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Ed-1

STATEMENT OF F, JOHN VERNBERG
November 14, 1983

Mr, M, J, Sires, 111

Asslistant Manager for Health,
Safety and Envlronment

U,5, Department of Energy

Savannah River Operations Office

P.0. Box A

Alken, SC 29801

Dear Mr, Slres:

The following comments relate to the Draft Environmental |mpact
Statement, L-Reactor Operatlon, Savannah Rlver Plant, Alken,
5C, This letter reflects my personal oplnion and does not
imply any offlcial response by my employer,

By way of introduction, | submlt a brief statement of my
professional background, In 1951 | received a Ph,D, from
Purdue University - my training was in ecology. Since then |
was employed by Duke University (Instructor to Professor from
1951-1969) and the University of South Carollna (Baruch
Professor of Marine Ecology and Director of the Belle W. Baruch
Institute for Marine Blology and Coastal Research from 1969 to
the present). One of my professional Interests is in the area
of wetlands ecology. 1 have published over 120 papars and
books on pollution, physlology, and ecology. Further, | have
served as President of the Estuarine Research Federation,
Preslident of the American Soclety of Zoologlsts, and Chalrman
of the Physioiogical Ecofogy Section of the Ecoiogicai Society
of America,

Resumption of the L-Reactor operation willl have obvlous and
immediate negative Impact on wetlands and the aquatic blota,
especially In Steel Creek, According to the Draft EIS at least
1000 acres could be Impacted, Untll relatively recent tlimes,
these habl tats have been conslidered as useless and expendible
based on the disappearance of hundreds of thousands of acres of
watlands because of varlous man-made developmants, Howaver, a
tremendous literature, not clted in the Draft EIS, has

The operation of L-Reactor wiil eliminate between 730 and 1000
acras of wetlands for the direct discharge of coollng-water,

The 1000-acre figure Is a conservative estimate, and represents
a maximum value, Coollng-water mitigatlon aiternatives to
direct discharge are discussed In Section 4,4,2 and Appendl

I, These sections include an analysis of wetland impacts If \
the mitigatlion alternatives were Implamentad nrlor to or after
the L-Reacto - =) nse to comment AA-1
regarding cooling-water alternatives,
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EJ-2

EJ=3

EJ-4

demonstrated conclusively thelr economic, environmental, and
soctetal values., It does not seem justifled to agaln subject
this reglon of South Caroiina to environmental destruction as
was done earller when the L-Reactor was operatlonal and before
fedoral leglslation began to protect the environment,

The draft EIS appears to adequately describe the extensive
damage to wetlands, aquatic life, morphology of Steel Creek,
and wiidilifs dus to nonradiological sources. Also the
increased thermal discharge to the Savannah Rlver has been pro-
Jected, Have these projections taken into account potential
future changes In Savannah River flow characterlstics as a
rasult of recent upstiream moditications? I+ river flow drops
significantly below previous values, how high would the river

temperature go?

in contrast to the description of the adverse ef fects of cer-
tafn nonradlologlical factors., the potentlial negative Impacts
from "normal® and accidental introduction of radionuclilides and
other chemlcals are not as well documented, | did not see any
assessmant of the ef fects of previous radlonucliide spitits on
5teel Creek and the Savannah River or recent disclosures of
aqui fer contamlnation, How adsquately and extenslively are en—
vironmental factors being monitored? On p 4-19 It Is indicated
that "most chemical contaminants are expected to be transported
through the swamp Into the Savannah River,® On what Is thls
expectation based? Does the swamp not act as a filter? What
is the fate of These contaminanis as Thay become part of The
sediments? Have previous studles answered any of these
questions?

The assessment of radliatlion doses resuiting from exposure to
perslistent radiolsotopes or to Isotopes that tend to bloaccumu-
late appears to be Inadequate. For oxample, calculatlions of
radlation dogag rasulting from tha Injactlon of meat and vege-
tables are based upon estimates of the contamimation of food-
stuffs by radioactive materlal deposited from the atmosphere on

The thermal effects In the Savannah River resulting from the
direct discharge of L-Reactor cooling water have been evaluated
undsr & wide rangs of river flows, Including flows less than

the T~day 10-year low flow of 159 cublc meters per second,

The assessment of previous radlonucllde spills on Steal Creek
Is extensively discussed In Appendix D and summarlzed In Sec

tions 3,7,2 and 4.1,2,4, Environmental monitoring at SRP an

L-Reactor monitoring programs are discussed Iin Chapter 6,

The flow rate in Steel Creek, about 11 times the natural flow
rate, would carry the coollng-water effluent from L-Reactor
directly fo the Savannah Rlver, except during perlods of flood
which occur about 22 percent of the time, As discussed In Sec-~
tion 4,1,1,5 of the EI5, the water quality of the L-Reactor ef-
fluents dlschargad through the L-Reactor outfall to Steel Creek
wouid be very simiiar fo that of The intake Savannah River
water. In addiftion, these discharges would be made under an
NPDES permit issued by SCOHEC, The compreshensive cooling-water
study (Sectlion 6,1,3) will further assess radionuciide and
heavy-metal remobi llzation, deposition, and ef fects,

See the response to comment BA-2 regarding the use of bloaccu-
mulation factors. Root uptake by vegetation is not a signlfi-
cant pathway since water from the Savannah River Ts not used In
glanificant quantitias for irrigation; hance, dapas!tian of

airborne radloactive materlal s the most signiflcant pathway,
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numbec
vegetation {B-14), Apparently, this assumption would greatly
underestimate exposurs because no account was made of other
routes of Incorporation of Isotopes Into vegetation, such as
absorption through roots, and no account was made of bioaccumu-

EJ=-5 lation, With regard to exposure to those jsotopes with long The 100-year environmental dose commitments for exposure to
half-lives that persist In the environment, estimates were made H-3, C-14, K-85, and i~129 beyond 80 km was based on a U,S,
of 100-year dose commltments for exposure to H-3, C-14, Kr-85, population of 250 milllon, Should a different population be
and 1-129; however, a population of 250 miliion was assumed used, the coses would Increase or decrease In a proportional
(B-31} for the dose commltment calculations (Table B-18), The manner,
ef fect that this assumption has on the dose calculation needs
To be explained,

EJ-6 On page 8-2, lines 8 and 9, it is stated that after decommls- Justification for thls view ls hased on the documented changes

sioning and decontamination - this area can raevert back to its
natural state with minimal long-term eftects.,”™ What is the
Justification for this view? What Is minimal long-term ef-
fects? Section 4,6, Decontamination and Decommissloning, sheds
little light on this point, Only one paper (a Master's Thesls
by Repaske, 1981} had preliminary Informatlon or signs that the
Savannah River swamp was beginning to recover. Will the pro-
posed new indignity o this ecosystem be more drastic than that
of the previous operating period of the L-Reactor? What other
changes, such as in water table lavals, use of Savannah River,
or reglonal Industrlal development, have altered the reglonal
ecosystem since 195), The L-Reactor and its attendant activ!-
ties are part of a larger ecosystem, one which Is changling, |
do not find any baslis In this Draft EIS To support the theslis
that this area will become productive over a long~term {not
defined) perlod,

Stncerely yours,

F. John Vernberg

over time to the Steel Cresk ecosystem following the previous
oparation of the L-Reactor., Minimal long-term effects means
that the Steel Creek ecosystem, after a perfod of approximately
15 to 20 years, will achlieve the lavel of community diversity
and productivity that is present today,

Changas to water levels in Important aquifers is discussed in
Sections 3,4,2, 4,1,1.,3, 5.1,1,4, and 5,2,3 of this EIS,
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STATEMENT OF RICHARD £, WATKINS
November 14, 1983
Mr. Melvin J, Slres Ill
u,S, Dept. of Energy
Savannah River Operat(ons Office
Post Office Box A
Afken, South Caroiina 29801
Dear Sir:
EK-1 I+ ts disturbing that the current plans for restarting the Ses the response to comment AA-1 regarding ccollng-water
L=Reactor will result in the discharge of hot water Into Steel alternatives.
Creek, This water, much hotter than permitted by state regula-
t+ions, will needlessiy destroy 1000 acres of wetlands and will
EK=2 fiush cesium into the Savannah River. Groundwater contamina- See the response to comment AA=-2 regarding the reiationship of
tion Is another si{gn(ffcant concern, radfoceslum and radlocobalt concentrations to EPA drinkfng-
water standards, and the response to comment AJ-1 regarding
ground water,
EX-3 Some of the environmental {mpacts are cleariy avoldable, and See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-2 regarding DOE's

staps must be taken before startup of L-Reactor to avofd these
{mpacts, Savannah River Plant must be required to comply with
+he federal and state environmental standards which commercial
nuclaar reactor sites must meet,

Yours truly,

Richard E, Watkins
2-B Kirkwood Apts,
Camden, SC 29020

comm{tment to comply with applicable Federal and state regula-
tions and to take all reasonable steps to mitigate Impacts, and
+he response to comment BF-7 regarding the differences between
SRP reactors and commercial ltght-water reactors.
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EL-1

STATEMENT OF ALFRED H. VANG

State of South Carolina
Water Resources Commission
Alfred H, Vang
Exacutive Oirector
November 14, 1983

Mr, M, J, Stres, 111
Assistant Manager for Health,

Safety and Environment
1.5, Departmaent of anrnu
Savannah Rivaer Operaflons Qfflce
P, O, Box A

Alken, South Caroltna 29801
ATTENTION: EIS for L-Reactor
Dear Mr, Sires:

The Water Resources Commfssion staff has reviewed the "Drafft
Environmental Impact Statement, L-Reactor Operation, Savannah
River Plant™ and submits the following comments for considera-
tton (n daveloping the Final EIS and reaching an ultimate
decisfon on the project,

1, As part of the scoping process for the EIS, we requested
a thorough evaluation of the effect of project operation
on surtace water use throughout the Savannah River
Basfn. While the Draft EIS does contatn some Informat{on
on water use, wo believd more evaluation is desirable,
The evaluation should consider tota) SRP streamflow needs
for water supply and waste assimilation, Including ther-
ma! ef fluent, and the Impact of these needs on current
and projected water use throughout the Basin, Considera-
tlon should be given to a substantial Interbasin transfer
betng planned by the City of Greenviltle, South Carolina
and to water use agreements being negotlated by the
States of South Carolfna and Georgfa w(th the Corps of
Engfneers (for withdrawals from Clarks Hi{ll, Hartwall and
Russell Lakes), Al] water uses both upstream and down-
stream should be (ncluded in this evaluation,

Withdrawal of Savannah River water for restart of L-Reactor and
ongoing SRP operatfons are discussed In Sectfon 4,1 and 5,2 of
this EIS. Wastewater discharges from SRP will be In compltanca
with the NPDES permits as {ssued by the South Carolina Dep
ment of Heajth and Environmental LrOI“ITI"OI. Alternative Therﬂ'ﬂi
m{tigation myasures for L-Reactor are presented (n Section
4,4,2 of this EIS, DOE (s presently conducting a thermal mi+(-
gation study for the saelection of thermal mi{t{gation measures
for SRP aperating reactors,

The Corps of Engfneers malntains that In accordance with (ts
agreemant with Duke Power Company, the (nterbasin transfers
from Lake Keowse to the City of Greenville cannct have an ef-
fect on the abllity of the Corps of Enginears to generate ejec-
trical power at Lake Hartwell and Clarks Hill, The Corps of
Engtneers Is presently assessing the request by the States of
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South Carolina and Georgla regarding the withdrawal of water
from Lake Hartwell and Clarks Hill. This assessmant will in-
clude the abt|tty of the Corps of Engfneers to maintaln (ts
navigatfon project below the New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam
and to meet [ts electrical powsr generatfon requirements, This
assessmont will also consider the affects of the {nterbasin
transfer, Until such t{me that the Corps of Eng(neers com-
pletes {ts assessment, flows belou the New Savannah Bluff Lock
and Dam will e maintained at the current ievels by The Corps
of Engineers,
EL-2 2, The consumptive water use by L-Reactor and other SRP Based on Nefll and Babcock (1971)--referenced {n Chapter 4--it
oparations should be (ndfcated, rather than simply stat- is estimated that the surface-water consumptive use for
fng that most water withdrawn wi(ll be returned, L-Reactor wiil be 0.85 cubic meter per second.
EL-3 3, It (s the position of this agency that the L-Reactor L-Reactor oparation will be (n compliance with the NPDES permit
should be {n compliance with State water quality stand- issued by SCDHEC,
ards for temnarature at the time of restart. This posi-
tion has been provided to the South Carolina Department
of Health and Environmental Control as part of the NPDES
permit review process, We belfeve that any private
Industry proposing a simflar thermal discharge would be
required to comply with State standards and DOE should be
subject fto the same requirement,
EL-4 The Dratt EIS clearly (ndicates that DOE's preferred Sectfon 4,4,2 of the EIS, which discusses cooling-water mitiga-

cooling water alternative of once through cooling with
direct discharge to Stee] Creek will 1) violate State
thermal standards, 2) produce severe adverse I(mpacts on
the Steel Creek ecosystem, 3) ajter the environment by
greatly Increasing streamflow, 4) (ntroduce large amounts
of suspended solids to Steel Creek, and 5) resuspend
rad{oactive Ceslum and Cobalt deposfted In Stee! Cresek
saediments, All of these adverse [mpacts could be allevi-
ated by use of the recirculating mechanical draft cocling
tower aiternative dfscussed fn the Draft EIS,

In the I[nterest of protect{on of our water resources and
water users, wo recommend the recirculating mechanical
draft cooling tower method as the preferred alternative
(ncorporated (n the Final EIS,

tfon alternatives, has baen revised based on public comments
recelved on the draft EIiS, Speclflcally, Section 4,4,2 has

been revised to provide a detafled discussion of additfona
combinations of varfous cocling-water systems, In Section
4,4,2, each of the cooling-water mit{gation systems Is evalu-
ated for attalning the thermal dfscharge limits of the State of
South Caroltna. Sectfon 4,4,2 and a revised Appendix |,

Floodp lain/Wet land Assessment, discuss the wetland (mpa of

each of the systems considered. N~
w

The Daepairtment of Energy has Uoen roviewing &nd evaluating al-=

ternative cooling-water systems for L-Reactor. Based on these
reviews and evaluatfons, and consultatfons with representatives
of the State of South Carolina regarding a mutually agreed upon
compliance approach, a preferred cooling-water mitigation al-
ternative {s {dentified (n this EIS, This preferred coo -
water alternative {s to construct a 1000-acre lake before
L-Reactor resumes operation, to redesign the reactor outfall,
and to operate L-Reactor (n a way that assures a batanced
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EL-5

EL-6

4.

5s

In order to fnsure un{form application of and compliance
with requirements of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act {(RCRA}, we support the position of
admintstration of RCRA by the South Carolina Department
of Health and Environmental Control for L-Reactor and
other SRP operations,

Al}l of the mitigation alternatives discussed (n Section
4,4 relating to safety systems, cocling water, liquid
waste dfsposal and disposal of 186-Basin studge are not
preferred by DOE due to cost and/or impact on product(on
schedule, We feel there are cons{derations more
{mportant than production schedule and cost, and that
mitigation alternattves which protect the environment and
publifc safety should be sefected and commi{tted to by DGE
in the Final EIS,

bfotogfcal commun{ty (n the fake, The Record of Declsion pre
pared by the Department on this EIS wili state the cooling-
water mitigat(on measures that will be taken which will alfow
L~Reactor operation to be In compliance with the conditfons

an MPDES permit to be Issusd by the Stats of South Carcling,

As stated In Chapter 7 of this EIS, the hazardous-waste manage-—
ment progran of DOE meets the technical requirements of the EPA
hazardous-waste reguiations, and is compatible with the State
of South Carolina DHEC requirements, SRP wiil cooperate w{th
SCDHEC on all matters concerning solfd and hazardous waste
managemant,

Recently, DJE and EPA have signed 2 memorandum of understanding
regarding the applfcabtiity of RCRA to DOE's mflitary activ(-
ties, 1t {s DOE's position that state RCRA permftting author-
{ty does not does not apply to activitfes or substances subject
to the requiremants of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, The underlying fissues of applfcabllfty were racently
roeviewed fn the District Court of Tennessee, A declsion
adversa to DOE's pos!tion was rendered on April 3, 1984, The
Department of Energy does not plan to appeal this decfsfon to
the Ctrcult Court of Appeals. The Department will implement
the requirements of RCRA at the Savannah River Piant in accord-
ance with the MOU, and will work closely with SCOHEC on all
activities related to hazardous-waste management,

Chapter 4 provides the decfsionmaker the necessary (nformation
on economic, engineering, and environmental factors to formu-
late a thorough, reasoned, and knowledgeable decisfon on the
potential implementation of mitigation alternatives In relation
to the need for dafense nuclear matertals, The Record of
Decision on the EiS will address alternatives considered in
reaching the deciston, environmentally preferable alternat{ves,
and preferences for alternatives based on the techn!cal, econo-
mic, and statutory mission of the agency,
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EL-7 6. I+ (s stated fn the Draft EIS that no adverse ecologlcal The ANSP references on page 4-18 of the draft EIS are to the
Impacts are expected on the Savannah Rfver except near statement ",,. to mon{tor the effects of SRP operations on the
the muth of Steel Creek, In support of this expecta- general health of the Savannah River," The statement that
t+ton, studfes by the ANSP (1953, 1957, 1961, 1967, 1970, " .. no major changes (n the presence of specles have occurred
1977) are cited on page 4-18, Are these studies con- from past Savannah River operatlons at thal(r statfons or are
sidered by DOE to be comprehensive and detafled enough to axpected to occur from the addit{on of heat and c¢ooling water
document that past L-Reactor and other SRP operatfons from L-Reactor.,." Is referenced by Matthews, 1982, The cited
have not impacted Savannah River blota? references and the statements that they referance do not refer
fo ecoiogicai impacts near the mouth of S5teei Creek,
The scope of the studles conducted by the ANSP are (ntended tfo
evaluate the general health of the Savannah River; they are not
meant to be a detatled study of the Impacts of the SRP on a
specific system such as Stee! Creek.
EL-8 7. On page 4-12, reference (s made to ",,,thermal effluent The word "criterf{a™ has been changed to standards I(n the
criteria of the South Carolfna Water Classfficatfon applicable sections of this final EIS,
Standards System (SCOHEC, 1981}),,..," It should be noted
that these thermal criter{a are actually thermal
standards,
EL=-9 8., Sectfon 3.4.1,1 indfcates that the Corps of Engineers in I+s Final Environmental Impact Statement, Operation and

attempts to maintain a minimum flow of 178,4 cubic meters
per second (6297 cfs) at the New Savannah Bluff Lock and
Dam, Our (nformation (ndficates that this figure should
be 164.,3 cms (5800 cts),

Mafntenance of (larks HI Il Lake, Savannah Ri{ver, Georgfa and
South Carollina, the Army Corps of Engineers (198%1) states
W3_63 Navigation, A min{mum flow of 5,800 c.f.s. (s requfred
bolow New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam for navfgatlon. The
Clarks Hitl discharges are regulated to meet this minimum with
re-reguiation provided at Stevens Creek Dam, A discharge of
6,300 c,f.5. {5 normally provided B0 percent of the time."
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EL-10 9. Page S$-5, fourth paragraph ment{ons po!lutants {n the In 1982, wells producing from the Tuscaloosa fn A-Area were
Congaree Formatfon, but no mentton (s made of chlorinated found to have low concentrations of chlorinated hydrocarbons;
hydrocarbons {n the Tuscaloosa Formation, concentrations i(n water samples from these wells ranged from

less than 3 to less than 27 micrograms per iiter, Entry of
chlor(nated hydrocarbons (nto thase wells (s balieved to have
resulted from Tertiary groundwater migration through defects {n
the cement grout of at least one production wall to the Tusca—-
loosa (Geraghty & Miller, 1983), Chlorinated hydrocarbons
above the limit of detectlon (1 microgram per liter} have not
been found In recent M- and A~Area wells dr(lled to mon{tor
Tuscaloosa water qualfty, One of these new walls {s located
within 80 meters of the A-Area production well (53A) that
previousty exhiblted the highast concentration of chiorinated
hydrocarbons, The summary of this final E1S has been revfsed
to include a discussion of the chlor(inated hydrocarbon
contamination {n the Tulscaloosa Formation,

EL-11 10, Page 3-25, fourth paragraph states that the tan clay had The tan clay Is the lowest unit of the Barnwel! Formatlon
disappeared (n the M-Area, Although this {s correct, (Section F,2,7,1), Section 3,4.2.1 has bean revised to provide
there has been no menti{on of this unit previously and no a brtef discussion of the tan clay,
deseription,

EL-12 11, Page 3-36, second paragraph states that "In aresas where The text of the EIS has been revised to read "In areas where
downward head differential does not exist, such as downward head differential ex{sts, such as M-Aroea, the draw-
M-Area...." Although this s correct, there has bean no downs {ncrease the natural downward head differential (n the
mentlon of this unlt previfously and no description, area {mmedliately around the pumping wells,"

EL-13 12, Page 4-7, third paragraph should read ",,.and 58,3 cubic The text of the EIS has been revised,

metars per minute" {nstead of cubic meters per second,
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EL-14 13. Same paragraph as in 12, above, should read ",,,.the Within about a 32-kiiometer radius of SRP (an area of over 3216
30-kilometer square area,,," square kilometers) the current (1983) projected water use from

the Tuscalocosa Aquifer Is estimated to be 63 cuble meters per
minute (see Section F,3,1), The study srea for the ground-
water flux calculation lles within the 3216 square ki iometer
area (see Sectlon F,4,2),

EL-15 14, Page 5-12, second paragraph states that "Local water From 1972 to 1981 there has been a general decline in winter
levals at pumping wells are not expected to continue to precipltation. This accounts in part for the daclining water
decline appreclably,™ But they have been declining since levels as shown by well AK-183 In the outcrop area (Sectlon
about 1978 and wlth Increased pumpage both 1n and 3.4.,2,5), Calculations Indicate that the decline In SRP
peripheral to the plant site, they could continue to monitoring wells Is assoclated primarily with Increased pumping
declline, at SRP. The text has been revised appropriately. Also see the

response to comment BT-7 regarding ground water,

EL-16 15, Flgure F~9 on page F-20 shows the 172 foot water eleva- The 180-foot contour was drawn to "honor" all data polnts,
tion in welt P3C is closer to the 180 foot contour than Nelghboring data points show elavations of 173 and 177 feet.
Is the 177 foot water elevation of well PS4, Appropriats wvsight has been glven 1o each of the three

elavations In thls cluster when drawing thls contour,

EL-17 16, Figure F-22, page F-50, The water table surface should The water table In the referenced figure has been labeled.
be labeled,

EL-18 17, Figure F-28, page F-69, The Tuscaloosa plezometric sur- The flgure has been modifled to deslgnate the locatlons of the
face should have an arrow to clarify location, The arrow Tuscaloosa and Congarese piezometric surfaces,
for the Congaree plezometric surface s mislocated,

EL-19 18, The plezometric maps of varlous aquifers In various areas The plezometric maps were drawn from data obtalned In monitor~
shoufd be contoured on an interval that would show the tng walls, The cones of depression at SRP are not extensive,
offects of the productlon wells on the water levels particularly those In the Tuscaloosa Formation. The density
{cones of depression}, of monitoring walls ls Insufflcient to show +the cones of

depresslon, Informatlion on conaes of depresslon In the Tusca-
toosa Formation 1Is provided In Sectlen F,4,3, Slple (1967) and
Du Pont (1983; DPST-83-829},

EL-20 19, Some note should be made as to which wells are pumpling, Individual well pumpling rate Information Is not measured at

how long, and the withdrawa! rates, SRP; instead, process and domestic ground-water use Is

measured on a system basis In each "Area" of SRP, Historical
data (1968-1983) on ground-water withdrawal rates are provided
on an "Arega" baslts in Section F, 3,2, Other Information Is
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provided in Siple (1967), Pumplng histories of 12 selected
wells from several formatlons have been portrayed graphlcally,
Pumping information on an “Area" basis wiil be reported to
SCWRC on a quarterly basls starting with the fourth quarter of
1983,

EL-21 20, The text rafers to data in the metric system whereas, Matric units were used whenever practicable, When Engllsh
many of the flgures are labasled ustng the English sys~ units were employed, appropriate conversion factors were pro-
tem, They shouid be consistent, vided, Re-drafting art work to change, for example, caontours

from English to metric units could distort the interpretatlons
of the original preparer,

EL-22 21, No mention Is made of the clastic dikes located 1n and Clastic dikes were mapped during the geotechnical! Investiga—-
near the H-Area seepage basin, These dikes provide a tlons for the Defense Waste Processing Facility (DWPF), The
mode for concentration of beta emitters and allow for map area included H-Area., Thls mapping ef fort doss not show
more rapid transport of pollutants to Four Mile Creek, the presence of clastlc dikes near the H-Area seapage basins,

Clastic dikss at SRP are, typically, less permeable than the
surroundlng sediments, These dikes have an ironstone margln
with a clay center., Ground-water travel times from H-Area
soapage basins to seepline springs along Four Mile Creek have
been measured by tracking tritium in the plume, Representative
travel times are reported In Section F,5.3,

EL~23 22, In saveral Instances the text refers to the head in the The pattern of upward head differentlal between the Tuscaloosa
Congaree balng lower than that of the Tuscaloosa because and the Ccngaree and the Increase In this differential from
the Congaree has been Inclsed by several streams allowing tha northeast towards the southwest (along an axis nearly
for an area of discharge, Although this Is true, the colinclident with Lowar Thres Runs Creek) suggests that
ma jor reason for the lower head Is that In the south- stream/river Tncislon plays the dominant role, not differences
wastern part of the plant site the recharge area for the in elevations of recharge zones, The effects of Incislon by
Congaree is lower than the recharge area of the Upper Three Runs Creek and the Savannah River on the Congaree
Tuscaloosa, plezometric surface are discussed and displayed in cross

sactlons in Sectlon F_4,1,
EL-24 23, In all of the piezometric maps, note shouid be made as to water levels used to construct plezometric maps were measured

whether the water levels were made during pumpling ar
under static conditlons,

ln monitoring walls (not in pumping we!ls) durlng normal plant
operations, Including the withdrawal of process and domestic
watar from ground-water sources, Section F,1 of the FEIS has
been revised to Indlcate conditions durlng ground-water level
moasurements,
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Table M-2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
EL-25 24, As we polnted out during the scop(ng process, approxi- The text of Section 3,4.2.3 has been modifled and a new Sect{on
mately 6000 walls have been drflled at the 5RP, Many of Fo7 has been added fn this Final EIS to reflect this concern,
these (approximately 600} were pre-existing domestic No abandoned wells are known to exist at or adjacent to waste
wells, some penetrating the Tuscaloosa, that have been disposal sftes that wtll be ut{ifzed by L-Reactor or SRP,
abandoned, The status of these wells Is not known, but
any open hcles or rusted-out casings provide a direct
route for water from contaminated shallow aquifers to the
Tuscaloosa, Sfnce this situation was not addressed {n
the Draft EIS, please {nclude {t (n the Final EIS,
EL=-26 25, The presence of mfca and kaol{nitic clays in the subsur- The presence of micaceous and kaolinftic subsurface materlals

face will make ton exchange a significant problem (n con-
trolling the movement of contaminants In ground water,
especlally (n the McBean Formatfon, Please address thfs
s{tuatfon (n the Final EIS,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your Draft EIS,
Please contact us (f you have any questfons regarding our
comments,

Stncerely,

Alfred H, Yang
Executive Dirasctor

AHV : fw
cc: 5, C. Water Resources Commissioners

was conslidered during computation of dose comm{tmants that
could result from lfquid releases via the ground-water path
(seepage basin to onsite streams), Radionuc]ide concentrations
at outcrops along streams were derifved from Input obtatned from
a ground-water mode! of radfonuclide transport, The source~
term radfonuclifdes and thelr daughter products were cons(d-
ored, Radfoactive decay, lon-exchange, and the adsorptive and
absorptfve propertfes of the micaceous and kaollinitic ¢lays of
the SRP were also consfdered (Section B,2). lon-exchangs,
adsorption and absorption effects are accounted for by the dis-
tributtfon coeffictent (Kd). In performing these calculations
appropriate Kd-values were assigned each radtfonuciide specles,
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Table M~-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft E1S {(continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT QF RUTH THOMAS
Environmentallists Inc,
Founded 1972
November 12, 1983
Mr, M, J, Sires, I
Assistant Manager for Health,
Safety and Environment
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Offlce
P.0, Box A
Alken, South Carolina 29801
Dear Mr, Sires:
FINAL COMMENTS ON THE L-REACTOR
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
I ntroduction:
-1 in our Preliminary Comments of Ocvober 6, 1983, we requested See the response To comment AB~21 regarding DOE's iefter of
that a discussion meeting be arranged between consultants with October 31, 1983,
NUS Corporation consultants, state/Fedaral offictals and com-
menting organizations for the purpose of addressing the defects
of the Dratt Environmental Impact Statement (draft EIS) related
to the proposal to restart the L-Reactor, Such a meeting was
not arranged by the Department of Energy (DOE).
THE DRAFT E£1S FAILS TO QUALIFY AS A SCIENTIFIC DOCUMENT:
EM=2 1. Faliure to adequately identify speclfic references The EIS listed approprlate references for the subject matter
with support statements and conclusions in the text, covered,
2, In the cases when a reference is Included in the text,
no particular section of the report or the particular pages
Involved are not ldentifled,
EM-3 3. Fallure to lnclude references which provide the The list of references provided was not needed Yo support any

spacl flc and detalled data needed to evaluate the proposal to
restart the L-Reactor, The foilowing iist of documents

Information glven in the EIS,
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Table M=2, 0DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Commants

Responses

EM-4

Includes some ot the significant sources of Informatlon missing
from the Draft EIS,

a, Du Pont (E, I. du Pont de Nemours and Company}, Con=-
trol and Treatment of Radicactive Liquid Waste Effluents a¥ the

Savannah River Plant, DP-1349, W, R, Jacobsen, W, L. Marter,

D. A, Orth, C.,P, Ross, 1974 (This relates to leaks fo storm
sawars and dlscharges to seepage basins,)

b, Tritium Toxlcity: Effect of Low-Level HOH Exposure on
Developing Female Germ Cells In the Mousse, R, Lowry Dobson and

Mary F, Cooper, Radlatlon Research 58, 91-100, 1974,

<, U.5, Geologlcal Survey, Hydrology of the Low-Level
Radioactive-Solld-Waste Burial Slte and Viclinlity Near Barnwel |
South Carollna, Upen Flle Reper¥ 82-863, James ﬁ. CahTIT, 1982,
{On page 3-68 the Draft EIS llsts a report on Chem-Nuclear pre—

poameaes Tdanld dho mmiaoae LT ad £ b B
COMpany +75817, Tno fGWer TINOINGS OF Tha u,o,
r

vey are not Included,)

e

e &
atou uy 1

p he
Geologlical Su

d. 0Or. Thomas Mancuso, Study of Health Effects of Radia-
tion Exposure to Workers aft Hanford Washington Complex of
Nuclear Plants, 1978, (Despite reports of bad peer revlews,
only one was negative and that by Or., Sidney Marks, whose work
for the AEC gave him a conflict of interest probfem,}

o, Appendix 11, Reglonal Tritlum Dose Model, testimony of
August 1, 1974 at the federal hearing on the AllTed-General
Nuc lear Sarvices; reprocessing plant, Docket No. 50-332 (This
tastimony related to the fact that the transfer of tritium Is
not nmonodirectional,)

f. Du Pont, Leakage from Waste Tank 16, DP-1358, W. L.
Poe, November 1974, {(Numerous other reporfts of accldents, and
problems at the Savannah River Plant are missing from the Draft
£15; reference sources,)

4, The use of classifled and Internal reports to support
statemants in the Draft EiS, yet these are unavallable to
reviewars,

See the response to comment AB-2 regarding avallability of
classifled documents,
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Table M~2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Commants

Responses

EM-5

EM-6

EM=7

EM-8

EM-9

EM-10

5. Cases of evldence in referenced reports confllicting
with statements in the text, (See page 4-144, Gibbons study of
1974 confllicts with statements on page 4-18),

THE DRAFT €15 FAILS TO FULFILL THE REgUIREMENTS OF THE NATJONAL
1RO L :

1. Fallure to provide adequate evidence regarding the
benefits of the proposal to restart the L~Reactor,

2, Faliure to provide adequate evidence regarding the
costs of restarting the L-Reactor, In terms of environmental
and health damages and in terms of detrimental Impacts to
businesses of the state, Including tourlsm,

3. The lack of adequate evidence related to both Costs
and Benefits makes the balancling process of the NEPA law
Impossible to carry out,

4, The fact that the Draft EIS Is not a qualtifled
sciantlfic documant maans it Is also unflt to serve as the
basls of reaching decislons regarding the proposal to restart
the L-Reactor,

5, Fallure to comply wlth the NEPA requlirement of envi-
ronmental consideration "to the fullest extent posslible" as
mandated in Section 102 of the law, This Includes the subject
of alternatives to the proposed action and alternatives which
would reduce the detrlmental effects of the proposed restart of
the L-Reactor, See our Prallmlinary Comments regarding produc-
tlon alternatives, safety alternatives and coollng water

PR S,

options,

Sea the response to comment AB-14 regarding the differences in
the statemants,

See the responss to comment AB-4 regarding "beneflits,"

There Is no evidence to suggest that the restart of L-Reactor
will have a detrimental tmpact to the businesses of the state
including tourism, To the contrary, as discussed in Section
4,1,1,1 of the E'S, L-Reactor operatlon Is expected to have
annual total local expendltures in materlals and servlces of
approximatety $3 miition and a total payroll and overhead
expenditure of about $21 miliion, These expenditures are
expected to create about 50 regional job opportunitles and to
produce an additional direct and indirect Tncome of another %3
million, The total eccnomic beneflt to the SRP region during
L-Reactor oparation wiii amount to 400 direct and indirect job
cpportunities, about $25 mitlion in direct and Indlirect annuat
Incoms and payro!l, and $3 mitlicn In dlirsct gnnua!l

axpanditures on materials and servlces,

See the response to comment AB-4 ragarding balancing of costs
and benefits,

The EIS was prepared In accordance with NEPA guldellnes and
CEQ requlations. The EIS was based on extenslve publ!shed
reports and accurately depicts the environmental consequences
of the prcposed restart of L-Reactor,

See the responses to comments AB-4 and AB-5 regarding this EIS
and NEPA,
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Table M-2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft E1S (continued}

Comments

Responses

EmM-11

EM=12

EM=-13

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS:

1, Explain the conflict botween evidence about the toxic
nature of rad{cactive mater{als and the DOE's conclusion that
an approximate one third (ncrease (n the amount of these tlathal
substances {(I{ncrease f{n production, storage, burfal and release
by fntentton and accldent} at the Savannah River Plant would
have no stign(ficant effect on the environment and the publfc's
health,

2, List the research consulting flrms the DOE cons!dered
for prepartng the Environmental Assessment? for the Draft EIS?

3, Describe the criteria used to judge the knowledge,
exparience, and objectivity of the research firms considered,

There {s no conflfct {nrherent i{n the conclusion that an in-
crease [n the release of radiocactive materials by one~third
witl not signiffcantly af fect the environment and pubtic
health, A one-~third fncrease fn an Insigniffcant quantity re-
sults {n a quantity which fs sti{l} {nsignfficant, Section
5.2,7 of the EIS presents health effects from all SRP and near-
by nuclear faciilties (n the tenth year of L-Reactor operation
that are estimated to be a total of 0,02 cancer fatality,
Expected cancer death rates in a population of 852,000 {(within
80 km) plus 317,000 (downstream water consumers) based on 1979
South Carolfna and Georgla rates of about 147 per 100,000 popu-
lation would be about 1720 per year. Thus, Savannah Rfver
Plant contributfons (0,02 cancer fatality) would not change the
projectad cancer fatality rate by a detectable amount (1720 to
1720,02 per year),

Both the EA and the EIS are DOE documents; DOE (s solely
respons{ble for their preparatfon and contents. DOE centracted
w(th NUS Corporatfon as a technical support contractor to pro-
vide assistance to DOE/SR (n +the preparation of documents to
comply with the NEPA, DOE followed its contracting and pro-
curement requlatfons for competitive contracts before selecting
NUS, Sixty-nine companles expressed an fnterest fn bidding on
the contract (n 1980, DOE revfewed the prospectus of each
company, The NUS Corporation was selected from among these
companf{es to provide this technical support, The L-Reactor
NEPA documents {the EA and EIS} were one task assigned to this
contractor,

With respect to experfence, DOE daveloped an exclusion
criterion that stated "The offeror must have prepared an
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) as definad {n Sectifon
102(2)(c) of NEPA for Federal agencles which related to the
nuclear fuel cycle and radioactfve waste management
activities,"

To narrow the competitive ffeld to those companies wlth exper-
tise (n the nuclear fuel cycle and NEPA experfence, DOE
required the contractor to have expertise ftn the followfng
areas: socloeconomfcs, radiologlcal dose assessmants, meteo-

rology, geolegy, hydrology, ecclogy, btology, sefsmology, and
engineering {civl]l, mechan(cal, nuctlear),
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {continued)
Comment Comments Responses
number
EM=-14 4, List the reasons why the DOE selacted the same re— See the responses to comments EM=12 and EM-13, Because NUS
soarchers to do the Draft E|S5 as those who had prepared the Corporatlion assisted DOE In the preparatlon of the EA, It was
Environmental Assessment. fami ltar with the L-Reactor project and environmental offects,
DOE Is responsible for the technical accuracy of the EIS. Also
see the response to comment AB-20 regarding the EA and its
support documentatlion,
EM-15 5. Tha Draft EiIS polnts out that numerous studies have The €15 relies In general upon the reports and recommendations
besen done on the health effects caused by exposure to radia- of the most authoritative Institutions with respect to
tlon, The report, howaver, lists only a few studles as refer- radlation~induced health effects, Including the Committee on
ences, None of the animal research and none of Dr, Allce Blological Effects of lonlzing Radiations of the Natlonal
Stewart's studles are included, Numerous other studies are Academy of Sciences, Natlonal Research Counclil, The studlies of
mlssing lncluding Dr, Samue!l Miiham's flndlngs of "oo much Stewart, Miiham and Mancuso have been examined and dismlssed as
cancer at Hanford" and Dr, Thomas Mancuso's follow up study on tacking In stattistical power in the 1980 report of that
Hanford, commi ttee,
EM=156 The 3 health ef fect references chosan for Sectlon 6 on The study by H, |, Sauer, which was In progress when the DEIS
Studles and monitoring were all done by one person, H. . Sauer was prepared, has now been completed and a report Is belng
(page 6-135), According to those preparing the Summary, there prepared, The study was reviewed by a panel of epldemiology
Is a need To "fi{l In missing time perlods and update mortality experts on October 25-26, 1983, Thls panel, which was convenad
rates through 1978" (page 5-11) in these reports of Dr, Sauer, by the U,%. Publlc Health Service's Centers for Disease Control
at the regquest of DOE, Iincluded epidemiclogists from the health
Unlass the Final EIS includes consideration of the evl- departmants of the States of Georgla and South Carollna. A
dence contained In numerous health effect studles, the DOE may report of the panel's review Is expected by the end of 1983,
be accused of manipulating Information related to the L-Reactor
restart proposal, In a speech at a January 1983 meeting of the in Protessor Sauer's study, he concludes that "the hypothesis
Aiken Rotary, Du Pont's Yice Chalrman, Richard Heckert stated that there Is Increased mortallty due to the operation of SRP
that "(0)ften sclentlflic fact are ignored," when nuclear [ssues has been shown to be wlthout foundation, The differences be-
are balng considered, He went on to say That "(S)ometimes un- twoen U,5, rates and the rates for counttles In South Carollna
suppotable sclentiflic arguments are created for the occaslon," and Georgla, analyzed elther cross-sectionally or as trends
"in still other cases,™ he added, "valld data are manlpulated over tima, do not display any consistent pattern, Though er-
to support predetermined political goals rather than to reach ratlc and heterogenecus when organized from the angle of pos-
vaiid scientific conclusions.™ The DOE needs fo review Its own sible SRP induced radlation effects, the data migh% be better
practices, explainable when corralated with other factors of natural,
soclioeconomic or cultural character,"
EM=-17 6, There are too many defects In the Draft EIS and in the Responses to the additional comments and answers are provided

responses the DOE made to those testifyling orally and -In writ-
Ing to address all of them, We, therefore, selected the first
ten pages of Dr, Roger Coate's Statement of May 24, 1983 to

study. Thls particular testimony was chosen because of Dr

Coate's knowledgs of numsrous subjlscts related To the pr

to restart the L-Reactor,

In the tollowing comments and responses, Due to the format of
this appendix a complete copy of the marked copy cannot be pro-
vided; however, a complete copy of the attachment is enclosed
in the DOE report documenting the comment period on the Draft

ci1Q
= iJe



Lig-H

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

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

Wo added comments related to the Information he presented
and related to the answers supplled by the DOE, A copy of
these comments Is attached, These notes demonstrate that more
questlons were railsed by the DOE's raesponses and that
conflicting Information was not cleared up, In some cases
spacific questions or comments were not addressed,

We ask that full consideratlon be alven fo our Preliminary
Comments, these Final Comments and our notes related to Dr,
Roger Coate's testimony.

Sincerely,

Ruth Thomas,

Authorized Representative
Environmentaiists, inc,
1339 Sinkler Road
Columbla, S5,C, 29206
Tel, B803-782-3000

Afttachment A:
Notes on Dr, (Coate's
testimony
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Table M=2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (contlinued)

Comment
number

Comments

Rasponses

EM-18

EM~19

EM=20

We have prepared notes on Dr, Coate's statement and DOE's re-
sponse presentations to show that the agency has not adequately
addressed lIssues ralsed in this testimony elther in Its com-
ments here or In the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). (Boxed in areas are E, l.'s notes)

Ruth Thomas
Environmentalists, Inc,
1339 Sinkler Road
Cotumbla, S.C. 29206
tel. 782-3000

Only through page B-58.

From my review so far of the Draft £|5, it appears that the
basic faults polnted out about the EA (nos, 2, 3 and 4) exist
in the Draft E|S.

The position that "National Security™ also applies to maintain-
Ing public weli-belng of the pubilc from operation of SRP is a
viow which needs to be stressed by more people. It relates to
NEPA, the balancling of costs vs beneflits,

There Ts nothing Tn the NEPA law of 1963 which exempts DQE from
full complitance with *+his federal law,

The Draft £1S as it now exists doas not meet the requlrements
of the NEFA and the EA did not, Did the DOE have lawyers

faml [1ar with NEPA as advisors? What legal experience do the
NUS Corporation consultants have? (36 of the preparers of the
Draft E1S are with NUS Corp,)

Comments 2, 3, and 4 were addressed In the responses to U-7,
U-14, and U-4, respectively, of Dr, Coate's statement,

See the responses to comments AB-4 and AB-5 regarding balancling
and disclosure ot classlifled information in this appendix.

Ses the response to comment AB-4 In this appendlix regarding
information In this EIS, The EA and the EIS were prepared by
NUS under the technical directlon of DOE, Including the General
Counsal from the DOE Savannah River Operations Office and DOE's
Oftice of General Counsel, All these lawyers are famlliar with
the NEPA, The Office of the General Counse! approved the EA,
FONS|, and Draft E1S, NUS Corporation Is an englneering and
environmental consulting firm with extenslve experience In pre-
paring environmental NEFA documents, HNUS' legal experlence has
no bearing on its ablility for preparing NEPA documentation,
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Tablae M-2, DOE responses fo commants on Draft EIS (continued)
Comment Comments Responses
number

EM-21 Clitizens and cltlzens' organizations have the right to NEPA requlires that the public be allowed to comment during the
intervene and be parties to administrative hearings at which NEPA process [42USC,4332(2)(c)] and the Agency Is required to
cross-examination and testifylng under oath are helpful in respond to those comments (32 CFR 651,304)., There Is no statu-
resolving conflicting information, (Under the NEPA law,) tory requiremant for public hearings. (Como-Falcon Community

Coalition Inc, v. Dept, of Labor 609F2d 342 (8th Cir. 1979).
It a hearlng Ts held, T¥ Ts up ¥o the agency to declide on the
procedures,

EM~22 The Draft EIS appears to have as [ts maln purpose fo minimize As discussed in Sectlon 1.2 of the EIS, the purpose of the EIS
the effects of restarting the L-Reactor and to minimize the Is to analyze the potentlal environmental consequences of the
damages which have already happened. proposed restart of L-Reactor In compliliance with Section

102(2)(C) of the Naticnal Environmental Pollcy Act of 1969, as
amended, and the Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 1984, The potential environmental impacts of the proposed
restart of L-Reactor are described In the EIS and are based on
projections of the effects of expected nonradlclogical and
radiolcgical operational releases on the current envlronmental
baseiine, Also see response to comment AT-3 In +his appendix
regarding the scope and content of this EIS,.

EM-23 In the DOE's defense of the EA, chapters 3 and 4, the agency See responses to comments AT~3 and AB-1 in this appendix
refers to the number of pages as I|f the quantity of materlal raegarding this EIS and the EA,
was the important criterla rather than the presentation of as
complete and accurate a record of evidence as possible. (NEPA)

£M-24 The alternative discussions of the Draft £1S are defective as See the responses to comments AB-5 through AB-19 in this
noted in El's Comment Latter, appendix regarding alternatives In thils EIS,

EM=-25 We did not find the Johnson (1977) report listed In the Draft The Johnson (1977) report, In dlscussing 75 relsase Incldents,

EYS nor did we find accounts of Incidents, accidaents, equlpment
fallures, accldaental releases, It is unclear what amounts of
various radloactlive gasses and fallout have been routinely
released from reprocessing plants, other plants,

was referring to 75 Incidents In the solld waste burlal ground
which resulted in locallzed release of radicactivity (ERDA
1537, Chapter I, Sectlon 2 (1977)), These involved burlal of
contaminated equipment, sand blasting to decontaminate equip-
ment, burning organic solvent, and accidental fires, Contami-
nation was conflned to the burlal ground except for thres tncl-
dents which resulted In minor contamination outside the burial
ground fence. Improved operating procedures have greatly
decreased the frequency of abnormal Incidents In recent years,
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Table M=2, DOE responses to commants on Draft E(S (continued)
Comment Comments Responseaes
number
EM-26 The Information about accldenta! #ritium releases Is See the response to comment AB-10 in thls appendix regarding
Incomplete, We could not focate among the references the tritium releases,
approximately 200 documents related to tritium releases and
referred to the DOE letter of QOctober 4, 1083,
EM=-27 what have been the routine and accidental releases of lodine The major sources of lodlne releases are the Separatlions
from the SRP reactors? The fact that local milk samples have Areas, For the 10-year period 1971-1980 the three operating
contained $T-90 suggests other tission products were also reactors at SRP released a total of 0.077 Cl of lodine~t31 to
roleased, Why wasn't mllk checked for radiolodine each year the atmosphere, 2,65 Ci to surface streams, and 0,32 Ci to
the SRP facllitles have operated? at local farms? seepage basins, {(Reference: Ashley, C, Zelgler, C,.C, and Culp,
P.A., "Relsases of Radicactlvity at the Savannah River Plant
1954 Through 1980," DPSPU 81-25-1, 1982,)
Therse has been no evidence that strontium~90 Itn locally pro-
duced milk Is of SRP origln, 5r-90 and other radionuclides in
ml Ik (axcept H-3 and |-131 during specific periods) are
atfributed to fallout from nuclear weapons tests,
in the early days of the nuclear industry, the Importance of
the fodine--cow milk exposure pathway was not recognlzed,
Routine monitoring of cow mllk began at SRP in early 1957,
EM=28 At the Barnweii piant hearings, the iodine-131 predictions were Reloases of lodine~131 at SRP are based on actuai measurements
S0 times too low., What has been done to see If SRP predlctions and thus reprasent operating experience,
are of #7
EM~-29 Whore in the Draft EIS Is conslderation given Yo the fact that Seo the response to comment EM-27 In this appendlx,
people In the SRP area were exposed to the high lodine-131 re-
leases In the early years of the SRP as well as later releases
tn terms of the added radioactive pollution from the L-Reactor
being an Injury to those already harmed? Partlicularly, In
relation to thyrold damage?
EM-30 The statements about reductions In the number of accidents and The DOE keeps records of all events which are ocutside of the

feaks conflicts with reports of there baing more accidents In
1979-1980 - 108 sach, *In 1975 there wore 38) Richard Denlse
of DOE told the Atlantic Constitution that one reason was
"personnel turnover,"

normal operating conditions or deviate from normal operating
procedures, Most of these events do not result In accidents or
leaks, Any events which have an offsite ef fect are reported to
the publlc in the annual report serles entitled Environmental
Monltoring in the Vicinlty of the Savannah River Plant,




18¢-H

Table M-2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft E15 (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

EM-31

EM-32

EM-33

EM-34

According fto Wm, Stratten, reactor expert of Los Alamos, old
nuclear plants requlire more maintenance than when they are new,

The Draft EIS makes no refsrence to lodine releases and other
recorded releases as far as we can determine, The SRP Opera-~
tlons Office, 1982 does not appear to have been used as a
reference by the preparers of the Draft EIS, nor Health Physics
reports, nor all of the tritium documents,

The report "Radioactive Exposure of the Population by Contami-
nated ATr Emitted from Nuclear Plants in the Federal Republlc
of Germany® (1975) identifles radfolodine vla the pasture-cow-
mi Ik pathway as the cruclal exposure, Why wasa't this refer-
ence used? Were the people In 5RP area glven potassium lodine
piils during the acclidental releases of iodine and during the
early years when |-133 releases were high?

It Is our understanding that all tritium, K-85 and Carbon-14
are discharged to the alr from reprocessing. |f no equipment
traps these gases and fallout particles, Isn't this dumpling?

What equipment has been added to SRP facllitles? What reports
document this? What amount of Todine In radloactive form was
raleased prior to the addition of removal squlipment? After?

What documents Include records of tests on mllk for
radloiodine?

The Savannah River Plant has a continulng program to malntain
productlon facllities In a safe operating condlition, This
includes replacement of equipment when necessary and updating
equipment to stay abreast of Improved technology,

Estimates of releases of radioiodine and other radlonucildes
(Chapters 4 and 5 of the EIS) from L-Reactor and support
facilities are generally based on the most recent 3 vears of
operating experience and thus represent current technology and
operating conditions,

The pasture-cow-milk pathway Is the critlcal pathway for
releases of radlolodine to the environment., This pathway Is
taken Into conslderation in calculating the radlological

of facts of operation of L-Reactor and assoclated facillities,
The offsite doses to the thyrold and other organs via the
pasture-cow-mi |k pathway are given In Appendix B of the E|S,

Tritlum, carbon-14, and Kr-85 from reprqocessing are released to
the atmosphere., At present, there are no practicable methods
of removing fthese radionuciides which are In a dilute form In
very large volumes of air, The releases have always bean well
below standards (l.,e,, offsite doses have always been well
below accepted dose standards),

Since startup of SRP, there has bsen a contlmuing program to
upgrade squipment and facllities to reduce releases of radio-
active and nonradiocactive materlals to the enviroament., These
"state of the art" Improvements are the result of ressarch at
SRP and elsewhere., Many of these Improvements are described In
ERDA-1537 {(an EIS5 reference for Chapter 5). improvements
speclflically for SRP reactors are also described in the £15,
Sections 2,2, 4.2, and Appendix J,

As described In response to comment EM-27 In this appendix, SRP
reactors are a minor source of releases of radiolodine to the
environment,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
numbar

Comments

Responses

EM-36

EM-37

EM-38

EM-39

Misloading statements are used In the Draft EIS including
minimizing amounts released (page B-1 of VOI, 2) as well as
minimizing detrimental effocts,

The presentatlions on tritlum are particularly misleading, and
In conflict with reports and studies, ("Sources of Tritfum and
I+s Behavlor Upon Release to the Environment," D, G, Jacobs,
AEC, 1968, "Tritium Toxiclity: Effect of Low-Level 3HoH Expo-
sure on Developing Female Germ Celis In the Mouse," R, Lowry
Dobson & Mary Cooper, Radiatlon Research 58, 91-100(1974)-A few

examplies,

Evidence s needed In Draft Et5 to support the statements that
a majority of tritlum released is In the less dangerous form,

Not enough samples are taken to justify reaching concluslons
about accidental releasses, Urine samples are only taken of SRP
empioyess, we understand, |f the predictlons of the pattway
are based on incomplate and inaccurate Inf,, they are not
dependable,

The Draft EIS falls to provide the evidence to support the
following statement simllar claims,

The statement that the slize of radicactive releases will be
small (Page B~1 of the £15) from operatlon of L-Reactor and Its
support facillities was intended to reflect the fact that the
radiologlcal impact will be smal!, See the response to comment
EM-i1, Tha word ¥smaii¥ in the first paragraph of Page B-}

has been removed,

Standard dosimetry models used by the Nuclear Regulatory

Commi ssTon In regulating the commercial nuclear Industry were
used Tn EIS dose calculatlons (sse Appendlx B of the EIS), The
dose mode!s are based on recommendations of the Internatlonal
Commlssion on Radlologlcal Protection,

lum released by L-Reactor and its support facllitlies is In the
less dangerous molecular form {see Sectlons 4.1.2,1, 5.1.2.2,
and Appendix B of the EIS). Dose calculations were made on the
basis that tritlum releases are in the more easlily assimilat-
able oxlda form,

The EI1S does not make the statament that the majority of trit-

Urine samples were analyzed for more than 300 people. This not
only included people working at SRP but alsoc members of the
plume tracking team, famllies of SRP personnel living In the
plume trajectory, and members of the public in 20 counties of
eastern Sasuth Carolina and flve locatlions in North Carolina
Ireference; W. L., Marter, "Environmental Effects of a Tritium
Gas Relaase from the Savannah River Plant on May 2, 1974,"
DP-1369 (1974)1., Urine samples were also analyzed for on and
off plant people during *the 1975 tritium release [reference:

W. R, Jacobsen, "Environmental Effects of a Tritium Gas Release
from the Savannah River Plant on December 31, 1975," DP-1415
(1976)1, Also sea the response to comment EM~48 In thils

..... AT s
APpoIiul Ay

0f the radlonuclides normaliy relsased to the environment from
SRP operations, only tritlum is regularly detectable by routine
monitoring procedures. Thus, it Is necessary to calculate
dosas for known exposure pathways and known atmospheric disper—
slon. The dosimetry model used in the EIS is the same as used
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for regulating commercial
nuclear operations {see Appendix B of the EIS), Dlspersion
calculations have been conflrmed by environmental measurements
of tritium,
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Table M=-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)
Comment Comments Responses
number

EM-40 The Draft EIS doesn't explain why residents have not been DOE Orders requfre that DOE-SR notify potentially aftected
warned when accldent happen which result In more thanm routine states of incidents at the SRP. It (s the State's responsibil-
amounts of radfation pollution belng released, so they can tty, as in the case of commercial nuclear power reactors, to
reduce exposure, "warn" peopie In deslignated zones near the plant In accordance

with EPA gufdelines., Gufdelines for "warnfng" offsite persons
of releases of "more than routine amounts" of radfoact(vity
from SRP have never been approached, Therefore, requfred pro-
tective actions to "reduce exposure" have not bsen necessary,
Though ™warnings" have never been required, the DOE and (ts
predecessor agencles, AEC and ERDA, have had memoranda of
understandfng with the States of South Carolfna and Georgla
since 1974 to "notify" responsible state agencies of unusual
releases of radloactivity or accfdents, As I(ndicated {n Appen~
dix H of this Final EIS, which has been modiffed to include the
current status of emergency planning activities, much more
detalled notification agreements have recently been agreed to
with the stafes and formai emergency pianning was compiated in
March 1984,

EM=-41 Draft EIS doesn't explaln the contradiction between calculating The calculated ftritium cloud pathway referred to was for short-
a tri{t{um cloud pathway and the fact that tritfum doesn't torm tritfum release Inclidents., Inftfal direction and speed of
necessarlly follow wind dtrection, (Transcript of the Barnwet! travel of fthe plume was based on meteorological measurements
plant heartngs 50-332) and standard dispersion calculattons, The calcuiations were

conflrmed by actual measurement of tritium {n the environment
following the releasas,

EM=-42 Why waren't the references cfted here used (n the Draft EIS? See the response to comment EM-37 {n thfs appendix,

Or why weren't the contradictions between DOE's statements and
the cited references explained?

EM-43 Dratt EIS lacks adequate discussfons of redistribution, through Pathway analys(s (s i(ncluded (n the dosimetry model used (see
such means as by birds, other antmals, f{nsects, Appendix B),

EM=-44 The draft E1S uses this same approach of '"misleading statements See raesponse to comment EM=37 fn this appendix,

'fow=values'"
EM=-45 Monftoring did not protect the people's health, (nformat(on No steps were taken to evacuate people In the path of tritium

wasn't avalladle (n time to reduce the Inhaltng and Ingestion
of tritfum by humans or animals,

raleases to aveld Inhalat{on or Ingestion of tritium, It (s
unlikely that any trit{um release from SRP will ever requlire
such actlion because offsite doses would not warrant the

action, Offsite doses were theoretically calculated immedi-
ately followfng the releases and extensive fleld monftoring was
conducted to verffy the calculations,
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Comment Comments Responses
number

EM-46 Falture to include In the Draft £15 information sources identi- See the response to comment EM-2 in thls appendix,
fled here or explaln why, or why the AEC reports and other
studies disagree,

Will the Final E1S correct this and statements which are elther
unsupported or contrary of evidence in studies, records,
transcripts?

EM-47 The concluston cannot ba reached that fritium was carrled in a See the response to comment EM-41 in this appendix.
northeastern direction since fritium doesnit foliow wind direc-
tlon., (See testimony of Barnwell plant hearing Docket No,

50-332)

EM-48 Sampling was done along predlicted pathway and since the Infar- The number of environmental samples following the tritium
matlon on which such predictions wers based was Incomplate and release Inclident was adequate to determine the area Tnvolved
in some regards Incorrect the results of the testing are in {pathway), lavels of tritium In the environment, and offsite
quastion, doseas,

"'_f 1,000 samples 1s too small a number to base concluslens on any-

W way, 1,000 samples in |1 categorles or approximatsly 90 of

% e@ach, The Draft E1S also reaches conclusions based on inade-
quate Information and sampling. No confrol groups are referrad
to.

EM-49 The Draft EIS lacks evidence to support statements that new The continuing upgrade program for the SRP reactors, which was
squipment and plant operation techniques have been added over Inaugurated Immediately after reactor startup In 1953, is dis-
the years, Budget information 1s neaded to show how much was cussed in Appendix J. About 60 percent of the $204 mittion
spent, when and on what, as well as detailed and documented in- spent on preparatlons for the L-Reactor restart went to
formation describing the changes. Statements about Improve- modernize The reactor in the same way the operating reactors
ments confllct with public statements made by Richard Denise of have been modernized durlng the L-Reactor standby period, it
DOE, when asked about the fact that the number of acclidents at has been a continulng concern that the facllitles be continu-
the SRP facilitles has Increased over the years, for example in ally upgraded. To this end a flve-part restoration program was
1979 and 80 there were 108 each year. undertaken for the perlod 1981-1987, A total of $389 miilllon

was budgeted of which about $164 million has been budgeted
through 1983, Thils money Is in additlon to norma! malntenance
and new capital projects,

EM-50 In both EA and Draft £4S, preparsrs apply the "dilutlon theory" All releasus from L~Reactor and its support faciiities are
to an atomic age technology., This Is inappropriate monltored and controlled at the release source, i.e., before

dllutlion. Measurements are then also made of the way these
releases disperse Into the envlronment.
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)
Comment Comments Responses
number

EM-51 All tritium, K-8% and C-14 are reisased Intentlonally, Since Although tritium, Kr-85, and C-14 are released to the environ-
these take time to decay to a safe level C-14 the longest 5,750 ment from operation of L-Reactor and Its support facllities,
year half )i fe, they are stillt a pollution problenm, offsite doses are small, Also see the response to comment

EM-11 In thils appendix, The population dose calculations
Include conslderation of a 100-year environmental dose
comml tment as described In Appendix B,

EM-52 There are not adequate monitoring stations and provisions fo The Savannah River Piant has the most comprehensive environman-
determline the locations at which radlatlion bulld up has taken tal monitoring plan of any nuciear facillty In the Unlted
place, The Dept, of the interior points out the llmits of States, There 15 no basis for the statement that monitoring
monitoring. statlons are Inadequate, Monltoring stations are at numerous

locatlons so that there Is little likellhood that there will be
an undetected bulldup of radioactivity. See Chapter 6 of the
£1s,

EM=53 Agree that understanding of radlatlon and its harmful effects The Natlonal Academy of Sclences BEIR 111 Report (reference:

{s substantlal, There are anlmal studles, studles of X-ray
pattents, those by Gofman, Tampiline, of Nuclsar workers-
Macuso, radlum dial palnters, Japanese victims, and from these
much has been learned, The Draft €15 falls to give adequate
attention to thls evidence and the evidence related to the

of facts of radiation damage to the unborn,

"The Effects on Populations of Exposures to Low Levels of
lonlzing Radlation: 1980," Natlonal Academy of Sclences, 1980)
took Tnto account the studies listed in thls comment, The NAS
Report was used as the basls for calculating the heaith eftects

of operation of L-Reactor and associated support facillities.

Also see the response to comment EM=15 in this appendix,





