tuscaloosa Aqul fer, a wjor source of
drl nkl na water for G80r~la and SOu+h CarOll na. The Senate.

See the responses to cmnts AJ-I and BG-4 regardl ng the use
of seepa~ bas I ns and DOE c.anml trmnts for ground-water
protect Ion.

with Se;ator Thurmnd a; principal s~n=r, has ordered the ex-
penditure of funds to clean up the POl Iut!on, to phase Wt som
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seepage bsfns now (n use and to bJl Id a new treatwnt plant
proper Iy to Process waste water, th IS to b3 done wIthl n
twenty-four nvnths of the final approval of the project. In
11.e with th!s dlrectlve, If (t Is decfded to place the
L-Reactor Mck In operation, the DOE, with proper concern for
the hea Ith of the peep Ie of the area, should delay Its start-
UP, with the added VOIUW of uaste water this WI I I brl”g, untl I
after the waste water treatwnt P Iant IS operable and the use
of seepage taslns IS reduced.

4. P“bl 1c safety and env( ronmental protect Ion

BY-4 The DOE (s rsqulred by law to consider seriously al I optlOnS .?0
mlnlmlze damge to the publ (c health and to the envfronm3nt.
To th Is end It has ken sug~st~ that cw II ng towers and a
contal nwnt dom should te bu I It at L-Reactor, and Senator
Matt (ng Iy earl I er expressed concern about an L-Reactor without
such safet’j features. The draft E I S dlsmlsses such suggested
alternatives, saying either they WI I I not al low DOE to wet
production schedules or that th~ are too costly. Congress
has, however, shown by Its act Ion on the wast’avater treatwnt
p I ant that (t cons lders just (f fable the expenditure of funds to
enhance publ Ic safety and envl ronmental protect (on.

Requests for act(on

BY-S 1. To provide the protection which Is due to al 1 cltlzens In
South Carollna and Gaorgla I Ivfng (n an area where a(r and
water qua I ( ty cou I d k affected by the L*eactor react I vat Ion
the DOE facl Iitles should k required to meet the federal and
state envfronmsntml standards wh Ich app Iy to ccmtnmrclai
reactors.

BY-6 2. I f the f Inal declslon Is to react I vate L+eactor, before
start-UP al I feasl ble steps ta avoid damage to the envl ronwnt
shou Id be taken.

BY-7 3. To avo(d tne crltlclsm or the actual (ty of a biased aP-
proach OOE should establ Ish an f ndependent overs Ight commlttea
(n IIne with the recmmndatlons nmde by the pla(ntfffs In a
Iawsult about the E IS. Such a Cmm(ttee would oversee studl es
and m(tfgat Ion mas”res. The need for such a committee Is fnade

The E I S presants the analyses for al I mft lgat (on alternatives,
Includlng cmll ng and safety syst~s, In Sect Ions 4.4. I and
4.4.2 of the EIS. 41s0 see the res~nses to comnmnts AA-1 and
AB-13 reqardlng lnfor~tlon contained In th(s EIS on coollng-
uater ml t Igat Ion alternat (ves, the response to commnt BF-7
reqrdf “g a con+al nmnt dome, and the response to BM-I reyrd -
lng the Oepartmant of Energy’s Record of Decls Ion on th Is EIS.

See the responses to canments AA-3, and BF-7 regardl ng 00E’s
canmltwnt to comply with applicable federal and state regula-
tions and the dl fferences htneen SRP reactors and ccinwrclal
I (ght-water reactors.

See the responses to conmnts AA-1 and AA-3 regardl ng
ccol(ng-u?ter alternatives and OOEIS cornm(twnt to cmply with
app I (cable federal and state envlrontnental protect (on
r5g. latlor, s.

See the r$,sponse to canment BQ-2 regard{ ng Independent rmn 1-
torlng N the States of South Carollna and &rgla, and the
response t’o Cc$nmnt AB-20 regard Ing the OP I nlon of the u.S.
Dlstr let Court and the preparat Ion of the F(nd(ng of No
Slqnlf Icar,t Impact.
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especial Iy des Irable b3cause the DOE used for the preparation
of the LISI S the Sam Cmpany wh la conducted the ear I tar
envl ronnmn+al assessnmnt, whose .x.ncluslon of no slgnl f Icant
Impact f run the react I vat Ion of the L-Reactor was termed by
U.S. 01 str let Judge Thomas P. Jackson ‘unreasonab Ien and an
‘ah= of discretion. n

My conclusion

BY-8 If the EIS does point to the Ilkellwd of Serlws harm to See the response to commnt BM-1 reyrdl ng the Departrmnt of
psop Ie and to the phys Ical envl ronnmnt, the L-Reactor shou Id Energyts Record of Decl sion on th Is EIS.
not b put back Into operat Ion. The hea Ith and safefi of the
people who live and work In the area shou Id b acceptd as ln-
flnltely nure valuable than the ml I Ilons of dol Iars lnv6sted In
an Id Ie nuc Iear reactor. The L-Reactor shau I d not aga I n h
placed In operation If doing so wIII lower the quallw of life
for the wople who II .e In Its Imdlate area In South Carol I na
and Georgia and a long the Savannah RI ver belti the P Iant site.

Geraldlne LeMay
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Statmnt of Vlrglnla Brown, cltlzen, tmfore the
Oepartmnt of Energy at a Publ Ic Hearl ng at Savannah,
Georgia, Novembr 4, 1983, on the Envlronmntal Impact

Statemnt regardl ng the restart of the L-Reactor at
the Savannah River Plant, Alken, South Carol I na.

Bz-1 I am not reassured ~ the mssage In the recently released E IS The purpos,> of the Envlronfnenta I Impact Statemnt 1s to analyze
on the react i vat Ion of the L-Reactor. ltseelllstOmtOac- the env I ronnmntal conswuences of the proposed restart of
cept the fact that reactlvat Ion WI I I damage the surroundl ng L-Reactor I n accordance with the Energy and Water Development
envlronfnent; to send the mssage that I Ittle can k done about
It; and to say that, even If S-thl ng could k done, nothing

ApprOprlatlons Act, 1954, and the National Envl ro”mental Pol ICY
Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amendd.

Will ba.

DOE WI I I p-epare its Record of Decl slon bsed on the E I S and on
other studl * on the need for defense nuc Iear inter I a Is. CQE
WI I I consider al I alternatives in reaching Its declslon, ln-
c Iudl ng envlronmntal Iy preferable a Iternat Ives and preferences
for alternat Ives hsod on the technical, econanic, and statu-
tory mlsslon of the agency; NE WI I I also determine whether al I
pract I cab Is n9ans ti avol d envl ronmental effects f rm the
selected a Iternatl w have hn adopted. ~E WI I I canply with
a I I appl I cable Federal and state regu Iatlons on envlronwntal
protect Ion.

Recent Iy, I read, ,In the Chrlstlan Science Monl tor, a page and
half of Intervlen with a mdern Amrlcan farmer. ktter
than I can, myself, hls wrds express my consternation with the
drift of phi Iosophy that Is evldenci ng Itself In recent years
among c9rtaln segnk3nts of Un I ted States sclety.

NOTE 1: Letters from an Amer 1can far frmr, 1983, Wen6e I I 8erry,
Port Royal, KY, to Chrlstlan Science Monitor staff writer,
Robert Marquand, Jr.
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BZ-2 Th Is farmer was ~sess I ng the Impact that an energy producl ng
plant would have on hls locality. Ha said, In part,

‘(The people who are In charg9 of the plant) actlvltle5 da not
I i ve here and so ti not have fu worry about Its safety. Thel r
I ndlf ference to Its lmact, and their Indl f ference to Its
safety has been a mntter of publ 1c record from the tegl nn I ng.

mSaf e use of any technology shou I d be persona I IY guarantwd w
the nmmbe= of the board of trustees and d I rectors--that Is,
they smld be personal !y IIable to Pr’=ecutlon If their
guarantees f a I I.

n (The fact) that dangerous pwer--nuc tear and otheru I se-~n M
used wI thout such guarantees not on I y const I tutes an
Intolerable threat to publ Ic health and welfare, but Is a kind
of techno)oglcal polltlcs that 1s futalltarlan in Implication.

.Free enterprise Is defensible only when used bf peep Ie whole-
heart~ Iy mmltted to the wel fare of their neighbors, neigh-
bors bel ng any wb I I w within read of the consequences of
oneqs ac?s. The Inter-t of nel ghbors shou I d take precedence
over the 1nterests of stockholders, tus I ness partners and
a I I Ies, preferred customers, etc. One of the dutl~ of Wr
governmnt, as const 1tuted, Is t’u assure that precedence. n

The Savannah R Iver P Iant Is tuned by the U.S. Government and
operated w Du Pent wI thout fee. N! nety~even percent of the
SW emp Iqees, I nc Iud I ng DOE and Du Pent mnagmnt personnel
reside In the 13 Counties surroundl ng the Plant. Safe@ a“d
envl ronmntal factors are mJor CunWn8nts of operat I ng the
SRP. The SRP Is operated I n the safest possible mnner with
releases wntrol led ta as Icu as reasonably achievable levels
that are wel I within app I I cable standards. The .anners/
operators understand the respons i bl 11ty for safety and prudent
operat Ion of the SRP.
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THE LSAGE OF ~EN VOTERS OF SAVANNAH-CHATHAM
321 E. York St.

Savannah, Georgia 51401

STATEKNT BEFORE THE OEPAR~NT OF ENERGY AT A PUBLIC HEARING
AT SAVANNAH, GEORGIA, NOVEM=R 4, 1983, ON THE ENV IROWNTAL

IMPACT STATEMNT REGARDI W T~ RESTART ~ THE L-REACT@ AT THE
SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT, Al KEN, SOUTH CAROLI m

I am VI rgl nla Brown, tnembr of the Envlron~ntal Qua I Itv Can-
ml ttee of the League of Wow” Voters of Savannah-Chatham.

The League of Wcmen Voters ‘tba I I eves that ~vernmnt shou I d ta
responsive to the WI I I of the peep le.. .al IwI ng them to share

1
In the w utl On of. ..problems which affect the @neral
welfare. st

CA-1 The Savannah-Chatham League be I I eves that, i n the case of the
Savannah River Plant, the orlglnal declslon to hlld this plant
I n our area was not made Iota I I y; that the decls ion was made
without the part lclpatlon of those who wou Id b dl rectiy
af fectd envlronmntal Iy. That lack of clt I Zen 1nput on
deci slon-makl ng shou Id not continue, the League tal I eves.
Further development of the plant, sud as reactivation of the
L-Reactor shou I d on I y te accomp I i shed after Iota I POP Ie have
shared In that decision.

CA-2 The League a Isa wonders If the manufacture of addlt Tonal
nuclear fuel for weapons of war Is cunducl ve to the pramtlon
of world peace to which prlnclple the League Is cunmltted.

CA-3 In April of 1982, a national public oplnlon Pll reported that
58 percent of the samp Ie surveyed agreed WI th th ls stat~nt:

,,Prot~t I ng the env I ronmnt Is * I m~rtant that
requlrenmnts and standards cannot k too high, and
cent i nu I ng envi ronmnta I I mprovwnts must be mde
regard I ess of cost.’s

Any decision to op8rate L-Reactor WI I I be Mde I n accordance
with the provisions of the National Envlronmntal Pol ICY Act
including those which Involve publlc Wrtlclpatlon.

The nat Ions 1 w I icy on nuc Iear weapons, their dep Ioyfmnt, and
the need for Increased weapons Is byond the scope of th Is
EIS.

The Departmnt of Energy WI I I wnsldr al I factors-%ost,
schedu Ie, environmental Impacts Includl ng health and safety,
national security, and DOE*S statutory mlsslon in fonnu Iatl ng
Its R%corti of Oecl slon.
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The League urges decl slon mkers to heed th Is expression of
concern.

CA-4 The League of Women Voters be I I ev- that ,Jspeci a I attent Ion
must b given to SOIVI ng wast disposal problems assoclat~
with nuclear energy sources.. ?

We are concerned stout the ‘Wasten that Is to come out of the
plant = heat In water discharges to PO I lute nearby streams;
the ,,Wasten that comes out of the p Iant of kth chernlcal and
radioactive dl scharges to POl lute the air and water; and the
nwa~fen that cows out as rad [oact i w sa I Ids w! th no Proved,

safe storage techniques to keep It frm eventua I Iy PDl Iut Ing
the envIronnk3nt.

To lessen the Impacts of the above I Isted envlronmenta i
Impacts, the League supports the use of adequate safeguards
lncludlng containment of alr and water pollution; cmllng of
dl scherged Mt water tefore tel mg channeled Into the natural
water courses; and, de Iayl ng of the restart unt I I some
rel i able, safe way Is found to store nuclear wastes.

The Impacts of nonradlological and radiological re leases from
L-Reactor are dascrl~ In detail In Sect Ions 4.1.1 and 4.1.2
of the E IS. The ,fwastes, n In the form of heat In water dls-
charges and chemical and radioact Ive discharges, are regulat6d
@ state and Federal permits. As noted I n Sect Ion 5.1.2.8, the
‘.u Ium of high-level rad Ioact I ve waste to b @nerated by cher
Ical processl ng of L-Reactor fnaterl al was cons l~red In the El S
for the Defense Waste Processl ng Facl I Ity (DOE, 1982). ODE
wI! I comply with al ! applicable state and Federal regulations
on envl ronmental protect Ion. AI so see the respnse to comment
AV-2 re~rdl ng high-level radioactive waste.

1 ,MPACT ow ISSUES, I 982-1984, the League of Wmen voters Of

the Un I ted States, copyright@ 1982.
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STATEMENT ~ WLFGANG =WTSWN

The Savannah RI ver Plant doesntt have to restart L-Reactor
@erat tons. My reasons for th ls statwnt are:

CB-1 The pluton Ium produced durl ng L-Reactor operations Is supposed
to be used as nuclear exploslve In mostly middle range Euro-
missl Ies. To me the resumption of L-Reactor Weratlons means
~tl~n:!mldatl ng attempt durl ng the st I I I Iastl ng Geneva negotl -

It anticipates a fal lure In those negotiations tetween
the United States of Amrlca and the USSR. The respo”s Ible
party for the restart of the L-Reactor, current Iy the Reagan
admlnlstrat ton, seems to prepare a bu I Id up of nuc Iear war-
heads to hasten the *P IOymnt of missl Ies In =Se of a fal lure
of the US-USSR-negotiations on Euromlssl Ies. This might--ln nry
OPI nlon--harden the position of the Russl an party and @ad them

~ prepare slml Iar action fv produce frore warheads. This path
Is wel I known as a part of the = ml led arms race and might
wel I precipitate an evltable dl saster.

Even after a temporal fal lure I n Geneva In serious and genuine
negot Iations there Is no ne6d, In nrf opl nlon, tu restart L-
Reactor operat Ion. By the way, frm nrf POI nt of VI 6n, there Is
neither a sign of fal lure nor one of @nulne n~tiatlons at

CB-2 Geneva. But nuc Iear mater! al might k gal ned Ly reworkl ng dis-
carded warheads and reprocessing the aged nuc Iear exp Ioslves.
Reprocess! ng nuc I ear waste of uork 1ng nuc I ear pc.wer p Ia”ts wI I I
give an additional amount of plutonl”m. From nrf k“onledge al I
the requirements fu match this scenario are fu If I I led. There-
fore enough nuc Iear exp I os I ves for tru I y necessary ml ss I Ies are
aval I able without restartl ng a very special pluton Ium producl ng
reactor.

CB-3 Another factor ml ght prov I de aga I nst the L-Reactor Is restart.
The mare ‘fresh. p Iuton!um Is produced for nuc Iear warheads the
mre wed nk9terl a I due to the radioactive decay has fu b take”
care of. care I n th ls case mans storage over Centur I es. But
there Is no secure storage possl bi I Ity. Even after glasslf lca-
tlon--whlch ~ ncu Is stll I in a process of research and ap-
prova I and has led tv no reassur I ng resu Its--the rad Ioact I ve
waste stl I I produces heat and, thus, Is able to change ~logl-
ca I propert l= of the storage s I te. Storage In water bsins or

The national pol ICY on nuc Iear weapons, their dep Ioyment, and
the need f,,r I ncreasd wea~ns Is beyond the scope of th ls E IS.

See the re;ponses to .wm”ts BL-19 and BY-2 re~rdl ng
utl I Izatlon of material fran retired weapons and cammerclal
reactors.

The p I uton I um from ret i red weapons systms Is rcut I nel y reused
I n nm weawns systems.

As de~rlbad In Sect Ion 5. 1.2.8 of the EIS, the high-leml
radloactlva wastes assocl ated with L-Reactor operation WI I I be
stored tem~arl Iy In exlstl ng mult I hrrler waste tanks at the
Savannah River Plant. The concentrate Ion of f I sslonab Ie mte-
rlal In SRP waste Is belcu that required to produce a crltlal
n6ss. Beglnnl,?g In 199d, this waste wI II be -Ildl fled Into
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artlflclal pools Is not a SCure possibility, either. This Is
obvl ws because of Its dependence on st Irrl ng and m I I ng which
again nmy fa I I related to electrical and other problems. If
the cool I ng and stlrri ng systmI or either of them fal Is to work
prcQerly, the critical mss of radionuclldes Is readily
ach I eved.

A I i this leads to my apl nlon that a restart of L+eactor
operations In general and especl al Iy at thl S very crucla I
per Iod of th Is cantury Is unnecessary and ml ght even be
d I sastrous.

Lurosl I Icate glass waste form In the Defense Waste Processing
Faci I lty. The englneerl ng design and ass~sfmnt for the waste
forms and for the DwPF are essent I a I I y wmp I ete; ground break I ng
for the DWPF was held on Novemtar 8, 1983. The boros I I late
glass waste forms WI I I k placed in temporary storage onslte
and then placed in a deep-ml ned Federal geologic reposito~.
Heat product Ion from the relatively dl lute SW high-level
wasts Is quite low, about 100 to 500 watts for each ton-and-
a-half OWPF boros I I Icate glass waste canl ster.
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STATEMENT Cf WIEBKE =NGTSWN

I am worrl ed about the envlronwntal aspects and the af fectlon
on publ Ic health, that a restart of the L-Reactor wou Id have.
f40reover I am very concerned about the emergenq p Ians wh Ich
WI I I M Into action after a reactor accident.

cc-1

cc-3

A high radiocaeslum concentration In surface sedl~nts of the
Steel Creek down to the delta are reportd In the E IS (>!0
pCUrle per square wter). At the Savannah River, sedim-nts
have 6ssent 1a I I y h I gher concentrate Ion of radl oces I um downstream
ot the SW than upstream. It Is not wry reasonable to &l I eve
that the concentration WI I I drm with the resumption of L-
Reactor me rat ions. in natural habitats there is an enrichment
of radlonuclldes In plants and animals as passing along the
food chain. As a rmther of a three rmnth old hby I am worried
abut the effects of radloactl ve nutrlt!on on nrf chl Idren and
on thel r ch I I dren. Our know ledge about the critical level of
radlonuc I Ides I n food equals almost zero, but we knua that
nuclear radlatlon has a powerf u I Impact on lethal and sublethal
mutations In anlmls. Moreover the authors of the E I S admit
that the radlatlon released from SRP at norm I weratlon
without a workl ng L-Reactor is mre than double the amount of
al I other nuclear facl titles. After a restart of the L *eactor
the level of radiation is not I Ikely to decrease. Although
this Is so-cal led Ion level radlatlon there Is no proof that
this radlatlon Is not danprous. In the very fea research
studl - on this subJect there IS an Indlcatlon, that long term
exposure to Iw leVel radlatlon affects the ~notypa of anl -
rnals. The alteration In &romosomal appearance and bhavlor
durl ng cel I dlvlslon may occur not unt I I the f I rst generat Ion
after the exposure. in a situation when we b not kn~ If Ion
level radiation . . . . ..another Iw radiation source.

I th I nk there 1s St i 1 I another ve~ Important reason to--at
least--postpone the restart of the L-Reactor. What I I earned
from E I S about the ~rgency p Ians wh Ich cow Into acflon after
a reactorts fal lure Is that they are classl f led or at least not
easy to get for the publ lc. In case of an accident people WI I I
panic If they do not kncu the proper emergency plan. I f there
should be the need of an evacuation authorltl es might not be

Bloaccumulatlon Is discussed In Apwndlxes B and O and Is also
taken I nta account In the dose calcu Iat ions presented I n Sec-
t Ion 0.3. According to the practice of the Nuc Iear Regulatory
Canmlsslon, Infants are assuti to eat smal I amunts of f Ish
and should receive a nagliglble &se fran this pathway.

See the response to canrmnt BF-6 regard I ng rad I at Ion protect I on
standards .9nd the St Imtd maximum annual hea Ith ef feds
associ ated with L-Reactor and Its support facl I iti=.

Al I emerganq p Ians developed for of fsite responses to SRP
I ncldents are readl Iy aval I able from cognizant Federal, state,
and local a~ncl es. Federal p lens enc.anpassl ng the responsl -
bl I Itles of the Federal Emrgen~ Management Agency, the I nt9r-
a~ncy Radiological Assl stance Plan, and Emergency ~nagemnt
Plans for the Departmnt of Energy can ta omalned from the 00E
Savannah River Operat Ions Off Ice. State Wneral and



Table M-2. cQE responses to ccinwnts on Draft El S (~n+lnued)

Cmmnt Comments R~Pons.3s
numbr

able to hand 1.3 the throng. Accordl ng to the E IS there Is only
one hospital where the personnel might ba able to deal with
radloact Ive decontaml nation.

cc-4 But 1 want to stress the fad that there Is no Poss I bl I lty of
deal 1ng with radlatlon diseases. There Is nO are fr~
exposure to rad I at Ion I n case of an SRp-acc I dent. HW are

~ peap Ie supposed to k treated who have a rad I at Ion dl sease?
They shou Id knm It. But ~ n~ there are alnwst no

s I nformat Ion about that =cordi ng to the E IS.
w

cc-5 The publ Ic shou Id have fu I I access iv al I emergency and
evacuatlo” p Ians. As long there IS no ful I I nformt Ion about
those plans the restart of the L-Reactor sbu Id b put off.

. . . and how a POSSI ble accl dent my af feet thel r personal
hea Ith.

sits-speclflc plans fOr the SRP can be obtained from the
Georgia Emer@ncy Management A@ncy or the South Caro Ilna
Efrmrgency Preparedness 01 vlslon. County plans can k obtain~
fran each county energ9ncy pre~redness director. Wne of
these plans Is classified. Persons residing within the -r-
~nq plannlng zones WI I I ~ Infor& of the plannlng for
responses to radlolcglcal energencl es in thel r areas. WOrk-
shops WI I I be conductd to delineate resmnslbi Iitles and
aPPrOPri ate aCtl OnS to b9 taken. E=h plan WI I I Inc I“de the
ldentlf [cation of servlc- aval Iable, Includl ng d6cc.ntamlna-
tlon, first aid, shelters, hospitals, and security. Agreements
with and tral nl ng fOr organ lzat ions Provl dl ng specl al Services
are part of the plans. Several hospitals in the SFP area are
capable of hand I I ng contaminated patients.

b acute of fslte effects should result frm either routine
operat ion of L-Reactor or hypothetlca I accidents. See Sect 1on
G.3.3. I of the EIS.

See the responses to Cmmnts AY-I 1 and CC-3 regarding
mr~ncy resp.anse P tans and where these can b3 obtained.
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM McLAUGHLIN ON ~AFT
ENV I ROMNTAL IMPACT STATE~NT L-REACTCR ~RAT ION

Dehto HI I ton Hoto I
Novabr 4, 1983

co-2

My nam Is Wllllam McLaughlin. I have presentd test I mny on
the need for a canplete and environmental ly sound Envlron~ntal
Impact Statement on the L-Reactor I n Augusta, and here 1n
Savannah. I congratu late the Department of Energy for Its
thoroughness In comp Iyl ng w1th the letter of the law. That 1-
belng the National Envfronwntal Pot icy Act of 1969-NEPA. I
cent I nue to b (repressed at the great an’ount of effort that has
gone Into the rebutta I of those speak I ng [n favor of the
Envlronmnta I Impact Statement, as wel I as those speak! ng In
f aver of spec I f IC E nv I ronmental Impact Statement
recommndat Ions.

But I am very frustratd and angry at what I perceive as a
totaJ vlolatlon and dlsragard for the splrlt of this same law.
I feel as ( f the Department of Energy has dec ( ded that the
L-Reactor wI I 1 re-cmfnence Wera+ Ion as -on as human I y
wssl ble-with no real regard for its effects on the land and
p-pie of South Carol~na and G80rgla. Al I of the Iegitlmte,
publ (c generated, envtronmntal and health concerns have Mn
n~ated and nu I I If led on paper, In the Draft Envfronw”tal
Impact Statement. I an sorry to I nfom this cmmlttee that It
IS nOt @fllg tU b that ~Sy.

The resu Its and recannmndat ions of the Env 1ron~ntal Assossm8nt
were not adequate. WeI ther are the rsu Its and recanmndat Ions
of the Env I ronmenta I Impact Statement, wh Ich are remarkably
slml Iar to the Environmental Assessment.

Once agal n, I cm before th Is ccfnml ttee. Nw, hDwewr, I feel
cmp Ietel y Pwer less and dl sonf ranch ( sed f rcan the act of
present I ng any ser~ously cons ldored envfronrmntal input into
the proposed dec Is Ion to restart the L-Reactor.

The OeWrtlmnt of Energy has pre~rsd the EIS to analyze the
envi ronmntal Jmpacts of the proposed restart of L+eactor.
SubJects for the scope of the EIS that were sutstantlve and
relevant ha the proposed 8ct(on were (ncluded In the EIS.
Cmnk3nts that were outs ( de the xope of the E I S or not related
to the NEPI! process were not I nc Iuded.

A I so see the response to canment WI regard I ng the preparat (on
of the Dep,3rtment of Energy!s Record of Oec(s(on on th Is EIS.

Many areas of dl scuss Ion In the Env I ronmntal As%ssmnt have
been expanded In this E IS, Includl ng Produdlon a Iternat Ives
and ne6d, a delay of L+eactor restart, current f I sherles data,
data for a,:c ( dent ca I cu Iat (ens, safety mlt I @t Ion a Iternat I ves,
and detal I,gd data on coon ng-uater alternatives. ODE WI I I bese
Its declsl~>n on the restart of L-Reactor on the f (nal E IS and
on other stud16s on the need for &fense nuclear mterials.
The decls 13n process w11 I cons I der the envl ronmntal I y prefer-
ab Ie al ternat I ves and preferences for alternat Ives t9s6d on the
techn Ical, econan(c, and statutory mlsslons of the agency.
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With that In mind, I present the fol Ioulng, wlthln the context
on ly of the I etter of the 1969 NEPA I aw.

W-3 I -feel that the envl ronmental I ntegr I fy of the eco I cgy of SRP See tha response to canment AA-I rewrdl ng am I I ng water
demands 1 ) coollng towers, 2) a rnntaln~nt dome, 3) proper a 1ternat I ves, the respnse to canfnent BF-7 regarding conta I n-
waste stora@ facl I itles, and 4) an Independent oversight cm nmnt, the response tv canmnt BA-5 r6gardl ng waste sturage
mlttee of futal SRP operations. The Department of Energy has facl I Itles, and the response to Cc8nmnt BQ-2 regarding exlst-
not found any of these to b necessary for a safe startup. I ng overs I ght mechan I sins.

On that last point, an oversight canmlttee, I would I Ike to
publ Ic Iy offer Wself as a Vtentlal mmber of that ccinmlttee.
Representat I ve LI nds~ Th-s f I rst proposed th Is ~~~eaband
I have persona I Iy made th Is Sam request of h I m.
Walt!ng to hear fran both of yau.

We are al I here to face up to a responsl bl I Ity. A responsl -
bl I Ity tu ourselves and future !.Generations. We mst not al low
the L-Reactor to commence operat Ions wI thout adequate safety
pr.3caut Ions.

,, ,, ,,,, ,,,, ,,, , ,,, ,, ., ,,,, ,,. ,,, ,,, ,,, ,, ,, ., .,
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STATE~NT Cf MIRIW LITCHFIELD

My nam is M!rlam Lltchfleld. I testlfld at the last hearing
I n Savannah concernl ng the Envlronmnta I Assessmnt of the L-
Reactor startup. Th Is even 1ng I f i nd ~se I f hav I ng the sam
doubts, fears, and frustrations as I had last May. It seems

CE-1 little has hanged. Yes, you dld -ply with the Ia# a“d com- See the responses to canmnts AA-1 and AB-13 regard I ng -1 ing-
plete a draft Envlronmenta I Impact Statement, but what n!ajor water mit Igatlon alternat I ves, the respnse to Canmnt 8F-7
changes did you wke after hear I ng our concerns? You mde no r~ard I ng conta I nrtmnt, the response to cannmnt BA-5 regard I ng
provls I ons for coo I I ng towers, a conto I nfne”t dome, waste stor- waste storaga facl I I ties, and the response to comn83nt W-2
age faci I I ties, or an Independent oversight wmlttee. An En- rsgard I ng exl S? Ing oversight mechanisms.
vlronmental Impact Statement Is not just a form I I ty mde to
appease concerned c1 tizens. I congratu late you for f i nal Iy
submlttl ng a draft Envl ronmnta I Impact Statewnt, but wish I
cou I d a I so congratu I ate you for tak I ng cur concerns and n!akI ng
them a part of that statement.
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STATEMENT W L. N~EENE PARKER

November 3, 1983

I , L. f40r6ene Parker, strong I y object to the restart 1ng of the
L-Reactor.

CF-I I bl I eve that at least the responsl bl I Ity 6 the accountable I Ity See the reswnses to cmnants AA-3 and AF-I regardl ng WE’s
of the DOE on this project, shou Id k to strict IY adhere to the cmmitmnt to -ply with applicable Federal and state
present regu lat Ions governl ng nuc Iear facl I Itl es, since even envlronm3ntal protetilon requlrenb3nts and the dl f ferences
these are, at b3st questionable and For In protecting and ln- tefween SRP and Cmmrcl al reactors.
form! ng I nnacent cl t I zens.

CF-2 The envlronmntal and hea Ith damge that we kn~ wi I 1 occur 1s
total IY unacceptable and inexcusable, tit the admltt~ Pr~
Jetted damge that wi I I occur IS on IY the tiP of the ice~r9.
The unadmltted and unmonitored accidents, the lack of proper
Inspections, and the total unwi I I 1ngness to proper Iy I nfonn the
publ Ic and to adhere to even the necessary precautions for en-
surl ng envlronmntal and publ Ic safe~ IS an on901 n9 ~rror
that shou Id not h forced on to the peep le of th Is or any other
area.

Routl ne and accidental radioactive releases have ben docu-
wnt6d, and wtent Ial rad I at Ion bses to the publ Ic have ken
calculated. In al I cases, the radlatlon doses have teen within
radi at ion protetilon standards. Over the yea=, Increased In-
strumntatlon, Improved mltlgatlon devices, and stricter pro-
cedural controls have reduced the mgn Itude and frequency of
such releases. An annual report on the magnitude and dose ef-
fects of kth rat I ne and acci dental releases Is mde aval I able
to the public.

CF-3 There Is no acceptable excuse for such a harmful and danwrous

c

de the response to Commnt AA-1 regardl ng coo 11ngwater mltl -
developwnt b k gl ven any exemption or any lenient rnnsidera-
t I ons when I t cows to precaut Ionary wasures regardl ng re Iease /

gation alternatives, and the response to canrmnt BF-7 regard!
contal nment and radlatlon protection standards.

of mntami nants, contal nm3nt dn~s, or coo I I ng towers. In re-
openl ng even the simplest of cormmrclal faci I Itles, the current Although L+eactor was constructed about 30 years ago, the
MI I dl ng codes and rqu I at Ions mst b adhered to; and old thick concrete wal Is of the m I n reactor tul I dl ng and the
faci Ilties mst b brought up to standard. Tnls simple rule stainless-steel equipment inside have shown Ilttle or no

slwu Id not al Icm for the release of ha.mfu I co. taml nant., the de+erio.at 10.. About 60 percent of the 204-mi I I Ion-dol Iar

destruct Ion of the onvl ronmnt and the need less endan~rl ng of restart cost IS for Improvements I n the safety and operatl ng
the publlc on a slcu and continuous b3sls.



Table M-2. DOE reswnses tu wmrmnts on Draft EIS [continued)

Ccinwnt Cmmnts Respnses
number

CF-4 I urge you to IIw up to your publlc responsfblllties to pro-
tect the publ Ic fran thfs type of Intentional, Irrevers Ible
destruct ion that we are pmor 1-s fu protect ourselves
aga 1nst. We are strugg JI ng to protect and k I 1d on our natura I
rosourc= In this prol If Ic frmrlne area. Bul Idlng co”tamlna”ts
In cur rivers, reefs, fish, and wlldllfe IS not only harmful
and Ignorant; but a I so vety dan~rous to the econatrry of th Is
area wh Ich depends on the wul fer for Its water, and the rivers
and ocean here for seafood and retreat Ion.

I wish to continue to Ilve In this area and I bslleve that It
Is the res~nslbl llty of all of us ta protect and rebuild our
env I ronment for future generat Ions arid not to create 1“curab Ie
contaml nants and horrors for future generat Ions to face because
of cur nq 1Igence and lack of concern for the future.

ADD IT I DNAL ~MENTS M4DE AT Pu6L IC HEARl W ON NOVEMBER 4, 1983

CF-5 Another thing I would Ilke tu ask Is: What wII I hap~n In case
of an acc(dent? ~ we kncu 1“ c.9$w s.anethl ng should occur?
WI I I we have to pay for an accident, shou Id It occur? What IS
the DOE dol ng to educate the pub) (c?

CF-6 I nn a scuk diver. I am not pleased with the sol”t(on. I
would Ilke to find at exactly what happens to the sed!ment
when I t Is pumped out t nto the ocean? What happens to the Ion
Iwel radlatlon and fu the Ion level waste If they are dumped
I n the ocean?

systems and ef f I uent contro Is that have ken developed a“d
I nsta 11& I n the other SRP reactors s I nco L-Reactvr was p laced
on stand by. These Improvmnts, along wI th the restorat Ion and

upgradl ng work, WI I I bring L-Reactor up to the standards of the
other reactors. Inspactlo”s and testing tefore startup WI I I
V9rlfy Wulpmnt Prfornmnce and rellabl Ilty.

The Oepart~mnt of Energy w I I 1 take al I rea=nable measures to
assure that the env I ronrnent Is protected. The rel eases fran
L-Reactor (,perat Ion, as ident( f I ed In Chapter 4 of the EIS, are
we] 1 within appl I cable standards and are mnltwr8d by ~E, the
EPA, and the Stat= of South Caro I (na and &rgla. No effects
on the nmri ne 1[ fe (n the Savannah River estuary, or the Atlan-
t (c Ocean, and no offs Ite contaml nat Ion of ground-water q u I -
fers have ben dettied.
at SRP IS blng extenslvel
ml s progrnm wI 1~..,, .

Indemnl f Ic{!tlon of Ilabl I lty result Ing from nuclear =cldents
Invol VI ng DOE contractors would b 1“ ~cortince with Sect lo”
170 of the Atom Ic Energy Act as unended. See also the response
tu cmfmnt AY-1 1 re~rdlng -rg3ncy response p Iannl ng.

An evaluat [on of the fate of radloact lvlty releasd from SRP to
the Savann/)h River upon reach lng the ocean can best k done bf
examlnlng i’he fate of fal lout radloactlvlty resu Itl ng fr.an past
nuc Iear wel!pons test I ng. The muot of rad {oact I VI fy frciii SRP
reach I ng tttie ocean Is on I y a mry smal I fract [on of that due to
fal lout. The total Input of Cs- 137 and Pu-239/240 to the
Savannah R!ver watershed frm fal lout Is estimtd b be 2800
and 55 curies, respectively, fine the amunts of CS-137 and
Pu-239/240 released from SRP operations In the past are appro-
ximately 5011 and 0.3 c“rles, respectively. Most of this radlo-
actlvlty Is retained bf the watershed bound ~ ~jl Or
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sediment, and only a sfrml I fract(on re=hes the ocean.
Measuretmnts of radloactlvlv In water, sedlrmnts, and nmrlne
I lfe along the coast of the eastern Unltd Stat= lndlcate that
radloactlv(fy assoclatd with the Savannah RIwr outflm Is
s Imi tar to that of other rivers, ref Iect lng the domfnance of
fal lout radloact(vlty. Of f%hore mrl ngs reveal sedlfmnt wo-
flles of radloactlvlty that Wral Iel the periods during which
nucl-r weapons testl ng occurrd. The natural sedlmntat (on
processes occurr I q at the outf I m of a r ( ver ( nto the ocean
and the asx.clatd delta forwt (on tends to contl nucus)y cover
older sed(mants with the n6wer sedlm8nts. Add!tlonal lnforfna-
tlon has &n Included (n Sedlon 3.7.1.1 of this Final EIS.

cF-7 I believe this will mntlnue up the food chain and could The dose frodels used at SRP are general IY aCC%pted bf agencies

wsslbly harm us, def Intely harm us, =cordl ng to mny involved (n dose a Icu latlons-+PA, WE, ~C, and ICRP. These
blologlsts, In the future. mth-t lcal mdels trace the dfswrs Ion of radloactlviv into

the atnus~hare and waters unt I I the rad loact ( v Ity Is taken up

I donft want to sw this occur. ~ a plant or anfmal (or directly by Man) The mdels then
accwnt for any bf o Icg (ca 1 reconcentrate Ion that occurs through
subwuent food chain elmnts to fnan, and any human organ
dlscrlml “at Ion factors. Also see the res~nse to ccinmnt AA-2
regardl ng the relat (onsh (p of radloces Ium and radlocobalt
concentrations to EPA drink( ng water standards.
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STATEMENT OF WY DAROEN

My nanm Is Amy Darden. I am speakl ng ton (ght as a concerned
Cltlzen and as a blolog(st. The Departmnt of Energy has tee”
blatant ly neg I I gent in assessing the envlronwntal (mDarts of
restart 1ng the L-Reactor.

cG- 1 I n the ent ~re h (story of the Savannah River Plant there has
never teen an (ndepe”dent study of the envlronwntal and hea lth
effects of the rad(oactfve (~topes released (n the forms of
gases and ef f Iuents. The Envlronwnta) Impact Statement 1s
largely hsed on data COI Iected ~ the DuPont Coinpany. tbw can
cltlzens b3 assur6d of the accuracy of data cot Iectd t-f the
operat I ng concern?

As d(scuss,>d In Sect (on 6.1.5 of the EIS, a series of health
ef feet st”(jles of the popu Iat Ion around the Savannah River
Plant have ken rmde by ProfesWr H. J. Sauer, who was or(g(-
nal Iy w(th the Unlverslty of Mlsso”rl and (S ncu an Independent
contractor. Ep(demlo Ioglca I studies of the SRP workers are
king made ~ Oak Ridge Associated Unlversltfes and the Los
Alamos National Laboratory. The Centers for O I sease Contro I
has also made sorm studl es of the occurrence of a rare blind
d ( sease, ~ol c themla Vera In respnse to nwspaper reports,
5(... retraatid(sease was .“.s..1 Iy prevalent (.
the VICI n(~ of SRP. Further, the Centers for D(sease Control,
fn response to rwuests from DOE, has formed an independent
panel to d,>tennl ne the need for any addl tional studies.

The potent lal health effects due to SRP operations are pr6-
dlcted to Im too sml I to te statlst(cal Iy detectable ty health
effe~s or ep(demlolcg(cal studies, particularly In the pop”la-
t ton outs I lie SRPO Hence, prlnry rellance is placed on rad(a-
t (on mnlt,>rl ng and the calcu I at Ion of expected health effects
f rw rmn I t<>red exposures. The StatES of South Caro I ( na and
Georg(a and the EPA provide Independent radlat (on non Itorlng
of fs(te (st]e the res~nse to canment BQ-2 for titles of the
statesi publ Icat(ons). As described In ApWndlx B, radfatlon
doses are zdetermlned on the bas(s of the International Counc( I
on Rad!at(<>n Protect (on Guides ICRP-2 a“d ICRP-30, wh I Ie ex-
pected hea Ith effects are determined from those doses US I ng the
National A,:ademy of Sc(encets ~ IR I I and BE IR I I I r~orfs.
Sim( Iar Iy, the computer codes used to nkqks necessarv calcu la-
? Ions are” the XCQDw, GASPAR, and CRAC2 codes deve I iped by the
U.S. Nuc Imi,r Regu Iatory Cmm(ss Ion.
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CG-2 Nuclear fact Iltles, whether hb plants, canmrclal power
p Iants, or governmnt-owned reactors, have never ken knoun for
voluntarl Iy releasing accurate and prc.npt I nformatlon regarding
acclde”ts. The DuPont Ccinpany has been Involved In the weapons
1ndustry SI nce the early days of cur natlonts history when the
fnanufacture of gunpowder was the prlfnary defense i ndustry.
Savannah River Plant Is ~eratd to produce a capital gal n for
the operatl ng concern. Can we entrust the safety of I I fe i n
G-rgla and South Carol I na to sel f-l nspect ion ~ the Weratl ng
cmpany? Isntt that a little I Ike asking the fox ta guard the
chicken muse? But it {sn!t chlckem that is at stake; It Is
the well being of Life In this area.

CG-3 Savannah River Plant IS known to release mre radloatil ve
mterlal P9r year than has teen released by al I cwmEIrcl al
nuclear power plant accidents In all of tlw. Why Is a facll-
1ty that fmkes weapons grade m9terl a I exempt from the saw
safely guldel I nes that cmm3rclal power p Iants are held to?

y
S1 nce 1968, when the L-Reactor was deccinml sslon%d, what new
safety nmasures haw tee. I ntroducd and what new safety

N masures have been appl led to the L~eactor? Why are ml Jn9
.
. towers and a conta I nmnt dome deemd unnecessary?

CG-4 The draft Envlronmenta I Impact Statement states that the radla-
tlon exposure to Pople from the L-Reactor weratlon Is less
than exposure from natural sources. The Increase of cancer Is
1“sign If I cant. Yet accordl ng to the South Carol Ina Bureau of
Vita I Statist Ics I nfant murta I Ity rates and cancer rat6s I n
count [es adjacent b Savannah River P Iant are four to ten times
h I gher than other areas of the State.

cG-5 What is an acceptable duse of radiation for plants, animls, or
people? It takes only one radfoacti - particle, one cel 1, and
one ~ne to Inltlate the cancer andlor the @netlc nutation

See the response to canrmnt BQ-2 r8gard i ng I independent
rmni tort ng. The Savannah River Plant Is o~”d by the U.S.
Gavernwnt and We rated ty Du Pent wI thout fee.

Appendix J I n the El S descr I bes the ew Iut Ion of safety systm
for SRP reactors. See the response to canwnt BF-7 regard I ng
the need for a contal nmnt dome, the respnse to canrmnt BF-6
regarding radloact Ive relea5es and standards, the response to
canmnt CF-3 regard! ng restoration and upgradl ng of L-Reactor,
and the res~nses to canmnts AA-1 and AA-3 r~arding cool l“g-
water mitigation masures and ~Ers ccinmitnant to cotnply with
al I appl I cable Fderal and state environmental protection
regulations.

Anal ysls of 1980 South Caro I I na fetal and neonatal death rates
by counties &nvnstratd that the extrew high and low v. lues
observed occurred In counties with Iw populations and are,
therefore, statistical ananal 1- not assocl atd .Ith dl stance
fr~ the Savannah R Iver P Iant.

Studies conducted by Profes@r H. 1. Sa@r of the Un I versl ty of
Mlssouri<olumbla (n~ ratlred) have revealed no evidence of
unusual death rates frm cancer or genet Ic ef fects, either for
areas near SRP or for counties using downstream Savannah River
water.

AIw see the response to cammnt IX-1 regardl ng prior health
effects studies, ongol”g ~ldemlologlcal studies, and a revlsn
of these studl es h an I ndepentint Pnel forti by the Nat Ions I
Centers for Disease Control.

See the respnse to Can,nent CF-7 regarding radi atlon dose
wthodologl es and biological raconcentrat Ion and the respnse
to cmmnts G-1 regarding health effects and ep I demlolcglca I
st”dl es.
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cyc le. Can the Departmnt of Energy assure the c1 t I Zens that
there WI I I be no Increased lncl dence of genet lc mutations and
cancer from the rad I oact I ve n!atter re I eased by the L-Reactor?
With a half -llfe In the hundreds of years these partlcl= are a
d I rect threat to a I I types of I I f e--whether thq are I nha I ed or
Ingested. As hunmns, we are h Igh on the food chal n--is there
any guarantee that the food produced I n th Is area, the f I sh and
shel Iflsh In the Savannah River, WI I I b free fran cancer
caus 1ng contaminants?

CG-6 The Savannah RI ver P Iant has ken descr I W as tithe Mb that
has a I ready been dropped. 11 Indeed, It Is a disaster area and
we are 1n the contaml nated zone. We p through each day won-
der! ng how much nvre radloactl w gases ha- been released Into
the air we breathe, how much Is In our water, In the food we
eat; how muti C9SIUM, pluton Ium, and other harmful elmnts
have mde their way Into our bdies and the kdl= of others.
The L-Reactor has produced p I uton 1um and tr I t I um for nuc leer
warheads ta defend ~r nationfs c1 tizens frcin foreign
aggression.

BW WHO WILL PROTECT THE CITIZENS FR~ THE L-REACTOR?

~DITIONAL C~*NTS MAE AT PUBLIC lfEARlffi ON NOVEMBER 4, 1983

CG7 Since 1968, when L-Reactor was decommissioned what nsn safew
masures have ben Introduced and what n- safety Masures have
been app 1I ed to the L-Reactor? Why are cool I ng tmers and
contal nmnt -s deefmd unnecessary? What abut the I ntqr I ty
of the reactor vesse I I tse I f ?

See the response to canment BF-6 regard I ng rad Ioact I ve
releases and standards.

Appendix J of the E IS summrizes the ewlut Ion of SRP reac~r
safety. About 60 percent of the upgrad I ng and restoration
costs for L-Reactor has been expended for Improv-nts 1n the
safety and operat I w systems and ef f I uent contro Is that have
ben devel opd and I nstal I ed I n other SRP reactors s I nce
L-Reactor was PI aced on standby. Stain I ess steel equipment,
Includl ng the reactor vessel, have shown I Itt Ie or no deter lor-
a+lon. Al= see the responses to mnmnts AA-I and AB-13
regardl ng cool I ng-nater mitigation alternat Ives, and the
response to oanmnt BF-7 regard I ng contal nnmnt.
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w

I would Ilke to quote just a little blt about plu+onlum
itself. This from Or. Helen Ca Idlcottts bk, Nuclear Madness.
I highly remnnnend It to the DOE.

.Plutonium Is one of the mst carcl nogenlc agents In the ‘aorld,
named after the Wd Pluto, ~d of the underworld. Less than
one-ml I I 1tenth of a gram !s enough to cause Cancer. n

To put this Into perspective, a gram is l/252nd of a wund. In
other words, 252 grams to a pound, and on6-mi I I Ionth of a gram
Is carncgenlc.

llB~auw pl”to”!um has properties slmi Iar Iv those of iron, it

combines readl IV with the iron-transport! ng proteins In the
b Iocd and Is conveyed to the storage cel Is I n the 11ver and
tone marrow. Nere, too It Irradiates nearbf cel Is, causing
I Iver and tone -ncor and Ieukemla. n

It is essential an Independent oversight ConImlttea k estab- See the response
I I shed to rronitor the operation of the L-Reactor, not on IV to mechan I sins.
restore public wnf Idence In the DOE, tit also ta assure the
safe~ of peep Ie and the ecosystem of South Caro I I na and
G6.arg I a.

to Canmnt 13Q-2regardlng exlstingoversight

The decl slons made ~ our ~nerat!on rqardlng the startup of
the L-Reactor WI I I undoubt~ IY out I IW us. Itts a Iegaq that
req u I res cur COMPI ete and nvst SI ncere and de I I berate
attent 1on.
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STATEMENT ON THE WACT I VAT 10N W THE L-REACT@

~ nanm ls Caro I y. Tucker. Itm a resident of this city and am
very concerned about the qua I lty of I I fe here, In part Icu lar,
as wel I as about the qua I ity of our entl re environment I”
genera I.

Cw-1 It seems to m that the react 1vat Ion of the L-Reactor can 1n no
way be advantaqecus to the res I dents of Savannah. I f the
L-Reactor kgl ns operation, I Can?t help tut thl ok that the
radioactive put I.t ion In our river WI I I .l+l~+ely Increase. I
also dontt think that this additional reactor WI I I In any way
I reprove our groundwater supp I y. S1nce the L-Reactor has no
cool i ng towers or ~ntainmnt domes, I Canvt help thlnkl “g
that, in the event of an accident, our alr quality WI I I surely
not k helped. ProMbly not ninny Pople In Wr arsa, If any,
WI I I find Employmnt at the plant. In short, It se- that we

~
have nothing to gain and quite a blt to lose If this restart
begl ns as scheduled.

N

F But these are sml I considerations In the Iargg sch6me of
th I rigs. The reason we 8re here ton I ght Is kcause the L+eactor
Is scheduled to b3 restarted after a decade and a half of moth-

CH-2 bl I tlm. The reason the Reactor Is te I ng restarted Is
because we need tmre p Iuton lu~ We need rmre p Iutonlum because
we ne~ newer and fmre mdern nuc Iear weapons. We need fmre
weapons because . . . . Th Is Is where the 11ne of reason I ng breaks
down . Is there a need for bl gger and better Lunbs? Oon ‘t we
have mre than enough nOw? It seems to w that the quest Ion of
genul ne need for addlt Io”al plutonlum shou Id b addressed. The
outrageous expense of the ar= race and the catac I ysmlc resu Its
of nuc Iear war are two facts that shou Id te dealt with when
thl nkl n9 abOut the L-Reactor, In add it Ion t.a coo I I ng towers and
conta 1“nmnt domes. B=ause In this Instance, too, It -efrs
that we have noth I ng to gal n and everyth I ng to I ose.

See the re~ponses to canments AA-1 and AB-13 regarding COOI ing-
water mlti~t Ion a Iternatl ves, the response to commnt AA-2 re-
@rdl ng concentrations of radioceslum and radiocob It, the re-

-4 re~rdl “g seec,aae bslns and
0r07~ response to

c adloactl w waste disposal, and the
r6sponse to comment BF-7 regarding contal rent.

The national PO I Icy o“ nuc tear weapons, their hp IOy-nt, and
the need fc,r Increased weapons Is beyond the scope of thls El S.

Thank you for your attent ion.

hro Iyn A. Tucker

November 4, 1983
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Stat*nt to me
Departmnt of Energy

on the
Draft Envl ronmnta I Impact Statewnt
on the restartof theL-Reactor,SRP

Savannah, Georgia
Novemkr 4, 1983

I am Steve Johnson, a resident of Savannah, Georgia. I

aPPr~la*e the OPPOrtun.i ty for publ lC commnt and opi nlon In
the decls Ion-makl ng process to restart the L-Reactor at the
Savannah R! ver P I ant (SRP ). I take very seriously my rights
and responsible Iltl - as a United States cltlzen. I see today 1s

opportunity * comment as a prl VI Iege. I hope to of fend no one
today but I am cofnpe I I ed to speak out age I nst the Department of
Energyts hand I Ing of this fnnjor Federal act Ion, which m have

+a very Slgnlf [cant, long sta”dl ng environmental Impact w thout
additional safeguards.

Thanks to an act of Congress, speclflcal Iy In w oplnlo” to the
actlonS of Senator Mack Mattl ngly, the WE has conductd an
‘exped I tedte envl ronmenta I impact statmnt i n accordance WI th
NEPA, 1969. Citizens of Georgia and South Caro I Ins, who, I Ike
myself, have contrl buted so mch to U.S. defense ef forts
throughout history, have a Iways recogn Ized what Is Involved In
ma! nta!n!ng a sound defense posture. I agree who Iehearted I y
WI th Senator Sam Nunn who stated that ‘(defense posture must be
tul it on a f Irm foundation of publ Ic supprt and understa”d-
lng. n The previous actions of DOE to Initially forep a“ EIS
has ~ served this goal. My trust and conf ldence In their
assurances of publ Ic safety Is simply not there. There are too
fnany questions wh Ich peep Ie who are experts In the f Ield are
not In agreetmnt on, in terms of sonm of the publ Ic health and
safety aspects of the proposed L-Reactor restart. Th Is c Iear Iy
erodes the tenuous sup~rt for the current Adml” I strat Ion us
desire to tul Id up the natlonts supply of nuclear defense



Table M-2. 00E responses tu canmnts on Draft El S (continued )

COnunant Cannk3nts Responss
numtir

materials (n an effort to danwnstrate fa the Soviet Un Ion, our
re= 1ve to defend f reedan.

Precedence does exf st demunstratl ng that our nat Ional securl ty
requl r-nts and cur publ Ic health and safety /envlronwntal
mncerns can be nh3t s I mu ltaneous I y. However, there are u I de i y
publ lshed hlsfurical examples fu the cuntrary. The DOE has

cl-1 broken wfth Its traditions of self regulation. In the EIS, It
seems to say that the SRP operat Ions * not have to bf law
CMP ly with publ (c health and safety regu Iatfons of the Nuc lear
Regu Iatory Wmlss(on, as -rc(al nuclear fact 1Itles do.
Therefore, to use a euphemfsm, the coti c l_nS h Is own kitchen.

I nfornmd publ (C COnf Idence wst b restored. tint Inued debate
on alternatives w(thln the exlstfng proceedln~ w( II fall as
long as DOE argues a I ternat ( ves w( th the overr ( d I nq cons i dera-
t [ens on product Ion Wa I S--l? I m and expensero to quote S.C.

~ cl-2 StateRe?. Warr(et Keyserl I ng. Clearly, even the need for such
production Is ~ open for question. And why not? Sen. Sam

s Nunn ta I ks about a ‘tbu I 1d downn proposa I for arms contro 1
m “egotlatfons. As I understand It, two nuclear warheads (made

of pluton Ium) wI I I @ dl sassembled for every one mdernlzed
warhead bul It. What would happen to that pluton IUM? I do not
have me class(f fed fnfornmt(on to mke an 8ducated OpfnfOn;
does Sen. Nunn?

I have been to each of these publ (c hmr( ngs and revl wed the
publfshed records. I am proud to see that State and Federa I
of flclals representing the c(t(zens of Georgia have voiced
their concerns, and suggest Ions as fv how to restore pub] !C
conf 1dence. I strongly support congressman Lindsay Thomasi
proposa 1 for an ( ndependent overs I ght task force. The current
prxeed 1ngs certa ( n Iy a (d (n the examl nat fon and assurance of
public safety tit too wch, much too mch doubt has ken cast
onto the rel Iab( i (ty of exfsllng mechanisIr6 that assure
national security requ~rements (product Ion ~als) and publ (c
saf efy concerns are and can k s I multaneous 1y mt. Further-
more, tingressman Thrnas 1s r(ght {n hls concern that there Is

cl-3 no long ran~ p Ian for the study of the cumu Iat I w effects of
all the nuclear fac(lltles w(thfn the Savannah R(ver Basins. I
have the hops to settle In this region, rafse a fam( IY and in-
vest my money I n tis i n-s here. I belfeve I have a right to

See the respdnse to cannant AA-3 reyrdl ng OQEqs canm( tn83nt to
met al I ?.PPI I cab Ie Federa I and state env 1ronmenta I prot~t [on
requfremnts, the responses fu canfnents BF-7 and BF-8 rewrd-
I ng the dl f ferences btween SRP and cunmrcl a I rewtors, and
the resmnse fu catmnt BQ-2 re~rdl~ exlstl ng overs (@t
frachanlsms.

The national poi Icy on nuc Iear weapons, their &pioyuent, and
the need for I ncreasd weapons (s beyond the scopa of th Is
EIS. Also see the response to canment EL-19 regarding use of
inter ( a I f ran ret I red weapons.

See Sectfon 5.2 of the El S. These are the known p Ians for
ddltlonal nuclear fac{lltles In the Savannah River Basin.

L
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know about the L-Reactor 1s Impact. I intend tv ask Congressman
Thomas to fol IW through with hls proposal, and I WI I I ask
Senators Nunn and Matt I ng Iy to bck such efforts. Mf trust,
conf Idence and understand ng In this matter of na+lonal defense
Is rnnfused by and Iacklng In the DOEIS own evaluation of Its
operation Ss Impati on my safety and surroundl ng envlronmnt and
mre importantly my chl Idrents.

C14 Independent oversight Is ~sentia! in rrrf C$II “Ion. why else See the respnse to ccanment BQ-2 regard I ng exl st 1ng overs 1ght
would we b3 sitting here Ilstenlng to such public and expert rnechan 1sins.
concern and obJect Ion to the restart of the L-Reactor at SRP.
Thank yw for your tlnm and agal n I hope I dld not I nsu It
anyone here today wI th fnf Unnwnts.

Respectfu I Iy,

Steve A. Johnson, Ph.D.
608 East 57th St.
Savannah, GA 31405
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STATEMENT Cf EOWI N LOWWATER

Let me ~gln bf sayl ng that I do not feel the least blt knored
to b speakl ng to DuPont vla the Oepartwnt of Energy.

I test(fld on May 26, 1983 and stated that I was a Ilfe t{m
res i dent of Chatham County. I dld consume a lot of shel If (sh
and f I sh fran near the rmuth of the Savannah River at Tyke
Island.

In response OOE asserted that f Ish and crab near the coast are
rcut Inely sampled for rad loact fve contam( nation as contal ned in
the 1982 Annua } Report.

CJ-I L@klng through th IS rewrt, shel If Ish were omlttedl Why?
Were they iuo radloact lve al 1 too often? I t also gave the
whole body dose for an adu It In 1982. I was an (nfant In 1952
and grew up along this coast. mat about nTY contami nation? I n
this report (t stated that these stud (es fnc Iuded 8 crab and
four (4) oyster samples. Are you tryl ng to ~t m tv bl I eve
that this smal 1 of a samp Ie along our twisted Savannah River IS
r6presentat ( ve of al I ~sters along the rl ver or were these
samples picked bcause loner radfatlon would k found fn sow
areas? I want a larger study done not ~ OuPont or DOE but an
Independent agency. After al 1, over and over fn the Draft E IS
are the words: ‘,The responsf bl I It fes of DOE.. .to develop and
ma fntaln a capabl Ifty to produce al I nuclear mterlals requfrd
for the Defense programs of the U.S. . ..As a n!atter of pot f cy,
natfonal securfty requfremnts, not arbftrary constraints...
shalf k the Ifmftfng factor.

Current levels of radfoactl vfty f n oysters and crak ta~n from
the Savannz]h River Estuary are summarized in the 1982 annual
rewrt (En), fronwnt81 Monftorfng In the Vlclnfty of the Savan-
nah Rfver Plant, OPSPU 83-30-1, page 12). As stated In the
report, ces (UWI 37, other gamnm mltters, and stront Iuw90 were
‘MIW detectfon Ilmlts. The oysters were ml Iected at Fort
Pu laks f, shout 5 kf Iometers frm the muth of the Savannah
River at Tybee Island, and the crabs were purchased fron a
shrf~ k? that opsrated fn the rmuth of the Savannah River.
Relat Ivel y large sample sizes were requf red kcause of the low
levels of radfoacffvlty. Each of the four oyster samples con-
ta f ned abtlt500 grams of oysters (approx fmatel y 400 oysters
par samp Ie). Fourteen crabs were ccinbf ned f nto the eight crab
samp I es. ‘ihe results of the 1982 analyses on shel If f sh frm
the Savann?lh River Estuary are the sam as for prevfws analy-
ses on shel If Ish publ I shed (n earlf er annual reports of thfs
serf es.

The 1982 arinual re~rt referral to above (DPWU 83-30-I, page
11 ) gave the whole body dose to a hypothetical adult who con-
sumed ffsh containing 0.57 pfcacurfe Pr grm of cesfum-137
(the averaf)e c- lum concentrate fon In f I sh taken from the r f ver
Just blon SRP). The calcu Iated doses to hypothet fcal teen-
agers and ,:h f Idren eatf ng f lsh wfth thfs same concentration of
ceslum-137 are smal Ier than for the hypothetical adult ~ fac-
tors of ab<>ut 2 and 5, resp-act fvely. Shel If f sh taken from the
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Savannah River Estuary In 1982 contained less than ens-f I fth as
much ces lum-137 as the r I ver f Ish assumed In the dose
calculations.

CJ-2 Are we to al low DOE to clean their .mn k!tche”? When DOE
begl ns to talk about their envlronmntal conswuences why does
the second paragraph deal with the 420 new jobs the L-Reactor
w I I I provide and the Increase In mn8y corn! ng through the sur-
rounding area arwnd SW? I feel the peep Ie of Georgia and
South Carollna do not deserve to hava mre contami nat Ion pushed
down our throats.

CJ-3 GJI ng hck to this study If that 98$ of the 300 f Ish had no
masurable amunts of radlatlon. What abut those other 6
f Ish? Where were they found and how much dl d they rental n? I
might have eaten their brother or sister for Iumd last year!

~

In previous testimny I also stated that In 1974 In a single
day 479,000 curies of trltlum were re~eased into the
atmsphere. An Arizona facl I Ity 5 years later releas~ a
I Ittle rrore than half this munt; its Ilcense was revoked.
Furthertmre, between May 30 and June 3, 1961 SRP re leas6d the
sing Ie largest amunt of radlolodl ne ever reported In
scientlf Ic literature for a U.S. facl Ilty, a release of 10 x
that of TMI. What dl d ODE say to make m feel secure? ‘,Some
additional radloactlva releas6s have occurred fran reactor
support operations. These have tsen docu~nted and ptentlal

The 400 Jobs dl scussed 1“ the second paragraph of the E“vlron-
mnta I bnswuences Sect Ion of the Sumnry Is on Iy a ~rt of
the National Envl ronmental Pol Icy Act r~ul renmnts to discuss
the impact of th Is project.

SRP op8rat Ions are c Iosely mnltored bf both state and Federa I
agencies to ensure canpl I ante with al I appl I cable statutes and
regu Iatlons concer”l ng e“vlronmntal prote~lon. See the r6-
sponse to cannnt BQ-2 regardl ng exlstlng overs Ight nwchanlsms.

The 1982 edit ion of the E“vironmnta I Monltorlng In the
Vlclnlty of the Savannah River PI an+ prov ! des the dafn concern-
ing the Wasured levels of concentrate Ion I n f I sh Includl “g the
2 psrcent for wh I ch there were detectab Ie Concentrate ions. As
contalnd I n Chapter 6 of the El S, f Ish provided bv the G60rgla
Departmnt of Natura I Resources are a I so analyzd.

See the response to Cmmant 8A-4 regardl ng the releases of
tritlum.

radlatlon doses to the publlc have Wn calculated. IW ALL
CASES THE RADIATION ~SES HAVE KEN WITHIN ME STANOAROS--WHICW
KANS THAT R~ 10LU ICAL HEALTH EFFECTS HAVE ~EN NEGLIGIBLE.

E I THER 00E STANDARDS NEED REV I S I W C4? 00E I N MY ESTIMATE I S
NEGL IG 1BLE .

Thank you.

Edw 1n Longwater
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~DITIONAL CO14KNTS MDE AT PUBLIC HEARI W OF NOVEMWR 4, 1983

CJ-5 DJE then @es on to assure us, !JwhIch mans that rad(ologlcal
health effects have been negligible.!!

I state th Is not (n agreemnt with a 1 I SC( ent I sts. There are
mny sclent lsts who feel that these effects are not neg I lgl bie,
that they are not safe at a] !.

CJ-6 E(ther ME standards need rev(slng or the DOE, fn my est (mate,
Is In Itself negl(glble.

The E IS represents nothing nvre than an (rival Id Wnclusfon
ks8d on unproven assumptions and f au 1ty docum3ntat Ion and data
COI Iect(on, gross general (zatlons.

In short, the Draft EIS (s not suff(clent. In talking with

several individuals at the docunnt table tonight, I asked
stout studies done on shel Iflsh (n thfs area, wrtlcularly
oysters, s(nce they are stat~onery along the riverbnk. They
dontt mve arcund such as crab and th Ings Ilke that.

I found out three things: E (ther the stud I es were not mn-
ducted; their results were not publ (shed; or they d~d not know
where I cou Id f Ind this (nformatlon.

See the res~nse to c~ment BF-6 regard ( ng r~ I at Ion protect Ion
standards.

The purpose of this E IS Is to analyze the potential envlronimn-
ta I mnseq uences of the L-Reacator restart and Its al terna-
t Ives. The assumptions “s& 1“ the DE IS for relevant Sta”brds
and for data ml Iectlon and analysis are hsed on exlst(ng
Federal rogu Iat tons; al-t al I were derived outs Ide DDE.
Chapter 7 d (scusses these laws and regulat Ions. Appendf x B
discusses the assumPt Ions for radlat ton expmure and radlat Ion
dose analys Is; (t PDf nts out that =Posure standards are imsed
on recanfnDndatlons of the Internat!onai Councl I on Radiation
Prot=tlon, the former FderaJ Radlatlon Councl 1, EPA, and NRC;
hea Ith effects assumpt Ions are ksed on the recmmnbt Ions of
the Nat lona I Academy of Sc( ences; and canputer ana I YS 1s as sum-
tfons are tisOd on c~uter codes devel ODed by WC. An exten-
sive reference Ilst hcks up the EIS.

Except for a smal I amount of class lf(ed mterlal, al I the docu-
mentation has &n made avai lable.

Sea also the response to CJ-1 reyrdlng the sampllng and
analysls IJf shel If Ish.
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STATEMENT ~ JAN I ECS B700HEAD

Novemhr 4, 1983
9677 WhItef Iel d Ave.
Savannah, GA 31406

To whom It my concern,

As a nvther of one ch I I d and another on the way, I feel It Is
n’q personal responsl bl I Ity to speak out against the restart o+
the Savannah RI ver Plant L-Reactor. We are al ready deal I ng

m-l with the severe ecological lmpl Icatlons that nuc Iear but I dup See the respnses to cunnants AA-2 and ET-2 rogardl “g rad lo-
has placed on wr envl ronmant with nuc Iear waste and storage. ces Ium and radiocoh It concentrations and water qua I Ity, and
Restart I ng the L-Reactor wI I I esca late these prob I ems espe- the response to cmfmnt 8A-5 regardl ng radloactl w waste
clal Iy to those I i vi ng downstream from Barnwel I and dri nkl ng disposal.
water I n the Jasper-Beau fort, South Qro I I na area. The con-
t I nued tul Idup of nuc Iear arms Is insane when you real Ize that The national FOI ICY on nuc Iear weapons, their dep Ioyment, and
In nuclear war nobody w! ns. Ifm sure that a world In which a the ne6d for Increased weapons Is beyond the scope of thls E IS.
nuc Iear bunb has hen dropped, no nmtter *at hem! sphere or
country, WI I I b virtual Iy uninhabitable, considering radlatlon
fat lout, temperature change, mutation of the food chal n, etc.

P lease, for the sake of MY ch I Idrenfs safe future do not re-
start the L-Reactor and add to an arm race where everyone
Wll I lose.

Sincerely,

Janiace Brodhead
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Statenent on the L-Reactor Draft Envl ronmental Impact Statement

November 4, 1983

CL-1 As a cltlzen and hSlneSS person from Savannah, Georgia, I wish
to register v concern wIth the Draft El S. I feel that there
Is a great need for an Independent study of the et fects of
start Ing the L-Reactor on the envl ronwnt of the surroundl ng
area. There needs to k an assessment done by peep Ie who do
not have a vested I nterest In this reac*Or’s Wera*l On. There
are grave questions to b3 answered about the unusual Iy h igh
Incidence of mma health problems In the area surroundl ng the
Savannah River Plant as It ncn operates. There Is too great a
risk to the POPU Iatlon and the environment to start the reactor
without such an I ndependent study.

CL-2 I am very concerned that there h adequate coo 11ng towers, a

~
contal nment &frm and waste storage fact I It Ies kfore the reac-
tor Is started agal n. I have heard the Savannah RI ver P Iant

N
w

cal led ,!the Lwmb that has al ready been dropped on South CarW

w I Inapt because of the amount of radlat ion that the SRP a I ready
releases Into the envi ronment and I have every reason to bs-
11eve that those of us down r I ver could wka the sarm state-
mnt. It Is very Imwrtant that there not be an Increase I n
the Pol Iut Ion hi ng released and so~thl ng needs to b done
abut what al ready Is cuml ng our nay.

Again I ask that the seriousness of the potential problems of
the restart of the reactor te given the m+ careful and rel I-
able study and that the health of the Ilvlng things, humns,
anlma Is, and P Iants, of our area b3 given the value we deserve.

See the response to ccinwnt CG-1 regardl ng hea Ith effects and
ep !demlo loglcal studies, and the response to ccnnmnt BQ-2
regardl nsl exlstl ng oversight fmchanl sins.

Radlatlon levels and doses In the vicinity of SRP and down to
Savannah are given In Sect Ions 4.1.2, 5.1.2, and 5.2.6 and In
Append!x B of the EIS. Thq are shown to k a very sml I Pr-
centage of hckgrmnd radl atlon. Also see the responses to
c~mnts AA- I and AB-13 reg3rdl ng cm I I rig-water mlt Igat Ion
alternatives, the response to cmment BF-7 regardl ng contaln-
mnt, the response to Cmwnt BA-5 regardl ng radioactive waste
dl swsal,, the response to ccrnnmnt W-2 regardl ng exl sting over-
sight m<:hanlsms, and the response to canmnt BM-1 re~rdl ng
OiIEf S Re<:ord of Decl 510n.

Sincerely,

Linda M. Jeanne
103 S. River Street
Savannah, Georgia 31401




