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STATEMENT OF DEBBlE KEARNEY

IIslnce the Sp I lttl ng of the atom, everythl ng has changed save

our wde of thlnklng . . . and thus we drift towards unparal Ieled
catastrophe. ‘i I ‘m paraphrasing Alkrt Elnsteln. He obviously

cm- I recognized the dangers I nherent In nuc Iear wwer. Yet DOE Frm the outset, DDE has aphasized the protection of the pub-
treats the reconstruct 1on and restart of the L-Reactor 11ke I Ic hea Ith and safety In conjunction with the restart of
Itts the opening of a shoe store. Wu bl g deal. *at!s the L-Reactor. As descrltmd In the E IS, ci)E has expended abut
Dubl Ic uproar abut?! $204 ml I ! Ion in mdernl zl ng and ranovatl ng L-Reactor. The

0epartm8nt has also spent nvre than S5 ml I I Ion In envl ronmental
I!m testifying at this hearing @cause I think It Is a blg studies a“d reports. Twelve publlc hearings haw b9en held In
deal. , I , , ~e+ra,” fr~ a re~e+, t,o” 0+ the ~ ,~r ~“cer”~ I South Carollna and Georala. to el Iclt Dubllc canments. L
have, I Ike hea Ith and safety hazards and ecosys~m losses.
I ‘ve del I nested thm In other testlnwny. Youfre aware of my
concerns and I suspect YOU give the saw pat answers. And then
say ‘vTrust us.,, Wel I--you$ve gl ven m no reamns to trust you
and many reasons to doubt you. r “1Also see the reswnses to Cmwnts AA-I, AA-3, and AB-!3 re-

gardl ng coo I I rig-water mlt Igat Ion a Iternat Ives and ODE IS ccrnmlt
wnt to canply with al I applicable state and Federal envlron-
frantal protection reau Iatlons, the resoonse to canwnt SF-7

Lregard I ng conta I nmen~, and the response to Canmn
I ng exlstl ng overs Igh? frechan I sins.

drawn In the draft EIS Is See the rewnse to cmrnent BM-I regarding DOE’s Record of

w

E
CM-2 MY understandIng of the con.Iuslons

thatgreatersafetyfeaturesand btter coo I I ng a Iternat I ves
cannot ta Imp Ienmntti b3cause they cost too mch In tlw and
nwney. In other words, the hea Ith and safety of thousands of
peep Ie downrlver and hwnwl nd from SRP aren$t worth such and so
ml I Ilon $ and a fw’years.

I strongly object to a va Iue Systw that puts tlfm and nvney
considerations kfore Pop le anslderat Ions I I

CM-3 Whatts even nure outlandish Is that we discuss this Issue as If
we knew exact Iy what the costs of restartl ng the L-Reactor wI I I
m-l m3an rests In terms of envl ronwntal damage and subse-
quent consequences, huwn hea Ith and safety, as wel I as t Im
and rmney. The fact Is that we don ft. We 00 WOT KNOW what the
cum I at I ve effects of the nuc !ear operat ions at SRP are and
WI I I La3. We continue to produce mre pluton!um and trltlum
without knowl ng what to do with the radloactl w waste we

Oeclslon on this EIS.

Sect ion 5.2 of the E IS descrl bs the cumu Iat Ive ef feds of
present and proposed SRP faci I Itl es and those of other nuc Iear
operations I n the VICI nlty of SRP. Also see the response to
cann83nt AV-2 re~rdi ng radioactl ve waste disposal, and the
response to cmmnt cG4 regardl ng I nfant nortal Ity rates.
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a I ready have. We al I.m SRP to continue product Ion without
quest Ion I ng the fact that the count I es south of SRP ham an
Infant nurtal ltv rate 5 times greater than the rest of S.C. and
S.C. has the highest Infant n8Jrta I Ifi rate In this country! !

/ \

CM-4 If the L-Reactor Is gol ng to be restarted (and it sem that no
matter what we do, It WI I 1 9 on-l lne), I feel I have a right
as a c I t I zen to ask--demnd--that certa I n protect I w act Ions ta
taken f I rst. I ld I Ike the restart contingent upon a coo! i ng
a Iternatlve I Ike coo I Ina towers. areater safefi mchanlsms ( I ‘d (
I Ike to see a mntalnum;t dew” “M; It), and an independent over-
s I ght Ccanmltt6e compos6d of gover”mnt off I c1 a Is and concern ad
Cltlzens as suggested by Rep. L. Thomas. Most Important, I want

‘“ L
/

a long-term study of the cumu Iat I ve effects of SRP on the

/

See the res~nses to cammnts AA-I, AA-3, and AB-I 3 regardl ng
cool i rig-water mltlgat Ion alternatives a“d DOE IS c~mlt~”t to
comply with al I app I I cable state and Federal environmental pro
tectlon requl rements, the response to cunmnt BF-7 r6gardl “g
Contal nmnt, and the response to Canmnt BQ-2 regardl ng exist
Ing oversight fmchanlsm.

env I ronment and on the peep le.

Please spare fm the arguIn3nt that therets no time. There are
a Iternat I ves I f the p I uton ium and trl t I urn nust be produced
lm~dlately which I also question.

If you thl”k I *m angry youtre right. And If you detect ~nl -
clsm and a sense of futl Ilty, youtre right about that too. I
desperately want Savannah and this mastal area b b a safe,
healthly, beautiful and bountiful place. The SRP Is a major
threat. I f we mst start new reactors, I et 1s at least requl re
that thef have the maximum hea Ith and Safeh features. And
gl ve mns I derat Ion to the ~ costs of start I ng a reactor.
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STATEMENT OF ~. JAY

I cam here tacause I am a hea Ith care worker and a parent a“d
a concernd c! t I zen of southeastern Georg I a.

The startup of the L+eactor Is a concern of those frm the
surrounding counties because we kncu nuc Iear accidents are
possible, as was learned frm the Three Ml Ie Island incident.

m-l A siml Iar accident at the Savannah River Plant L-Reactor would
be catastrophic to this area tecause of the lack of the CWI I ng
tower and Contal nwnt dofnes In the agl ng facl I Itles, and the
rel ease of 1ncreased temperature water wou I d tiange the Ioca I
ocosystm of the streams and r I verbeds I n the ar- of the
P Iant.

CN-2 I am of the f lrst ganerat ion who have had to Ii ve wr entire
I Ives with the threat of the ultln!ate annlhl Iatlon of hunmnklnd
due to nuc Iear weapons. Now, a second ~neratlon (s coming
Into the wor Id with this over their heads. 1“ Som ways, 1
feel gut Ity for binglng nrf daughter Into a world where a
computer fou Iup or a f lock of geese cou Id cause a ful l-scale
nuc Iear war.

To me, the ultimate question of the L-Reactor startup Is: Cu
CM-3 we nesd nvre nuclear weapon s...? I request the form” Iat Ion of

an oversight committee for the operation of the Savannah River
Plant L-Reactor and the I nstal I at Ion of contal “rent dews.

M I I ng towers are not relat~ to the mlt Igat Ion of potentla I
reactor accl dents. See the response to cnmwnt BF-7 regard I ng
contal nntant donms and safety systm mlt Igat ton a Iternat Ives.

The national POI Icy on nuc Iear weapons, their deploymnt, and
the need for Increased weapons Is beyond the scope of this EIS.

See the res~nse to cannnt BQ-2 regardl ng exlstl ng overs Ight
wchanl SMS, and the response to ccfnment BF-7 r~ardlng contaln-
rmnt domes.
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STATEMENT OF JUOY JENN I ffiS

November 4, 1983

MY naw Is Judy Jennl rigs. I am a housewife and I have Ilved In
Savannah, G-rgla, for SIX years.

I appreciate the opportunity to speak b you tut I admit I am
somewhat Puzz led. I read every day that mny cltlzens and mny
Congresswn oppose further tul Id-up of nuc Iear weapons and
supwrt a Iternat Ives such as the Rui I d Down Proposal and the

co-1 Nuc Iear Freeze. If we are real Iy dedlcat~ to reducl ng the
threat of nuclear war, why do we need another facl I lty such as
the L-Reactor at the Savannah River Plant to produce frore fuel
for nure nuc Iear weapons?

co-2 However, If It IS inevitable that the L-Reactor operate and

~
If It operates as lndlcat6d i n the draft Envl r.anmental Impact
Statemnt, I feel that v health and Ilfe, w friends! and
faml Iyts health and lives, and the Onvlronment WI I I b In con-

K
u. stant jeopardy. I would feel safer If the L-Reactor had a

contal nment dome and cool I ng towers and I f an independent over-
s I ght Commlttee were estab 11shed to oversoe L-Reactor opera-
tions.

CO-3 Baslcal IY. I would like to see the EPA or NRC revlm the draft
Envlronwnta I Impact Statenmnt. Thank you.

The national POI I cy on nuclear weapons, thel r dep Ioyrnent, and
the m>6d for Increassd weapons Is beyond the scow of thls E IS.

See the responses to cmwnts AA-1, AA-3, and AB-13 regardl ng
cm I I ,ng-water ml t igat Ion alternat Ives and OOEIS canmltment to
comp Iy with al I app I I cable state and Federa I envlronwntal prO-
tect ion regu Iatlons, the response to canmnt BF-7 regardl ng
conta I nmnt, and the response to c-nt w-2 regard I ng exl st-
ing oters lght Wchanlsms.

The Georgia Oepartwnt of Natural Resources, the South Carp
11na !Jepartm9nt of Hea Ith and Envlronwnta I Control, the
Nuc Iesr Regu Iatory Canml sslon, and other Georgl a, South Carp
Ilna, and Federal a~ncles recelvd COPI- of the EIS. As
requl ?& by the Energy and Water Developwnt Approprlatlons
Act, 1984, the E IS was developed I n consu Itat Ion with the
States of Georgia and South Caroli na. WE provided workl ng
draft:; of the E IS to the states, mt with their representa-
tives, and Incorporated their Cmmnts into the EIS.
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02ASTAL CITIZENS F~ A CLEAN ENVIRO~ENT
4405 PAULSEN ST. , SAVANNAH, GA 31405

STAT~ENT KFORE THE CEPAR~ENT OF ENEffiY
BY REBECCA R. SHCUTLAND

F~ ~ASTAL CITIZENS FOR A CLEAN ENVIR~ENT
ON THE ~Afl ENV I RDKNTAL IMpACT STATE=NT

ON THE RESTART OF L-REACT~

Savannah, GA.
Novemter 4, 1983

My nanm fs Rebecca R. Smrtland and I am here on hhalf Of
Coastal Cltlzens for a Clean Environment (CCCE). This Is the
th Ird ocaslon during wh Ich CC~ has presented tmtlnuny In r-
sponse to the Departmnt of Energy 1s (OOE) wndato - to restart
the L-Reactor at the Savannah River Plant withoutcertainSafeg-
uards, wh ICh we feel, and have felt since August 1982, are
vehement I y necessary. Our mwnts are d I rectal to the Draft
Envlronmenta I Impact Statemnt (DE IS), wh Id exfsts kcause It
was requl red b an act of congress and the ccurts, not kcause
00E chose to voluntarl IY fol low the NEpA Process.

CP-1 In revlewl ng this document, we f Ind that the overal I attitude See the responw to Canmnt BM-1 re~rdl ng CQE*s Record of
(s precl sely that whIch was the r-ult of the Environmental Declslon on this EIS.
Assessment (EA) conducted h 00E and released In 19S2 - no slg-
n 1f I cant impact as the resu 1t of the proposed operat ton of
L-Reactor. Our concerns have been exprmsd many numbrs of
tinms since the EA was released, and =hoed by n!any others ln-
cludlng our Congressnmn, local of flclals and various orynlza-
tlons and Indlvld.als In bth Gmrgla and South Carol fna. The
concerns ond questions remain the saw.

AA-3, and AB-13 re~rdi ng
alternat I ves and canD 11ante

CP-2 AgaIn, we relteratethe ne%dforan aIternatIve and ad~uate See the r%swnses to canments AA-I,
systm for recyc I ( ng of the coo I I ng WaterS other than that pr~ L-Reactor cowl 1ng-uater mltlgatlon

posed by NE (direct discharge Into Steel Creek). The resu lt-
! ng destruction of 1000 acres of wetlands, the subs~uent rul n

with applicable environmental protection rquirmnts, and the
r-ponse to Canmnt AA-2 ragardl ng resuspens Ion of radloceslum

of WI Idllfe habitat (Includlng that of endangered species), and and rad(ocobalt. The EIS has been revised to ref Iect the
the resuslrans Ion of radioactive ces Ium and coh It Into the current status of consultations on endangered sP8cles.
Savannah RI ver are uIIaCCeptab le. The COnStrUCt 10n of an
a Iternatlve, such as cool (ng towers with aplete recycl fng, (s
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necessary and Psslble In order to et Imlnate this rul ncus
Impact and the threat that It poses to humsn hea Ith.

CP-3 Addltlonal Iy, an alternatlvs and adwuate systen for mntafn-
mnt of L+e=tor Is mndatory. The exl st I ng conta I nment would
not sh(eld the envlronmsnt and its Wople fram dlstrlbutfon of
rad Ioact I ve gases I n the ment of an accl dent at L-Re8ctor.
The 0S1S e~hasizes the ‘Iloww prokbl Ilty of such an lnCltint.
However, that lcn probbl I ity Is a far cry from E probab( I Iw
when so much I=t stake.

CP-’s Bacause there Is a demnstratd conf I I ct of Interest bstween
y ~Et~ ~r~u~Ion and ~fe~ goals, we hl I eve an Independent

w oversight commlttes should k establ I shed. ‘Independent IS
m def Ined as cutslde of DOE, DuPont or NUS Corp.; however, a rep-
= resentat 1ve wou Id be I nc I udd 1n the Cat ttee. Other proposed

participants cou Id Include representatives frm the states of
Georgia and South Carolina, the U.S. EPA, the Nuclear RsDula-
tory Wmlsslon (MC), as wel I as citizen representation. This
later e !ennt could, perhaps bs f I I lsd bf choosl ng representa-
tives frun the plaintiffs (those involved In the legal action
over L-Reactor’s restart ), and representat f v= of reglona I
camwn lty organizations or Io=l off Iclals. We bel (eve that
such a coimnlttee could succeed {n Improving the publlcfs confi-
dence In DOE rs operat Ions and create nesded gu I de I I nes.

CP-5 We also a I I for the cessat(on of the use of S6page bslns at
SRP as the -thod for disposal of highly toxic and radloactlvs
substances, * lch then leak 1nti our water SUPP I (es, both sur-
face and ground water. And, t n part Icu Iar, we obJect to the
lnltlatlon of yet another *ePage bsln for use with L-Re=tor.

The above POl nts are bJt a few of the concerns wh lch we have
expresssd to date, but those wh I ch we bn I I en mst, and can, be
Imp Iemented prior to the restart of L*e*tor. The DE I S does
addrass Nny of the var I ety of PO( nts possd ~ IXCE and

The exlstl ng SRP airborne actlvlty conf In-nt systen Is
des(gned to trap mre than 99 percent of the Iodine and partic-
Ugtes that would b releassd as a rssu It of a reactor acc(-

. bble gases and trltlum releases wou Id not k trspped
but would ta d(smrssd ~ a 61-mster stack. With the SRP con-
f lnsment qstsm, the consequences of al I crsd( ble accidents are
~~~ wfthln the KC reference values for reactor sltl ng (10 CFR

.

Also, see the response to conmnt BF-7 rsgard(ng contal~nt.
Nel ther a conta I nfmnt nor lmprovsd wnf I nemsnt systsm wou I d be
capable of e! Imlnatlng potential consequences from al I very-
low-pro bbl I Ity acc I dents.

See the r~ponse to canmsnt 8Q-2 regardl ng exist I ng ovsrs l@t
mechanisms.

See the r~~nses to canrmnts AJ-1 and ISG4 rsgard I ng the use
of seepage bas I ns and CXJE canml tments for ground-water
protect ion,
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CP-6 others. Wwever, we ml i eve the DE I S Is ~nadequate. tie eX-
amp le (s the Mter i al gatherd i n the SCOPI ng process. The
DE I S scope Is bsed upn I nfornb?.t Ion from hear! ngs In February
and May of th Is year, as wel I as other sources. HcueWr, there
are errors and de let Ions of oral test Inuny I n these ticutnents,
which led us to bel (eve the scop(ng process Is Incomplete.

W-7 As the DE IS stands, WE*S Wncluslons c8n b sumrlzed In one
statement (p. 4-82 ) - ‘Any a Iternat I ve that pcstu Iata a *lay
of the restart necessar 1 ly resu Its I n a I as of product Ion that
cannot b r~overed.. The loss In question 19 the production
of nuclear Mterlals, plutonium and trltlum, for our country’s
nuc I ear weapons pragrm. We d I spute DOE 1s c la I m for the need
bsed on ava I lable docuwnts and occurrences s I nce the nmndate
was datetmlned (n the Carter Admlnlstratlon. @ut, further,
shou I d we accept these c la (MS, whether the ‘needfl Is I n the
form of actua I deter lorat i ng warheads, surp 1us, or In the form
of a statement to the Sovl et IJn(on, there are a Iternat I ves.
This 8dmlnlstratlon and NE directly have proposed the lnCr.30Se
of output of nuc I ear fnater ( a 1s through several a Iternat ( ves to
be Implemented In the near future, one of wh lch Is L+eactor.
We belleve It Is possible to shift the focus of Implementation
wh Ich would create the drast lca I Iy needed t ifne to af feet the
above safeguards, so that the Impacts on our I Iv- In this
region wou Id be less detrlfnental.

CP-8 BecauW the DE I S does not ti6quately Invest (gate al I of the
alternatives, we vlmI this document as Insufflclent and
1ncanp Iete.

R6spons~

NE msed Its preparation of the draft EIS on cunments received
In the Envlronmntal Assessment from August 1982 to Au9ust
1983; on the February 9, 1983, Senate Arnmd Services Canmlttee
H~rlngs; on the 9D-day publ (c revf w and canfmnt period on the
record of the Senate Anmd Serv I ces Canml ttee hearl ng f run
Aprf I 18 through July 17, 1983; and on a 22-day SCOPI ng canmnt
period and hearl ngs on the OEIS that ended August 14, 1983.
This E IS addresses the sutstant Iva canments that uere re-
ceived. Al 1 heart ngs and mnetlngs conducted by DDE In May and
August wre recorded by certlfld court reprters Varbatlm and
pub! I shed 1n hearl w record s/scopt ng reports. CQE knows of no
errors or de!etlons of oral t-t(mny.

The statement g I ven on page 4-82 of the draft E I S represents an
impact. from the Implementation of a mltlgatlon alternative
and Is one factor (n evalmt Ion of the a Iternatlves. Also see
the response to canfnent BL-I 8.

See the reswnses to cannants AB-2 and EL- I 5 regard I ng I nforma-
t Ion contained In the E IS on need and production alternat !ves.

We request that DDE reevaluate the feas~bl I Ity of ablned and
exped ( ted sources so that I n (t ( at ( ves toward the proper mntro I
mechanisms can b6gln as soon as Possl ble, and thereby avoid the
POSSI bl 1I ty of even further 6e I ays 1n restart I ng L-Reactor.

,*
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&

CP-9 Throughout the DE I S, as was the case I n the EA. the I nf leXl ble
,,needm for “u= Iear ~ter(ais fs repetltlve}y pitted a9ainst our

health, our safety and the qual Ity of our environment. ASSUW
I ng that the above req u I rmnts for proper contro Is could In-
deed b met w1thout the Immed I ate restart of L-Reactor, and the
DOE chooses to turn Its back on this POSS( bl 1ity, can they Jus-
tify the probbf llty of accelerated contamination of cur alr
and water SUPPI tes, the destrutiion of our vital wetlands
(which are %Ing el(mfnated worldwlde at an alarming rate), and
the Impacts on the hea Ith and safety of the people In this re-
gion. And, further, can you Justify the cost with uh ich we the
taxpayers WI I I te charged (n the aftermath of your declslons.

CP-10 For example: Ww fs It msslble to Justify the use of a SeeP-
aw basin for L-Reactor when this Sam mtM of disposal ((n
the M-Area) has led tv Cuntamlnatlon of the aqul fer and a
clean-up price tag well In the ml I I Ions of dot Iars? If these
danmges -n te avo ( ded, how can DDE choose otherw ( se?

In conclusion, I again urge DOE and the current Admlnlstrat(on
to seriously cons Ider the mncerns expressed here tanlght.
These past 15 months of strut I ny of L-Reactor and SRP opera-
tlo”s have produced only nure Intense concerns, not less,
desp I te the rmunds of documents produced by DOE and DuPont
Corp.

We te I f eve the t Inm has long been overdue for DOE to take the
posltlve steps of Implementation of the preceding safeguards In
order tu met their mlsslon and relinquish the questions of Its
overa I I operat tons.

Thank you.

ADDITIONAL C~*NT MAtf AT PUBLIC HEAR I W ~ NOV~SER 4, 1983

See the r~ponse ta canmnt BL-I 5 regard lng the need for
defense nuc tear inter 1al, the response to canmnt BM-1 re@rd -
Ing DOE!S Record of Declslon on this EIS, and the r-ponse to
cmment AA-3 regardl ng OOEts ccrnmltmnt to ccinply w(th al I
aPpl (cable Federal and state envlronwntal protection
rqu(refmnts.

As noted (n r~ponse to canmant W4 and {n EIS Section 4.4.3,
use of the L-Area seapa~ ksln would reduce the radlolog(cal
d to users and cons un’ers of Savannah R I ver water.

L
3

Sect Ion 4.4.3 descrfks alternatives fu the use of the L-Area
seepage basin. Studl - of the hydrostrat (graph (c units show
that It(on.s at L-Area are df fferent fran those at M-

ectfons 4.1.1.3, 4.1.2.2, and 5.1.1.4). I f the L-Area se6p-
age bsln IS used, analyses Ind lcate that the f 1 Itered and
de(onlzed disassembly-basin wastewater WI I I seep Into the shal-
low grcund water and f Ion lateral Iy to seepl I ne spr(~s along
Stee I Creek.

CP-11 And I would Ilke to point out the cost of coollng trmer% Is C0nm83nt nOt.3d. Also see the response to canrmnt CP-2.
only estimated at =fne 39 ml 1 I (on. That seems to b rather
unwulvocal ~n some terms.
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Stat-nt Prov I ded

w
The U.S. Envl ronmental Protection Agency

Region IV, Atlanta, G60rgla
U.S. Departnmnt of Energy

L-Reactor Restart
Savannah River Plant

Savannah, &rgl a
Nc.vembr 4, 1983

My naw Is Arthur G. L!nto. and 1 am the Federal Actlvltles
Coordl nator for Region IV, U.S. Env!ronwntal Protect Ion
Agency. I am presentl ng this statement on beha If of Char Ies
R. .leter, Rfg!onal Admlnlstrator, Region IV, In Atlanta. It
shou Id h r6cogn Ized that our cmmnts address on Iy envlron-
rmnfal concerns and do not attempt to rational I ze the need for
additional weawns grade nuclear mterlal or the need for the
restart of this facl litv In vlsn of other overriding national
concerns.

The Envlronmnta I Protect Ion Agency has a long h I story of ln-
vo Ivewnt with the envl ronwntal affairs at the Savannah River
P Iant and has taen 1ntensely I nvo’1ved In the assessrmnt of
envl ronmental concerns durl ng the past year. The Rwlonal
Adml nlstrator has, for axample, presented test Invny to the
Arwd Services Committee chal red bv Senator Thurmnd on the re-
start of the L-Reactor on February 9, 1983. Our mst recent
act Ion In EPA has ben the revlen of the Draft Envl ronfnental
Impact Statemnt wh I ch was requ I red for the restart of the
L-Reactor and we are form I Iy respond I ng to the Departwnt of

CQ-I Energy concern I ng our posl t I on. We have express6d concern over See the DOE response to the ent I re EPA cmmnt letter
a numkr of sign I f leant envl ronmental I ssues * Ich rem31 n unre- Inc Iuded as cmwnt letter ‘WA9t In this appendix.
sol ved or are stl I I under study In an effort to ef feet mlt lga-
t Ion. The nust Important of these rotters are ground water cOn-
tamlnat ion, dl schary of heated ef f Iuent Into Steel Creek
(wh Ich WI I I resu It In the destruct 10” of extens Ive wet lands)
and the uncertalnti I nvol VI ng the disposal of various potentla I
and actual hazardous wastes g3nerated fran reactor CQeratlons.
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On the &s Is of these concerns, we have rated the Draft E I S as
Eu-2, that Is, we have determl ned that the L-Reactor restart Is
envlronmntal Iy unsatisfactory In Its currently proposed design
I n that the documnt does not provide suf f I c1 ent i nformat IO”
regard I ng the correct I ve masures that wI I I k emp I oy6d to
avo I d adverse envl ronnmnta I Impacts. We know that the DOE Is
present Iy working on daveloplng these treasures, In ~peratlon
with the regu Iatory agencies. We bel I eve that much of the
additional information that we have requested Is already aval 1-
able to ycu and should be Included In the Final EIS.

Of specl a I concern to us Is the deve Iopfngnt of a proper perml t
under the Natlo”al Pal Iuta”t Oischarge E I Iml nation Syste8n
(wh Ich Is admlnlster~ by the State of South tiroll na), and the
methods to cuntro I the contaml nat Ion of groundwater, and the
treatImnt and disposal of varicus potentl al and actual hazard-
ous wastes generated from reactor operat Ions.

We WI I I continue to coordl nate with the state ~encles and DOE
with respect to utl I Izl ng the regulato~ mechanism that are I n
p I ace, b Insure that the env I ronmental concerns addressed
above can k satlsfactorl Iy resol veal.
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STATEMENT & ~. HELEN BLU

I Im HeIen BIOOm, and I come as a cltlzen of Savannah. The
Draft of the E I S makes for very sca~ readl ng.

cR-1 In addltlon to the contlnul ng concern abwt the wntaml nation
of drawn water, abwt the adverse Impact on one thousand-plus
acres of wet I and, and ~cause of the d] scharge of therm I ef -
f Iuents, about the deterioration of the Savannah River and the
surroundl ng atnwsphere, and the questions on the safe disposal
of the h I gh - I evel waste, there are other areas of concern re-
gardl ng the Savannah River Plant L-Reactor.

CR-2 By restart I ng the L-Reactor to produce p I uton I urn 1n an area
where there are a I ready three other nuclear reactors I n ~era-
t Ion, and another reactor on the way, we may & prov I d! ng ter-
rorists with an exceptional Iy attr8ct Ive target area.

Respons-

DOE WI I I canply with al I applicable Federal and state rqulr6-
wnts concernl ng envlronmntal protection. Sect lo” 4. 1.1.5 of
the EIS canpars Ilquld effluent Chmlcal loads with the cor-
respond ng waterqual Ity or drl nkl ng-uater standard and with
concentrations measurd I n Steel Creti and in the Savannah
River ahve and helm the SRP. Avai Iable fmasurenants fram the
Savannah River indicate little varlatlon In rmasured quantities
kfween upstream and downstream locat Ions fran present SW
operat Ions; L-Reactor ape rat Ion 15 not expected to a I ter th is
situation significantly.

As stat6d In Sect Ion 4.1.1.6 of the EIS, the o~ratlon of
L-Reactor WI I I not VIO late any ambient al~ua I IW standard.
L-Reactor thermal ef f I uent Impacts 1n the r 1..wr for the refer-
ence case are expected to be SM91 1; a zone of passage for
anadroms fish and other Wuatlc organisms wII 1 exist In he

1

river. The thermal Impact to wetlands for the reference @
Is expectd to te s[ml Iar to condlt Ions that occurrd durl ng
ear I I er L-Reactor cperat 10”. About 1000 acres of wetlands WI I
b3 af f ect6d over a numb3r of years of reactor operat Ion fran
the reference case theml dl scharge. The Impacts on wetlands
are described In Sect Ion 4. I.I.4 and mltl@tlon alter”atlves
are tiscrl~ In Section 4.4.2 and Appandlx I of the EIS. AIw
see the respnse to canmnt AA-1 regsrd I ng cm I I rig-water
ml t Igatlon rmasur es.

The wl”nm of high-level radioactive waste to b ga=~
chmlcal processl ng of L-Reactor mteri al was cons I dared 1“ the
Defense Waste Processing Facl 11~ EIS (Section 5. 1.2.8 of the
El S).

See the response to cantmnt BG9 concern I ng terror I st attacks.



Table M-2. ~E responses to COnnnents on Draft El S (continued )

Commnt Comments Responses

number

What wou Id b the Consequences to the nure than hal f-ml I I Ion
people I Ivlng within the 80 kl I Iotier and beyond the vlclnlty
of the reactors If sulcldal-type terror! sts -use severe damage
to or destroy any one of the f 1w nuclear reactors?

CR-3 Wou Id It precipitate a chain reaction of nuc Iear reactor An accident at one reactor site would not lead to an accl tint
destruct ion? at snot her s 1te.

CR-4 And f I nal Iy, we ought to delay restart Ing of the SW L-Reactor The natlonsl po I Icy on nuc Iear weapons, thel r dep Ioymnt, and
to study further the very need for p Iuton Ium. the need for lncreas~ weapons Is beyond the XOpa of thls El S.

Just a few days ago Or. Car I Sagan and Pau I Erh I Ich, represent-
ing the views of mny scientists and blologlsts, have said the
latest sclentlflc flndlngs indicate that the United States by
Itself al ready has, and I” fact has had for several years In
Its nuc I ear power arsena I, enough nuc Iear power armament to
destroy al I I i fe on earth.

Thank YOU.
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STATEMENT OF WDREAS NISSEN

I have read from the Draft Envl ronwnta I Impact Statemnt, and
I am not satlsf I ‘ad wIth the safety and envl ronmental protect Ion
wasures In P lace at the Savannah River P Iant.

Because M3ny peep Ie do not have the techn Ical expertl se to de-
terml ne from that documnt the damage that WI I I b done to the
communltlos surrc.u”dlng the Savannah River Plant, I would I Ike
to pol nt Wt sofneth Ing in a very nonsens Ical way, a down-to-
earth way.

InsurancecompanIesare som of the largestand mst success-
ful institutionsIn the world. They gnt that way ~ profes-
sional Iy asslg”lng risks. For Instance, they do not ensure
people with tid driving records. They do not ensure hazardous
duel Ilnqs, or they do not ensure sulcldals.

Cs-t Thq also WI I I not ensure nuclear facl Iltles, such as the An Insurance pool In the United States currently provides $160
Savannah RI ver P Iant. bes thls not Ind lcate that these plants
nnJst bs made safer? It does to nm.

ml I lion of IIabl IIW Insurance for cmmrclal nuclear facl 11-
tles and nuclear mterlals transportation In addition to l“sur-
ance they offer to cover property damage to the facl I I t Ies
thmsel VBS. I“dlvldual private Ins”ra. ce ~llcles (such as
hanewners P I Ici es) usua I Iy exc Iude ,Vnuc lear damage,, kcause
that Is covered on essential Iy a ‘Sno- fault ~s!s!r by the lla-

7

y Insurance @scri bed above. The Federal Pvernmen

7
flnanclal Iy responsible for damap ca”sd Q its operations.

CS-2 I n Savannah RI ver P Iant !s case, we, the clt I zens who I I ve here,

L

J

See the responses to c.anmnts AA-1, AA-3, and AB-I 3 re~rdl ng
as has al ready taen stated by several speakers, we need a cool lng-water mltlgatlon alternatives and OOEVS cmmltme”t to

proper contai nmnt donm. We need adquate ef f Iuent water de- comp Iy\w.lth app I I cable Federal and state en VIrOn~ntal Protec-
contami nat Ion and cm I I ng devices, anO bcause of past experl - t lo. rwgu I at Ions, the res~nse to cmmnt BF-7 rqard I “g con-
ence WI th nuc Iear accidents, we need an I ndependent overslgnt
committee to act as a watchdog over thls extremely hazardous

tal nw , and the response to cmrmnt BQ-2 regardl ng exl st I ng
overs Ight n!%chanI sins.

facl Ilty.

Thank you for a I I owl ng m rny COm~ntS.
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STATEMENT ~ ~. JOHN WCLEAN

My nam Is John Maclean, end I ‘m speaking for myself. I have
several pot nts, the f Irst tel ng that I have waded thrcugh the
Els and .~aded through,,, I think, Is the appropriate descrlp-

CT- I tlon, and amang several of the facts that I found were not
c Iarl f led or c Iear to fm were the percentages of cancer deaths
that wou I d resu It frcim the startup of the L-Reactor and also
the percenta~ of the mutations or deformities in ch I Idren b
Ing brn in the area, within the 80-ml Ie area, of the Alken
plant.

The rates, as stated In the E IS, were three per thwsand cancer
deaths and four Wr thusand for deformities.

The problems WI th these rates Is that, If, In fact, they are
true, vw are ta Ikl ng about a city, say, for examp Ie, Savannah,
of 100,000 people, you would h talklng abut 300 people per
year dy I ng of cancer bacause of the L-Reactor or 400 peep Ie Pr
year havl ng de fermi ties when they are torn, because of the
L-Reactor.

These levels, of course, are unacceptable.

It would & hard to tel I your wife or chl Id that they were
being saCrl f Iced for the L-Reactor. I think, In fact, that
these f tgureS are wrong, that what you wan to say -- I hope
you mean to say -- that Itis three per thousand, or .003 excess
cancer deaths above the ones that YW wou Id norml Iy have.

The problem Is that Is “ot spelled out In the EIS. I th I nk you
have to Clarl fy that.

It would certainly ease ~ mind If you would clarify that so
that I donft leave the per fnanent EIS, thlnklng that I ‘m going
to see my WI fe or ch I Id suffer bcause of the L+eactor.

I Can$t be! i eve that the percentages are that high, and I th Ink
this should b clari fled kcause It!s not clear In the EIS.

The ca I cu I atd potent Ial excess cancer fatal I ties and ~netic
disorders (not fhe percent of I“creasel are presented I n SeC-
tlon 4.1.2.6 for L-Reactor operation, 1“ Sectlo” 5.1.2.5 for
support fa:l Iltl es, and In Section 5.2. ? for al I nuclear facl 1-
Itles wlthln 80 kllaneters. The Increased I ncl dence of health
effects Is expressd 1“ term of ef fects (cancer or ~“et {C ef-
fects) per 1,000,000 person-rm. The rl Sk est lwtor factors
usd in the EIS were 120 cancers and 257 @netlc effects psr
1,000,000 person-rm. The potential health effects frcin
L-Reactor .~peratlon are much less than one excess cancer fatal-
1ty and meh less than one ~netlc dl sorder for the e“t Ire ~p-
ulatlon llvlng within 80 kllcimters of the Savannah River
Plant. The pert Inent sect Ions of the E I S have @en reurl tten
to c Iarl fy how the calcu Iat Ions of hea Ith effects ~re deter-
mined. TO sum~rlze, the Fotent Ial health effects from
L-Reactor aperat Ion are much less than one excess cancer fatal -
Ity and much less than one ~netic dl sorder for the e“tlre ~p-
ulation I Ivlng Wlthln 80 ki lom3ters of the Savannah River
Plant.
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cT-2 The second PI nt I wou I d I Ike to Irake is that In the alterna- See the response to cmment BY-2 regardl ng the use of nmterlal
t Ives dl scussed for the product ton of pluton Ium, weapons grade fran ccunmrcl al reactors. Addltlonal In forinatlon on this
p Iutonlum, one of the alternatives, that blng us! ng connnsrc!al subJect has ben added In this final EIS In Section 2.1.1.2.
waste frm commercial reactors, Is very quickly revl ewed and
dismissed. It Is dl sm! ssed bcause the Atomic Energy Act
states that you cannot use comm3rcl al waste to make weapnns
grade or use for ml I I fary purposes, and therefore, with one
sentence, you state I n the E I S that this a Iternat I ve 1s not
feasible.

The problems with that Is you have spent two hundrd-some-odd
ml I Ilon do! Iars. We have rented a room, In four other dif-
ferent places, time and tlm again, and we have taoklets, and
we have peep Ie with al I that Imney, and WI th Pres I dent ReaFn
stating that, as a rotter of PO I ICY, and I ‘m quot I ng now from
Page S-1 of the EIS:

n4s a rotter of POI Icy, na+iona I securl ty rqulro~nts,
not arbitrary constraints on nuclear m?iterlal aval Iabl 1-
ity, shal I b3 the Ilmltlng factor In the nuclear force
structure. **

I t seems to m3 that, as a taxpayer, I wou Id I Ike to save w 200
ml I I lo” dol tars, and I think that President Reagants attitude
would certainly help the DOE [n slmp!y awnd!ng the Atomic
Energy Act so that ycu can I n fact, use the comwrclal waste to
wke plutonlum that you need.

If you were able to do that, you would k able not to have the
L-Reactor. You would not have any problem with coo I I ng
toh’ers, you wou I d hove any questions about contal nM8nt do~s
because YOU wou I dn ‘t ta havl ng a reactor.

Instead, you would W taking the comm3rclal waste that IS telng
kl (t up and that nokdy has any Idea what fhey are 91 ng to do
with. You can take It straight from a commrclal reactor, take
It over to either Barnuel I or take It to the L-Reactor Chemfcal
separator Itself and w ahead and process It.

You are gol ng to have to cook It longer kcause you are going
to have higher degree of Plutonlum 240, Mt you can do It, and
you can do It and save al I this mmey, and al I you have to do
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with one stroke of a pen Is awnd Atomic Energy Act, and bi ngo,
you have got It.

I think that alternative should b considered a lot mre than
It has hen, and certal n Iy shou I d have b3en cons Idered bfore
the 200-sowwdd ml I Ilon dol Iars was spent, and 1 klleve the
00E should at least real Iy look to Its OIIn lobbyists to try to
get that act amndd because that wou Id sol ve every bo..tyts
problem.

It would help the comwrclal people getting rld of their waste,
and It would help us down hare kcause we wouldntt have a
reactor. It would Just salve a lot of problems.

CT-3 The last WI nt Is ab~ut the cm I{”g tower. The ccu I I ng tower See the responses to cmm3nts AA-1 and AB-13 regarding coollng-
would take abut 39 million dollars to build. You can build It water mlt I gat Ion a Iternat I ves.
now and a I so keep the L-Reactor on II ne and on t Im, and I n the
18 w“ths that it would taka to build it, you could simply cut
It In.

Your own EIS states this IS a“ alternative. You can tulld It
and cut It In, and you wont? lose any tine or any plutonl”m
because the L-Reactor WO”I d h on I I ne.

I th I nk that Is an alter”atlve that everyone =n I I ve with. I
th I nk I t 1s a ~od comproml se.

Peep Ie down here get their cca 11“g tower a“d the L-Reac+or, a“d
the 00E gets their plutonl”m, al I at the saw tlw, and I donut
think 39 ml I Ilon dol lars Is al I that much to spend, co”slderl”g
you have already spent 200 ml I [Ion do! Iars, and cc.”slderlng
Itfs just a drop In the bucket of the deflclt.

So I thl nk those three thl rigs, c Iarl f I cat ion of the cancer and
deformity rates, genetic dl sorder rat6s, shou I d k nmde c Iear
In the permnent EIS, and ! think the alternative of amgndlng
the Atomic Ener~v Act shou I d & dl scussed a I I tt Ie f .r+her than
It has hen, an~i thirdly,
king tullt and then king
ready on Ilne, I think, It
a 1s0 b further dl sc”ssed.

Thank you.

the a Iternatl ve of the ccn 11“g tower
cut 1“ while the L-Reactor Is al-
1s a good alternative and should
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STATEMENT Of ~. SPRAGW

w name IS Larry Sprague, and I ‘m speaking for myself. There
are several specl f Ic questions that I bel I eve shou I d k ad-
dressd or addressd rmre ful Iy @ the Envlronwnta I Impact
Statmnt.

Cu-1 First off would b the dosage tables, Particularly, that are
found I n Exh i blt 4-25, and this Is the dosage table that shows
the amunt of dose of radl atlon that pop Ie wts Ide of the
Savannah R! ver P Iant might receive.

The E I S does not Mke c tear hcu those f lgures were arrl vd at.
For instance, were they historical rnaasureIru3nts of radl atlOn
coml ng from the L-Reactor? Wel 1, If th IS Is %, then, fran v
readi ng of the E IS, It seas that the masurl ng I nstruwnts
were on the per I inter of the P Iant s I *e and therefore, the con-
centration of radiation would bO very sllght and very dlfflcult
to mn I tor or detect accurate I Y.

F“rther,mre, the masurl ng I nstrufnent was a thernu luminescent
doslwter, or TLD, for short, which Is a relatively I nsens ltlve
I nstruwnt for nmasurl ng som type of radlat Ion. Therefore,
the cumulative dosage could, in fact, be higher than the table
Indicates.

Further fmre, what standards of maximum dosage WI I I b used?
The EIS Indicates that the llMltS WI I I b9 Par DOE F6gUlat100S.
However, I WOUId I Ike to make two points on that.

One, In the E IS nowhere are the OOE regu tat Ions set out, so the
publ Ic can have an Idea of what the dl fference Is t8fween the
NRC regu lat ion and the OOE regu I at Ion, and second Iy, If the 00E
regu Iations al Ion a higher dosage than tbse found I n 10 CFR
50, why Is that so? Why IS It that the NE deems it al I right
for the surrcund I ng communIty to b subjecteci to this higher
level of dosage on the 00E regu Iat Ions than under 10 CFR 50?

Exhl bl t (Table) 4-25 I n the Draft E I S presents the envl ronmn-
tal rl sk fran a hypothet lca I 10-p6rcent cor6-~ It accl den+.
Section 4.2.1.5 presents the mthod of calculating this risk.
These calcu Iated valuas are the product of dose Conswuance and
probbl I Ity par year for the accident.

Table 4-22 In the Oraft EIS I Ists the of fslte doses from cr6dl -
ble accidents. These doses are less than the DOE standards for

normal qeratlons (DOE 5480. la. , Chapter 111, whIch are
essential Iy the sam3 as those used by f47C for regulating the
nuclear power Industry ( 10 CFR 20). The dose frm a range of
accidents Is treated probbl Ilstlcal Iy and ccinpared In Figure
4-1 la of the Draft El S WI th the NRC des Ign goal for power
reactors (10 CFR 100) of 25 ran at the site boundary.

The of fslte doses from L-Reactor operat Ion (Table 4-19 I” the
Oraft El S) are hsed on the average releases of radloact I vity
for 1978, 1979, and 1980 for the o~ratlng C-, K-, and P-
Qeactors. The re I eases of r~ i oact I v 1ty f rein these reactors
are measured at the Pol nt of release to the environment. Al I
radlon.clldes released ar. Wasured quantitatively by a

>

that Includes continuous nvnitorlng plus sampll ng and analysis
in analytical laboratories. The e“. ! romwnt 1s c.mIprehe.s Ively
mnitored bI a program descr I b6d I n Sect Ion 6. I of the E I S.
This program includes sampllng and analysis of drlnklng wa ,
rainwater, river water, fwd, fish, vegetation, anlm , sol 1,
etc. O“rlng normal operations, trltlum [s the only adionu-
CI i~ of SRP origin that Is detectable In environmental samples
~ rout I ne rmnltorl ng techniques. Thus, It Is necessary to
calcu late of fslte doses by a mdel that accounts for mvemnt
of rad ioact Ivlty in the envl ronwnt and exposura of m“ ~

,,,, ,>, ,,, , ,,,, ,,, ,,, ,,, ,,, ,,, ,,, :,,,7,,,,,, ,,,, ,,>,>, ,,, ,,, , ,,, ,,, ,,



Table M-2. WE r=wnses to canmnts on Draft EIS (cent lnued )

timm9nt COmrmnts Responses
number

CU-2 My second pof nt has fu dQ w(th the radfoceslum found (n Steel
Creek. I understand that the or(glnal source of the ces Ium was
frm a leak in the prfmary CWI I ng systm to the secondary
coo I I ng system. I would Ilke to see tn the EIS what has ken
done b prevent a recurrence of th Is.

In ~rtlcular, I bell eve the fol lowing st~s sfwuld k taken.

First, a rad(at (on detector shou Id be put (n the secondary
COOI I ng systm to determ(ne when, ~n fact, you do have a leak,
and not on Iy that, but (t shou Id fndlcate present rad(atlon and
shouldn!t just k detect(ng cumu Iat (W afmunts.

Second Iy, the secondary cool I ng systm should be a clos~ loop
with a demlnerallzer In (t, w that (n the event of a leak, the
reactor can bO ODerated for a wh ( le wI thotit the rad (oces (um
bl ng adm I tted i hto the env I ronment.

Third, a third Imp In the mol(ng system should b added.

CU-3 ~ third area of concern IS metal fat(gue of the reactor
vessel. Radlat(on over a Derlod of tlrrm can lead to mtal f a-
tlgue (n the area of the h Ighest neutron I nf Iux In the reactor
vessel. Mw, th Is reactor vessel was actual ly tn operat(on for
abut 12 years. I would I(ke to sw this questfon addressed:
F ( rst, what Is the ef feet that th Is has had on the strength of
the reactor vessel; have any studies taen done, and what are
their conclusions; and (f “o st”d(es have teen done, tiy “et?

knmn exposure pathways. Th IS envl ronmental dos Imetry nwde I Is
descr (bed I n Appe”d(x B of the El S. The expectd releases of
radloactlv(ty from L-Reactor g(ven In Sect Ions 4.1.2.1 and
4.1.2.2 was used to calculate the of fslte doses shown (n Table
4-19 of the Draft EIS.

As dfscussod (n Sect Ion 3.7.2.1 of the EIS, the primary source
of radloceslum was Ieakl ng fuel ele~nts stored I n the dls-
assmnbly basins In P- a“d L-Areas, not a leak (“ the prlfnary
cco I lng system. See Sect Ion 3.7.2.1 of the E I S concern I ng
steps taken I n the late 1960s a“d early 1970s to reduce further
releases of radloces furn.

Also see S{,ctlons 2.2.3 a“d G.3. 1.5.3 of the EIS concerning
radloact Iv(ty nvnltorl ng of the secondary COOII ng water
d ( saa rged f r~ the reactor heat exchangers.

A CIOSA S<%o”d c.wllng IOC$I with demfneralfzer or & third
COO)( ng loop IS not necessary kcause the pr lnIary loop Is cc.n-
t lnucusly Oelo” lzed a“d f I Itered and leakage betwean the pr (-
n!ary and secondary Imp Is sml 1. Leakage betieen the pr ( m!ary
and secondary Ioqs is continuously ~nltored and llmlt6d to a
value that would result In a radiological release that IS only
a smal I fraction of acceptable release I Imlts. Should th Is
I Im(t b e%ceeded, operat Ing procedures rwul re that the
reactor be shut down and the heat extianger be I so Iated to we-
vent furth(>r leakage. The rad lologlcal impact of leakage IS a
sma 11 fract Ion of the Impact of tots I reactor wasteuater
dl scharges to the process sewer, wh lch are wel 1 wfth {n
acceptable I lmfts.

The effects of “eutro” irradlat 10” on the stain less steel SRP
reactor vessels have been studied (Extended Service Life of
Savannah Rf ver Plant Reactors D. A. Ward, et al., DPST-80-

), and lt has ben cone lu~ed that no sign ff Icant deleterious
Metal !Urglcal effects haw occurred. Furthernure, no future
de Ieter Ious & fects are expected hcause nmtron f 1uence has
Wn accumulating vary slowly since operation with l(thlum-
b Ianketed ,%arges startd I n 1968. At the tenporatures and
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CU4 Lastly, I would I (ke to take the DOE to task for the lateness
of the Environmental Impact Statment. I reallze this IS =-
what fut I le. tit It does upset m to see the who Ie purpose of
the Environmental Impact Stat-nt defeated.

The who Ie purpose 1s for the federal ~vernn’mnt, before It
spends huge SUIIK of mney, to take a look at al 1 the facts and
poss(bl 1It Ies. Wet 1, the ~vernment has already spent the
mney. It has already spent around 200 mf I I Ion dot tars. mat
do we have? A plant that Is supposed to produce plutonlum, tut
(t (s not In operat(c.n. It hasntt producsd one ounce.

Part of the reason Is because ycu haven ‘t producd an E IS, Lut
second Iy, there are stl I I serious questions ratsed about Its
safety, and these questions could have perhaps ken answerd,
and the answers to these questions Incorporated (n the rebul ld-
lng of the L-Reactor and perhaps the L-Reactor would k in
hslness today, or alternatives such as the Barnwel I plant
could have been chosen, and three years ago, It might have kn
possible to a~nd the Atomic Energy Act and thereby use the
Barnwel 1 plant.

So, if Instead of ramml ng the. L-Reactor dOWn our throats, the
govern~nt had ~ne ahead and done an E IS, wh Ich was alrrwst
self-evident on Its face that they had to, and the other alter-
natives looked at, the L-Reactor might have ben mde safer 1“
the first instance, mfght be (n operation now, hcause (t was
safer, and al I these problem mu Id have Men taken care of and
we wouldnft be under the tlnm constraints we are now, or Possi-
bly a cheaper and safer alternative, such as the Barnwel I
plant, might have bsen POSSI ble.

neutron f I uencas exper ( enced by SRP reactors, yl e 1d strength
and tens( Ie strength Increase; ductl 1Ity and Impact strength
decll ne wfth increas Ing neutron f Iuence. The temperature of
the SRP reactor tank wal Is Is too lcu for sign (f (cant swel Ilng
to occur fram mlds or gas hbbles resultlrg from neutrc.” fr-
rad(at Ion. In addltfon, exp9rlm3ntal evlde”ce has dem”strated
that a relaxation of prelrradlatfon stresses also results frm
fast neutron f I uence. The reactor tanks are not expected to be
affected by fatigue damage kcause the Str=ses encountered In
the Iow-twprature, low-pr6ssure systm are wel 1 helm en-
durance I (mIts, and vlbratlon fran process-water c(rculatlon
has taen reduc~ to a lcu level.

Thfs E IS has he” prepar6d In accorhnce with the Energy and
Water Develop,ne”t ApprWrlat(ons Act, 19B4, and the National
Envlron,m”tal POIIT Act of 1969, as arre”dd. The pote”tfal
env I ronwnta 1 conswuences of upgrad I ng and re”ovat ( “g
L-Reactor--as opposed to operating L-Reactor--were revl ewed a“d
determ(n6d to b Ins Ignl f Icant.

Thank you.
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STATEMENT Of PAUL S. ~APER,
L. R. CAST I L IAN, LOU ISA ~EEN, RANOY

(Cifl LL), A. L. KEKs, ~ARLES H. RAWLINSON,
TH~AS M. C~BS, STEVE HIERS, WILL IM OLIVE,

JOHN ~lFFIN MO ~CIL RYOR

Cv-1 It is our oplnlon that the L-Reactor shou Id not b reactivated The E IS I nc I“ded comprehensl w ecological I nforfmt ton drawn
untl I further ecologlca I studies have been wale. frm nore than 100 docuwnts &veloped over the past 30 years

by recognlzd research organ lzat Ions (the Savannah RI ver Ecol -
09Y Lakra*ory, the Savannah R I ver La bratory, the Amde~ of
Natural Sciences of Phl Iadelphla, the U.S. Geological S“rvef,
and the Un Ivers lty of South Carol I na, afmng others). Extensive
ecological studies, both onslte and of fslte, are descrlbd In
Sections 3.6, 4.1.1.2, 4.1.1.4, 4.4.2, 5.2.4, 5.2.5, Chapter 6,
and Appendix C. For examp Ie, the Acad~ of Natura I Sciences
of Phl Iadelphia has fmnltored the water quality and aquatic
blots of the Savannah RI ver for the past 30 years; a I so, an
Intens Ive canprehens ive cool 1ng-uatar study [Section 6. 1.3) Is
rmnltorlng water usage and quallty, and wetland, flsherles, and
endangered specl 6s Impacts In Par Pond, the SW onslte streams,
the Savannah RI ver swamp, and the Savannah RI ver from Augusta
downstream to near Savannah, Georgia.

-

>

Section 7.3 of this EIS has hen revised to reflect the current
status of consultations with the U.S. Fish and wildlife SerVICe
and the Nat Ional Marl ne FI sherl es Service.
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LETTER OF ARTWUR H. wXTER

Rt. 1, flax 80A
Alken, S.C. 29801
November 4, 1983

Mr. M. J. Sires, Ill
Assistant Manager for Hea Ith,

Safety and Envlronmnt
U.S. Dept. of Energy
Savannah RI vor Operations Off lce
P.O. 130x A
Alken, S.C. 29801

Dear Mr. Sires:

I was disappointed to find that the Oraft EIS had fal led to
treat, In a technical Iy honest manner, the concerns that I
raised In my letter of August 3, 1983. I offer the fo I Iaul ng
additional Cmwnts:

Cn-1 1 ) The Draft E IS fal Is to cite the tachnologlcal breakthrough
that non permits the ultra-conservative assumption that
core mltlng can b limited to 1S (or Is It 3$?) of the
fuel. Durl ng the several years that I was assocl atad with
these concerns, It was cmmn Iy assumed that fuel meltl ng
wou Id bs so exte.slve that the fuel wou I d melt through the
bttom of the reactor tank and com to rest I n the PI n
room, I.e. , the rocin ImfnedI ately bneath the reactor. That
scenario was obvious IY c loser to 100S meltdown than to IS.

CW-2 2) I f I nd It curious that the Draft E I S chooses to ignore the
research that A. G. Evans and I perforti wh Ich sbws that
essentially 100% of radlolodlne Is releas~ In the volatile
form from water In the presence of a bckground of ambl ent

%atlon. The Draft C IS content Ion, that the radlolodlne
would stay dissolved In the water, Is completely at odds
with these findings.

See the responses to Canmnts BL-2 and BL-4 re~rdl ng loss-of-
coolant accidents.

In analysls of loss-of-coolant accidents r-ultlng In fuel
damage, 50 percent of the lodi ne I n the damged fuel Is assured
to tacoma alrkrne within the process roam (see Sect Ion
4.2.1.4). W crd It Is taken for condensation on various
but Idl ng structures and al I O+ the airborne lodlne IS assured
to reach the carkn f I Iters of the alrtorne act Ivlty conf I ne-
mnt system. The reml rider of the Iodl ne would k co”talned I n
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Cmwnt C0mnb3nts Reswnses
number

It Is Inierestlng that while the EIS tries on the one hand
to outd 1stance I tse I f frinn commgrc! a I power reactors when
Mtters perta!nlng to mntalnwnt vessels are dl scussed, It
Is quick to cite Tf41-2 results on radlolodlne, (which mq
or my not have any appl I cation to SRP), In preference to
(n-house resu Its!

This rotter of the volatl li~ of the Iodine, In the pres-
ence of ionizing radiation, Is a very crltlcal concern as
regards the safe~ of CSRA r- I dents. Obvious [y the
framers of the E IS do not WI sh to acknow ledge that radlo-
lodlne 1s refaasd from the water sl”ce this would & an
acknowledgwnt of the contentions of my letter and the 1n-
ad~uacl- of present SRP measures for dea I I ng with a melt-
down accl dent.

M-3 3) I am frankly skeptical about the Oraft EIS clalm that SRP
has developed Impregnants that WI I I ~rmlt the absorption
of organic Iodide compounds o“ carbn. I f such Is the
case, then a mjor breakthrough of th Is kl nd SMU Id b ex-
tensively documented In the EIS.

CW4 4) Whi Ie the Draft EIS fal Is to provide a technical Iy honest
treatment of the concerns ral sed 1“ rny previous letter, I
suggest that the 50-mi I I Ion gal Ion basin Is, In ef feet, a
‘Vsmkl ng gunw I n that Its very exl stence Is conf i rmat!on of
the scenario that I cited In v letter: It Is there to re-
ceive the huge m Iums of radloact lvely Contaml natsd cual -
Ing water that WI I I f IUII to It durl ng the aftermth of a
mltdwn. There Is no other reason for the existence of
this 50-ml I I ion gal Ion ksln. Lest anyone should E,xperl -
ence difficulty In envisioning the wlum of this huge

the reactor, reactor tul I dl ng, mderator, or -rgenq cca I I ng
water. Moderator and 6merpnq cm I I “g water contalnl ng radio-
activl~ would b retained in IWO tanks as discussed In Section
4.2.1.4. Only a smal I fraction of radlolodlne in these tanks
would k mlatlllzed. The tanks as or!gl oak Iy des Ig”ed were
vented to the atmosphere but were suhequently nndl f 1sd to wnt
bck thrcugh the alrbrne act Ivlm conf I n-nt Systm so that
no unfl Itered radloiodlne compounds would b releasd.

The research referred to I n the canmnt Is app I I cable to w la-
ti I Izatlon of Iodl ne frm these tanks. The purpose of the re-
s=rch was to 1nvesi I gate the use of addlt lves ti prevent or
retard w Iatl I Izat!on of lodl ne from water I n the presence of a
radlatlon Ileld. The results of their research were published
(A. H. OexVer et al ., 1911, ,,lodl ne Evaporation fran I rradl ated
Aqueous SOlutlOnS Cantalnlng Thlosulfate Additive, n 14th ERDA
Al r Cleanl r]g Conference) and do not support the stat~nts mde
I n th Is canwnt. The research showti that after exposure to
108 ~~s 14.6 percent of the Iodl ne was eV.3POra*~ Wi *h no

?
additives, -me addl t Ives Increased evaporation up to 96 per-
cent wh I Ie other ad dl t I ves were found to reduce evaporat Ion to
as la as 0.044 percent. After nudl fyl ng the tanks to vent
them to the conf Inement system, concerns regardl ng w Iat I I iza-
t Ion of lodl ne fran the tanks were al Ievl std.

Appendix B of the E I S descrlks the ef fectl wness of the
Impregnat* carton filters. The references I I steal I n th Is

appendix, eSPeclal IY the Safew Ana Iys Is Report (Du Pot,
1983), con?aln nure detal Is.

Sect Ion 4.2!. 1.4 descrl bes the des Ign functions of the 225,000 -
Ilter underground tank, the 190-ml I I Ion-l Iter eamrgency earthen
hsln, and the 1.9-ml I Ilon-llter tank In the -rthen b%sln.
This systwfl was designed to conta!n radioactive mterlals
resu It I ng Iran accitints rangl ng frm a sp I I I age of the ffo&ra-
tor to fuel mlt I ng. See the response to cumment BL4 for
further di sass Ion of loss-of-coo Iant acclknts.
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basin, an equivalent hsln .xu Id be created bf wcavatl~ o
regulation footbal I playlng field to a depth of 129 ft.

Sincerely,

Arthur H. Dexter
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STATEMENT OF R. El LEEN BULLER

Oct0h3r 27, I 983

Mr. M.J. Sires, Ill
Assistant Manager for Hea Ith,

Safe~ and Envl ronment
U.S. Oept. of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
P.O. Box A
Alken, S.C. 29801

Re: WE/El S 010S0

Dear Sir:

~ I have c.ampletd revl~lng the abova EIS and wish to have my
comments enter6d I n the pub I [c record. Living on the dge of

F the Hanford Nuc Iear Reservation with Its N-Reactor qeratlons,
m I have developd some strong OPI nlons about such facl I Itl es.

Cx-1 First, I @l I eve that contal nment domes should k I nstal led on
al I reactors. The posslbl 11~ of accidental release Is of
great concern. To argue that such a Contalnmnt Is not cost
effective Ignores that wel I knmn fact (per Three Ml Ie Island)
that accidents ~ happen. Al I commercial reactors are requl red
to have th Is design and It Is reasonable to want ml I i tary
reactors to have the sam.

CX-2 Second Iy, the closed loop des Ign with Its direct discharge Into
rl vers Nst k8 stopped. I f It were not for the extens I ve
Iobbyl ng efforts of two of Washl ngton statets Senators long
ago, the hat dl scharge Into the Columbl a wou Id not have hap-
pened. I bel I eve that this pract Ice nust h9 stopped.

CX-3 Third Iy, these 00E managed facl I It Ies lack Independent over-
sight when It comes to safe~ and health. It Is Impratlve
that our government restructure this !nadwuaq and apply I nde-
pendent oversight. The GAO Report on 00E managed facl 11 ties
shcued glaring mistakes at al I facl llt16s continual Iy over the
past years of operation. fi report shou Id b used as further

See the rw, mnse to cmmnt BF-7 re~rdl ng cent.al nmnt domes.

See the re,; ~nses to canmnts AA-1, BM-3, and CP-2 regardl ng
cm I I ngwater mltlgatlon alternatives.

See the response to canment M-2 regardl ng exlstl ng oversight
mchanlsms.

In OOE*S caninents on the GM r~ort (wh Ich hd not been pro-
vided @ GAO to ME for revlw prior to publl-tlon), it ms
Indicated that the 11. .. GAO fundamental Iy ml sunderstiod the

I
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evidence that the publ IC neds tatter prot6ctlon and cannot phl Iosophy of DOEIS approach to Safev and health, and fal led
re Iy on present WE mnagemnt to prov I de It. to recogn I ze the posit 1w resu Its of this approach.,, A I so,

“.. many of the SPe Cl f [c examples used to s“p~rt GAO, * rec~-
mndatlons were taken out of context, were Inaccurate or
ref Iected a mlsunderstandl ng of DOEfs approach to Its Safety
and Hea Ith Program. *1 These canments, wh I ch were provld6d to
Congress on Octobr 7, 1981, also Identlfled the fol Iculng
pol nts, wh Ich refute the GAO content Ions:

o A Ithough not regu Iated by the Occupat Ions I Safely and
Hea Ith Adml ml stratlon (OSHA), the DOE Health and Safety
Program historical Iy has resu I ted I n a much ktter
safety record for 00E facl I i t l= than the total OSHA-
regu Iated I ndustrl es or s Iml Iar I ndustr[ es rqu Iated bf
OSU, such as the chemical I “dustry.

o Having health and safety as a line mnagemnt responsl -
bl Ilty ensures clear Ilnes of authorl~ In Implemntlng
health and safetq rqul rmnts, assures that health and
safety Is an Integra I part of each program and IS prop-
erly cons Idered i n al I phases of a program, assures
that the greatest expstil se on a specl f Ic program Is
brcught to t6ar on health and safe~ matters, M!axlmlzes
the sensltlvlty of al I program personnel to health and
safety rwui rmnts, and permits utl I izatlon of health
and safem performance crlterl a I n assessl ng and
nvt Ivatlw program Wrsonnel.

o DOE provides an ef feet Ive, lndepe”de”t health and
safety overvl w funcflon through the Assistant Secre-
tary for Envl ronwntal Protect Ion, Safe~ and Emergency
Preparedness, who 1s a Pres Identl a I Appol ntee and who
has no nuc Iear pr~ram mnagewnt respons lbl I I ties.

o DOE, as part of Its contl”u I “g 1.ternal ef forts to Im-
prove and strengthen Its Hea Ith and Safety progratns had
1nitlatd nvdl f Icat Ions to Improve Its programs as a
result of the Internal evaluation published In March,
198!. This was not taken Into cons Iderat Ion I n the GAO
report.



Table M-2. WE responses ta canments on Draft E I S (zont Inued )

Comnmnt C0mm3nts Responses

numb8r

o The GAO report fal led to Identify !mprtant dl sadvan-
tag- of potential WC regulation of ME facl Iltles ln-
cludlng the fact that NRC expertise Is prln!arl [y with
h 1gh-pressure I I ght-uater coo I d reactors as opposed to
the I w-pressure, heavy-water product Ion reactors at
SRP for which the MI n expertl se res Ides I n WE.

In sumrmry, the GAO report does not provl de a ba lanced rovlew
of 00E Health and Safety prcgrams, and the ef feet Iveness of
these programs relat I w to those regu Iated ~ such ag3ncl es as
OSW Is demnstratd by the exce I lent safeti record as compared
to r=ords for rwu Iated I ndustrl es engaged I n s Imi tar
activities.

The thought of further contami nation at Savannah River W
brl ng! ng up the L-Reactor Is most dlstressl ng. A Ithough I I 1ve
In Washington, I kncu bw It feels to te at the whim of the 00E
and Its wet I-paid contractors. Past mistakes of hand 11ng

~
waste, of leakers, of d! rect rl ver contaml nation, of SIWIY
mvlng p Ium of trlt!um and other 1sotopes Into the rl ver and

E aqul fers al I evidence that this deci slon Is Incorrect. It Is

m time to c lean up 40 yearst worth of enorrncus wntam! nat Ion, not
to produce mre waste. Reprocessing is a fl Ithy process and
the hea Ith and safety of a I I of us should k of paramunt
concern.

CX-4 Final Iy, the need of the L-Reactor Is !n question. Frm my
know ledge of n~ programs at Hanford such as the Laser Isotope
Separation Process and the nod I f I cat Ion of the head-end of the
PUREX p Iant, It appears that plutonlum product Ion IS not kl ng
neg Iected and certal n I y does not ne6d additional L-Reactor
product.

CX-5 If trltlum Is needed, and I doubt we need any plutonlum bomk
at al 1, then use the N-Reactor. These pro-nut Iear ad voates at
Hanford wou Id del Ight In that thought, as their bul It-In pork
barrel wou Id be guaranteed. w doing this, the N-Reactor!s
I I fe would b9 shortened much to v del Ight.

See the response to cunrmnt AB-8 regardl ng need. Construct Ion
of a shear-leach head-end on the PREX facl I I fy Is d! sassed
in this EIS in Sect Ion 1. 1.2 and Appendix A.

The need and production of trlt lum Is outs Ide the scope of th IS
EIS. The purpose of the L-Reactor restart Is the production of
plutonium.

Yours tru Iy,

R. El Ieen Bu 1 Ier, 1703 West 15th Ave., Kennalck, WA 99336
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STATEMENT W WX I NE M. MRSHAUER

3526 Boundhook Lane
Co Iumbl a, S.C. 29206
Nov. I , 1983

fir: y:v:n J. Sires, I I I
. . . . .

S.R. Operations Off Ice
P.O. Box A
Alken, S.C. 29801

Oear Mr. Sires:

I wou Id I Ike to suhnit a personal comfmnt for the Envl ron-
menta I Impact Statemnt concern I ng the L-Reactor a+ SRP. As
a South Carol I na resident, I am concern8d with the effects of
re-startl ng the L-Reactor. I understand that the water to k See the response to cannent AA- I re~rd[ ng coo I I ng-nater
discharged Into Steel Creek Is hotter than state safety regu la-

L

Igatlon alternatives, the response to canmnt AA-2 regarding
tlons al low. Flushlng ces!um Into the Savannah River would the relationship of radloceslum and radlocobalt con a
contaml nate dr I nk I ng water downstream. Furt hernvre the se6page

>

to EPA standards, and the response to canrmnt AJ-I regardl ng
hslns would leak rmre toxic chemicals Into the Tuscaloosa ground-water and seepage bs I ns.
aqul fer. And high-level toxic wastes producsd at SRP WOUI d be
raised by 33S.

1 am opposed to re-startl ng the L-Reactor unt I I these envl rOn -
frental hazards can be ef fecflvely neutral Ized.

Ywr3 tr”Iy,

Maxi ne M. Warshauer
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STATEMENT W FRANK VON H IPPEL

Princeton Unlversl~ School of Englneerl ng/App I led Science
Center for Energy and Envlron~ntal Studies

The Englneerl ng Quadrang Ie
Pr I nceton, New Jersey 08544

Phone [609) 452-5445

October 31, 1983

Mr. M. J. Sires, Ill
Assistant Manager for Health,

Safetv and Environment
US Departfmnt of Energy
Savannah River Operations Off Ice
P-o. Box A. .
AI ken, SC 2980 I

Oear Mr. S I res,

P lease f I nd attachd v cm fronts on the Oraft Envl ronmenta I
Impact StateIn6nt, L-Reactor Operat Ion, Savannah RI ver P I ant
(OOE/EIS-01080).

Sincerely yours,

Frank von Hlppe I
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Novemkr 1, 1983

Conmmn+s on the Department of Energy 9s Draft Envl ronnmnta 1

Frank rnn Hlppel
Pr I ncetc.n Un ( vers ( ty

Sumary

Because of tfn83 constral nts, these cmments are I (m(ted to the
treatmnt In the Draft E IS of:

o the rl sk fr~ reactoraccidents,and

o the need for addl t Ional weapons-p Iuton (urn.

~ Cz- 1 With regard to the rfsk from reactor accidents, the f ( nal E IS

N should fnc Iude an est IfMte of the cons~uences of a ful i-core
u meltdown fo 1 lowed ~ a faf lure of the radloact (ve ~s f ( ltra-
. tlon system. Accidents of this severlfy are routinely con-

sidered (n the Nuclear Regulatory Cc$nmlsslon!s (NRC) risk
analyses for CIV( I Ian power reactors. The DOE 1s bei (ef that
such Catastrmhfc acc(dents are lmposs(ble at the L-Reactor my
ta due to the apparent neglect of cmnwn-mde fat !ures (n Its
accident probb( I (ty estln!ates. S(nce, In any case, such prob-
abl Ilty estlmtes are known to b unreliable as predictors of
the I lkei I hood of -tastr~hlc acc(dents at nuc Iear reactors,
the 00E’s risk assesswnt shouid focus prfncfpal Jy on the d-
gree of ‘Bdef ense-1 n-depthtv des 1gned Into the L-Ueactor $s =tety
systems. Fran th Is perspecf f ve, the I ack of a pass f ve conta ( n-
ment tul Idlng, a standard safety feature of al I US C(VI Iian
power reactors, must M a source of ser I ous concern.

As d(scussed In Sect (on 4.2.1.3, the alrkrne actlvlty confine-
ment systm Is assumed to operate for al 1 accidents cons lderad
tecause of its high rel (abl Ilty and the extr-ly Ion probabl 1-
lty of a concurrent accltint and systen fal lure.

Sect Ion 4.2. !.4 of this final EIS has bn nudlfled to present
the bs(s for the probbf I (ty cr(terla used to select accidents
for further anal ysls lnciudl ng th~e caused h C.anmn wde
failures.

Since startup of SW reactors, a cont(nued effort has ken
devot~ to the to the revla of the ef fectl Wnms of reactor
safety systems and upgrad t ng of systems. These rev f ws have
(nc Iudd anal ys(s of what has com to & known as ,,cannu”
Cause!r fal lures as noted In the response to cmma”t BL-9.
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CZ-2 WI th regard to the need for the L-Reactor p 1uton I um, the
unc Iass( f fed dl scuss(on offered In the Draft EIS !s unnecessar-
( ly vague. Essent / a) f n forn!at Ion has - OI?IItted despl te the
fact that this information has previously been mde publ Ic or
(s easi Iy derivable frm publ Ic In formtlon. Such lnfornmtlon,
wh(ch should appear and b dlsc”ssed (n the final EIS l“cludes:
the approxlmte amunt of pluton lum already {n the US nuc Iear
weapons stockp I 1s, the approx I ~te p Iuton Ium product ion rate of
the L-Reactor, and the amunt of pluton Ium f n the Nagasaki
bomb. The reader of the unclassf f Id E IS wou Id learn from
these three numbers that the plutonlum already ( n the US nu-
clear weapons stockpl le IS sutflclent to mke at least 20, DO0
nuclear warheads and that the L-Ueactor would Increase this
sluckpl Ie by only abciJt 0.4 percent a year. These facts are
certainly relevant to the L*eactor restart declslon and indeed
make Implausible assertions that plutonlum shortages cw Id de-
lay the deploymnt of any high-prlorifi US nuc Iear weapon sys-
tms. To further Clarl fy the rfetter, the 00E should l“clude In
the final EIS a Ilst of the weapons syst- which It Wlleves
wou I d b de I ayed f f the restart of the L-Reactor were postponed
or cancel led.

~E has focused on the degree of ‘clef ense- 1n-depth. des I gned
into the L-Reactor safety systm ~ descr ( bl ng these system
and accident experience and analys Is In this EIS. Concerns re-
~rdl ng a passi w contal nment bul I dl ng for the L-Reactor are
addressed in Section 4.4.1 of this EIS as wel I as In Its de-
ta I led de~rlptlon of the knef Its of the a Iternate conf Inemnt
Systm In S%tion 4.2.1.

A I so see the res~nses to canments BF-6, BF-7 and BL-1 I con-
cern 1ng the adequacy of the L-Reactor conf I nem3nt system.

See the response to cc.mnt AB-2 re~rdl ng I n formt Ion f n th Is
El S on need and production alternatives. The nat(onal Pi ICY
on nuc J8ar U8apons, thel r deploymnt, and the ned for
Increased w’3apons Is tayond the scope of th Is E I S.
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Reactor Acc I dent Consequences

People Ilvlng near the Savannah River plant are entitled to
know the potent I a I consequences of a worst-case acc i denf at the
L-Reactor. Furthermore, frankness a“d honesty about th Is
posslbl Ilty Is likely to k In the long-term Interests of the
government. The traditional AEC-E~A-NE publ Ic-relatlons

aPPrOa~ +0 cOncerns a~u+ reactor safety has not done CIVI I Ian
nuc Iear Wwer any Wod (n the past and Is un ! Ike!y to da the
nuc I ear weapons production complex any ~d 1“ the future.
More often than not, such a PO I Icy seems to hckf Ire and con-
vinces concerned cltlzens that the risks are greater than they
real Iy are.

CZ-3 The worst-case accident at the L-Reactor wou I d be a fu I I core
meltdown w Ith the radioactive gases drl ven off bf the core
escapi ng Unf i Itered to the humn envl rc.nm”t. Altlwugh the DOE
may believe that such an accident has a n~llglble probbl lit-y,

y It Is wet I-knwn that such prokbl I Ity estl~tes are
unreliable.

:
u CZ-4 The unrellabl Iity of estimtes of the prokbl Iltles of cata-

strophe Ic nuc Iear reactor accidents bcamw c Iear as a result of
the Mny revlm of the Nuc Iear Regu Iatory C-lss!onls Reactor
Safety Study (RSS). Th Is study Inc Iuded estlmtes of t~
abl Iitlffi of catastrwhlc accidents at two CIVI Iian “IIclear
power plants. The work underlyl ng these estlmtes was bth
much fmre Sophlstlcated and tmre cmplete than the L-Reactor
rl Sk assessmnt Ascrl bad In the Draft EIS. Nevertheless, fo 1-
Iowl ng a prolonged detate and a cmmlssloned outside revl w ~
a group on wh Ich I served, the NRC cone Iuded I n 1979 that ‘,the
Comm!sslon does not regard as rel I able the Reactor Safef’y
Studyts nuwrical estlmte of the overal I rl sk of reactor 8ccl -
dent. n l~C Press Release, January 18, 1979. I

See the res~nse to canment CZ-I and the response to cunmnt
BL-12 regardl ng probabl I I ty est in’Otes.

The probabl I Ity estimtes for the L-Reactor are not derl wd
frm those developed for the Reactor Safety Study, WASH-1400,
although the ksic wthodo logy Is slmi I.gr. Howev6r, It should
b3 noted that the Risk Assessment Revlen Group found I“ part:

,,0 Despite Its shortcanl rigs, WASH-1400 provides at th Is
tine the =t canplete single picture of accident Fot-
abl 11ties asmci ated with nuclear reactors .,,

And,

,,0 The CommlSSIO” accepts the Rev! w Grmp RWortls
cone Iuslon that absa lute .a Iues of the rl sks presented
by WASH-1400 sbuld not k used uncritical IY . . ..I.

DOE has not used the probbl Ilty =tln!ates uncritical Iy.
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pm~rt Commnis Responses

CZ-5 A measure of the lncanp Ieteness of the L-Reactor risk assess- See the responses to canmnts EL-I, BL-2, BL-4, CZ-I, and CZ4
mnt Is the fact that it does not even Inc Iude accident sce- regardl ng cons Ideratlon of a f ul I core nmltdown.
narlos which could lead to a full core mltdown with failure of
the radloact Ive gas f I Itratlon system. In the ~ such
catastrophe Ic accidents were est I mated +0 have a much higher
probabl I Ity (3O t Imes h Igher for a pressurized water reactor)
than the probbl I I ty given 1n the Draft E IS for the mst severe
L-Reactor accident considered there (a relatively benign event
Involvlng the m31ting of only 3 percent of the core with the
radloactl ve gas f I Itrat Ion systa ef feet I vely preventl ng a
large release of radioactivity to the atmsphere - see Table
s-2 of the Draft El S). Although the probabl Ilty estimtes In
both reports wst b3 mns!dered unrel table, the absence I n the
L-Reactor risk ana IYSIS of an accl dent smuence wh Ich WOUId
I ead to a catastrophe Ic release requires exp Ianatlon.

CZ-6 The nust Ii kel y explanat ion for the ml SSI ng catastrophic See the response to canwnt CZ-1, and the responses to cmwnts
accidents In the L+eactor ri sk assessffent Is not the rela- BL-9 and BI.-12 reqrdl ng 10canmn mdeqt fa I lures.
ti ve safety of the L-Reactor design - wh Ich after al I does not
even have the pass! w radloactl VO gas COntal ntrent bul Idl ng re-
quired at al I CIVI Ilan reactors - but the apparent n6glect in
the L-Reactor r I sk assessmnt of ‘Icomfmn-nvdegv safety systm
failures. This is the class of failures which would Include
accident swuenc= wh I ch wou Id slmu Itaneously I ncapacltate
a I I the L-Reactor 8m3rgency COOI1 ng systenn and the rad loac-
tl ve gas f I Itrat Ion system. It Is wel l-known, frcin bth the
RSS and accident experl ences such as t~se at EIrwn 0s Ferry
~ Thr.3e Ml 1. Is land, that commn-mde fal lures are the nwst
I Ikel y cause of catastrophic reactor WC! dents. A severe
earthquake; errors In design, construtilon or mal ntenance; and
sabtage are on IY sonm of the Mny Fotentlal causes of such
cmnvn-nvde fal lures which should have b9en considered.

CZ-7 In any case, In the final EIS, the DOE should discuss the con- SW the response to canfmnt CZ-1.
sw uences of a core m I t-down at the L+eactor wI th subsequent
bypass or fal lure of the radloactlw gas fi Itratlon system. As
I show blow, the seriousness of such accidents can b estl-
mtd fran resu Its obtal ned bf the RSS.

CZ-8 For simplicity, I will consider belon only radlatlon doses at a It Is
d] stance 12 km (7.5 ml Ies) downwl nd from a worst-case L-Raactor Study

not -easonable to app Iy
to L-Reactor tacau se of

the resu Its of the Reactor Safety
the slgnl f leant dl f ferences I n
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accident. This Is the average dl stance frm the L-Reactor to
that part of the site bundary which I I es to the south of the
reactor (see Fig. 3-2 of the Draft El S). According to Table
B-1 of the Draft EIS, the wind blows In these directions

aPPrOxlmatel Y one ha! f the tlm.

The predictions of the Reactor Safety Study who Ie-hdy and
thyroid doses as functions of dow”wl nd I stance may be found I n
the NRC report, Examlnatlon of Of fslte Radio Ioglca I EinerWncy
Protect I ve Measures for Nuc I ear Reactor Acc I dents I nvo I v I nq
Core M It [NUREG/CR -,.
~ It Is reasonable to compare
these resu Its direct Iv to those In the Draft E I S because the
therwl Wwer of the pressurized water reactor cons Idered I m
the Reactor Safety Study (3200 MWt) Is approxlmtely the same
as that assured the 00E I n ~lcu Iatl ng the mns6quences of
L-Reactor accidents (3000 MWt, accordl ng to Table S-2 of the
Oraft El S). The accumu Iatlon of long-l I ved f Isslc.” products 1“
the L-Reactor core Is somewhat I ower than 1n a power reactor,
bJt, as Is sbwn 1“ Fig. VI 13-1 of the ~ the mst lm~rtant
COntri tutors to the 2-hour of fslte dose are short-1 I v6d I so-
topes wh Ich wou Id b present In ccinparable anwunts of the tio
reactors. (The radloactl ve 1nventory assu~d for the L-Reactor
core Is given In Table G-10 of the Draft EIS. That assunmd for
the pressur I zeal-water power reactor cons I dared I n the ~ Is
given In Table VI 3- I of that report. )

CZ-9 Given a 10 mph WI nd and a 3 hour de lay kfore evacuatlo”, the
RSS ca ICU Iated a ‘-wan projected who Ie body dose,, outdoors,
~km downwl nd frw a core-w lt-co”tal “w”t-fal I“re accident
of approxlmtely 10 reins. (See curve E of Figure 5.9 of
NOREG-CR-I 131. ) The correspnd i ng thyroid dose was estlmted
to ba about 1000 reins [Ibid Fig. 5.121. These numbrs are
respect Ivel y 25 and 200tims higher than the largest va Iues
shown I n Table S-2 of the Oraft E IS for the 2-hour whole-body
and thyrol d doses. Cc.ses of th Is mgnltude wou I d not k
associated with a larg9 risk of early death frm radlatlon
I I Iness, but they would bring with them a slgnlflcant increase

des Ign. See the response to Canmnt BF-7 regardl ng these
dlf ferences.

lfased on the doses presented I n the Cmwnt from a catastrophic
accident, the Individual w exposed to 10 reins would suffer a“
average I ncrease I n I Ikel I hood of death fran cancer fran abut
one In five to about 1.01 In five, ~ulva lent to the risk from
srmkl ng 1/2 a c1 garette per week for 30 years, hard Iy a ‘,slg-
nl f Ica”t Incraase In cancer rl sk over the lo”~r term. ,, Slml -
Iarly, a 1000 rm thyroid dose would yield a total risk of thy-
roid malignancy In the ordr of one In 250, with a negligible
risk of fatality, a canparatlvely 1011 consequence of a very IW
prohbl I Ity accident cats~rl zed as ‘,ce.tastrcph It.,,

,, ,, ,,, ,,, ... ,., ,,, ,,, ..,,,,,, ,,,, ,,, ,,,, ,,, ,,,, ,,, ,,,
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in cancer risk over the longer term. Furthernwre, (f evacua-
tion were delayd or the nmt%orologlcal conditions were ad-
verse, whole-bdy doses cw Id rl se above the levels (200-300
reins) where fatal lt(es frum radlatlon tl lness would bagln to
occur [NWEG/CR-l 131, Figs. 5.10 and 5.221.

Land contamlnat(on frm atrmspherlc releases of radloactlvlty
on the sca Ie of the worst acc ( dents cons I der8d ( n the Reactor
Safet Stud wou Id also te mch nvre severe than for those
~“sldered (“ the Oraf+ EIS. For exam,le, the RSS
estimated that, even I f techn lques 8x1 steal which could ta=ed
to reduce the radioactive contamination of thousands of square
ml Ies by 95 percent, res (dents NOUI d typfcal Iy have to vacate
for years areas up to 30 ml Ies downw( nd fran a core-m ltdown-
containment-fa ( lure accident I WASH-1400, Fig. V I 13-271. In
the absence of such effective decontamination techn Iques, this
i nterdlcted area wou Id extend abwt 100 ml Ies downwind. *

y Cz-lo Wt even cons Idered In the Draft El S are the potent Ial releases
of the much larger Inventories of radioactive waste elsewhere

E on the Savannah Rfver site wh lch m(ght occur as an Indirect
m resu It of an accident at the L-Reactor. What would happen, for

example, to the huge Inventor [es of Ces ium-137 (n the high
level waste tanks In the F- and H-areas, If, as a resu It of
rad(oactlve contamination by an accident at the L-Reactor, It
kcam imposs lble to ~lntal n the cool I ng of these tanks?**

Al I these cons~uences should Lm careful Iy dl scussed (n the
final EIS.

●SW a I so Jan Beyea and Frank von Hlppel, ‘°Contalnment of a
Reactor Meltdown, Bul Ietln of the Atomic Sclentlsts,
August/Septemkr 138 Z, P. 5z.

**see ~a5*e “anagemnt Operat ,.”5 Savannah ~ , “~~ p I ~“+ (ERDA,

Draft Environmental Impact St atement, ERDA-1 537, 1976),
PP. I I I-96 and I I I-97 for a sugqest [w a lthough fncanD Iete dls-

The waste storage tanks are e.7”lp~d with caollng CO( Is which
are SUPP 114 with water fran a closed-lore coo II ng syst6m,
which In t~lrn, Is cooled bf heat exchangers suppl led with wel I
water. Loss of coo 1( ng (n a waste tank Contalnl ng fresh h (gh-
heat waste, a tank with a rnax(mum rate of heat gsneratlon,
would Caus(l the temperature of the waste to Increase to the
b( I I ng pint over a period of about a week un less correct Ive
act (on werv taken. The maximum sludge and supernate tempera-
ture for e~!ch waste storage tank IS recorded del Iy so that ade-
quate tlnt3 would b available to ldentlfy a cool(ng de flctency
and to restore ful I COOI( ng or to In (t/ate s“ppl~”tary cool-
( ng to avoid overheat I ng. In ddlt Ion to hckup coo 1( ng water
supply, eac:h cooled waste tank Is provided with a condenser as
a backup fc>r (ts coo II ng CO( Is.

There Is presently no known accl dent that wwld occur at
L-Reactor zjnd cause a Concurrent fa 11ure of the waste tank
coo I I ng system In add(tlon, the distance to the waste tanks
frm L-Reactor are sufficiently far that =mss and al I neces-
sary M ( ntctnance to the waste tanks would cent 1nue to h per-
forwd In ‘rhe un I Ikely event of an accldont at L-Reactor.

CUSS(OO of the problem of loss:~f-cool (ng In ~avannah’ River
h I gh I evel waste storage tanks.
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kmmnt Canmnts Res~nses
numbr

The Urqencv of Add (t I ona 1 P I uton I um Product (on for Weapons

C2-1 1 Although the reactor accident rl sk assessmnt In the Draft See the response to Canment AB-2 regardl ng In forwtion In th(s
EIS Is obviously Inadequate, (t (s at least accessible for E I S on ned and produdlon a )ternat fves. The nat Ional po I ICY
Independent per revlm and WI 11 mpef ul Iy k Improved as a on nuc Iear weapons, their dsploymant, and the need for l“-
resu It. In the case of the c Ialmed need fOr the L-Reactor creased weawns Is byond the SCOP of this E I S.
p 1uton I um, however, the DOE appears to have used the excuse of
class lff~ information to avoid a publ(c critfque of its analy -
s Is. As WI 1 I t8 shown klow, (t was unnecessary for the DOE to
adopt this posltlon. The prlnclpal numb9rs requlrd to Judge
the n% for the L-Reactor plutonlum are In the publlc tialn.
Furthermore, these numbrs tend W cast dou bf on any c la lms of
urgency for the restart of the L-Reactor.

One can eas f I y estimate, fOr example, fran the publ I shed num-
hrs for the quantlt(es of Stront luW90 and Ces lufR137 In the
accumu I at& radloact(ve wastes at the DOE*S Savannah River and
bnford sites, how much u-235 was f lssloned In the AEC-EROA_E
product ion reactors and therefore hQw much P I uton lum these
reactors produced. If one does thls, one arrives at an est 1-
wte of approximately 120,000 kl Iograms of p!uton Ium (n the
U.S. nuclear weapons stockpl le.

One can a 1- easl ly calcu late fram the 2350 MWt n~lnal therms 1
power of the L*eactor given (n Table G-5 of the Draft E IS that
It w f I I k able to produce abut 500 kg of weapn-grade P I u-
tonlum per year - or approximately 0.4 percent of what the
U.S. already has in Its weapQns Inventory.

Final Iy, we knou frcnn a declassl f l$d wmrandum frm Genera I
Groves (dat6d 18 July 1945) to the then Secretary of War, that
the .UC tear bomb wh 1ch destroyed Nagasaki Conta 1ned approxl -
mtely 6 kg. of plutonlum. Th (s means that, even f n the ab-
sence of the advances I n nuc Iear weapons technology s I nce 1945,

...
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the a~unt of plutonium currently In the U.S. weapons stockpi Ie
wou Id ba suf f Iciont to make 20,000 Nagasaki weapons. * The
exploslve ylel d of these weapons cou Id, of course, be
onorrmus Iy Increased ~ US I ng them to trigger a second stage
therIranuc Iear react Ion.

The bre facts above by th-el Ves make Imp Iauslble that the
lack of future p Iutonlum producflon fram the L-Reactor would
delay any high prlorl ty U.S. nuc Iear weapons system. The DOE
cou Id, however, further c Iarl fy the Issue bf Includl ng in the
final EIS a Ilst of the weapons systems which It blleves would
be de I ayed I f the r6start of the L-Reactor were postwned or
cancel led.

COncluslon

As a result of the revi - docum8nt9d above, I conclude that
the DOE has not provided In the Draft E IS an ana Iysls of the
quallty which should k requlrd for a federal action as
slgnl f I cant as the L-Reactor restart declslon.

~he U.S. also has In Its nuclear weawns stockpl Ie sufficient
high Iy enriched uranium to mko additional tens of thousands of
“UC Iear warheads. The deta I I & documental Ion of th Is fact,
a long with the estimates given above for the U.S. weapons-




