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STATEMENT OF S. JArnB SCHERR

Natura I Resources Oofense Counci 1, Inc.
1725 I Street, N.W.

Suite 600
Wash I ngton, O.C. 20006

(202) 223-8210

November 14, 1983

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

Safety, and Environment
U.S. Departmnt of Energy
Savannah River Opwat Ions Off Ice
P.O. i30x A
AI ken, South Caro I I na 29801

Oear Mr. Sires:

Cwrrmnts on the Draft Envl ronmnta I
Impact Statement on L-Reactor Operation

I am writing on behal f of the Natural Resources Oefense Coun-
CI 1, Energy Research Foundation, The Gmrgla Conservancy,
Coastal Cltl Z9nS for Clean Energy, EnvlronMntal Pol Icy I nstl -
t lute, S. Davl d Stoney, Justl n Stephens McMI I Ian, and Judith
Gordon to provide our c.an~nts on the Oraft Environmental
Impact State fImnt on L-Reactor Operatic.n, Sava””ah River P Ia”t,
Al ken, S.C. (DOE/E IS-01 080) (Septaber 1983) (Itthe Oraft E ISI1).

The above-named oraanlzatlons and Indl v!dua Is are nlalntl ffs In. .
the case of NRDC et al. v. Vau.qhan, C.A. No. 82-3173 (0. C. C.,
July 15, 1963) wh I ch ordered the Department of Energy (llNEW)
to PrePare an E IS on the L-Reactor ‘as soon as practicable .,, A
number of the pla Intl ffs have already s“bml tted their own can-
ments on the Oraft El S.
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EN-1 The Draft E IS appears tu ta a hal f-hearted attempt h
ratlonal(ze and Justify a declslon already made to start up the
L+eactor as soon as passlb Ie without Imp Iemntat Ion of im-
proved safetf or environmental safeguards. The Draft EIS fal Is
to prov(de a convlncl ng -se for the early start UP of the
L-Reactor, to disc lose fu I Iy the Impacts of its operat Ion, or
to provide fmanlngfu I consideration to al I reasonable alterna-
tives. Our speclf (c commnts on the Oraft EIS are as fol lows:

A. Need for the L-Reactor

EN-2 The fa( lure of the Draft EIS to pro. (de an adequate Just(-
f lcatlon (Sect lon 1 ) for the fm~d late startup of the L-Reactor
has already bean dlscuss~ at length In the statemnt of Dr.
Thomas B. Cachran suhnltt6d at a OOE heart ng on the Draft E I S
In Beau fort, S.C. on Novemkr 3, 1983. A COPY of Or. Cochran’s
statmnt Is attached. It Is important to mphas Ize once aga(n
that the Issue of the need for the L-Reactor Is I ( nkd directly
to the question of whether DOE can Imp Iewnt masures to avoid
or reduce envlronm3ntal harm prior to the proposed operation of
the L-Reactor.

We would ltke to mke the followlng additional Speclflc
comments:

EN-3 1. The Oraft EIS discussion of need relles heavl IY upon
the rwu{ rmnts set forth In the Nuc Iear Weapons Stockpl Ie
Mmrandum (l~NWSM~l), In part fc”lar on a declassl f I & quote fran
the FY 1983-1988 NWSM wh Ich states that 11.. .DOE shal 1...(b) r-
start the L-Reactor at the Savannah River P Iant, Al ken, South
Carol I na, as soon as POSS Ible, but no later than October 1983. ”
The Draft E IS should [ndlcate prec(sely when the FY 1983-1988
NwSM was wproved by the Pr8s i dent and whether DOE rec.nnwnded

The Draft El S was prepard hsed on the substant Ive mmnts
that were received durl ng the publ (c scopl ng process, fnc Iudf ng
the Cmwnts of WDC. The purpose of the E I S ts to evaluate
the env I ronmntal consequences of the restart of L-Reactor.
Thts EIS together with other studfes on ned WI I I te used by
the Department to prepare 1ts R8cord of Oecfs Ion. The restart
of L-Reactor In th Is f I nal E IS Is ksed on the need for defense
nuc Iear mter(a 15 as def Ined In the FY 1984-1989 NWW. The
restart of L-Reactor as soon as pract I cab Ie Is not cons (derd
to b3 an ‘gear IY1( restart.

Responses have ken developed for the speclf [c cann?3nts con-
tained In th (s statement. Responses to the stai-nt sutunl tted
by Dr. Cachran on Novemkr 3, 1983, are contained In thls

appendix under the letter designation IIBL.ll

The need for defense nuclear mterlal Is d( scussed in Chapters
I and 2 1“ as great a detail as class (flcatlon regulations w(I I
al Icn. A classlf led Appendix avaf I able to the declslonmker,
contal ns a d( scuss Ion of the need and product Ion a Iternat Ives
and WI I I te considered fn the f (nal daclslonmaklng.

As Indlcatd In Sect Ion 1.1.1 of the EIS, the FY 1983-1988 NWSM
was approved by the Pres I dent o“ Novembr 18, 1982. The ( md1-
cated statemnt was f I rst proposed by WE on Octokr 19, 1982,
as a mans of cmmun Icailng the urgency of restart fng
L-Reactor. The quantltat(ve analys~ of nuclear mterlal sup-
ply and demand In the NWSM fu I Iy support th IS stat~nt and the
statewnts In Sect{on 1. 1.2 of the EIS Indlcatlng that any
delays In the Implemntd and proposed (nltlatlves, lncludlng
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the above-quotd language. We are concerned that It was added
fol Iowlng the start of the controversy In August 1982 over the
opera+ (on of the L-f7eactor and n!ay have &en VI ewed as a mans
of shfsldlng DOE from crltfcfsm.

EN-4 Since (t appears that at least a portlo” of the FY
1983-1988 NWSM could k declassified a“d published, DOE should
rev lea kth th IS document, the FY 1981-1983 NW~ and the c las-
slf led Append (x A to the OEI S to &tennine whether other segre-
gable port fo”s could k releas~ In order to al Ion a nore wa”-
1ngful eva Iuat Ion of OOEfs Justff feat 10” for the s+art”p of the
L-Reactor. In any e~nt, the fc.1 low(ng q.estlons must ba
answered publlcly:

E N-5 a. Has not DOE IS pluton(um equf valent product [on
rate exceed& the previously p Ianned (as
authorized In the FY 1981-83 NwSM) rate?

b. Has not the delay In the production of enhanced
rad(atfon 155 mm AFAP, the reduction or defer-
nb3nt fn the production of AL~ warheads and the
reduction of MX warheads lowered the pluton lum
qul Vaient requl rm”ts set forth In the FY
1983-88 NW~ re Iat I ve to the needs projectd I n
1980, a+ the tlm the declslo” was mde to
restart the L-Reactor?

c. The DE I S states that ,,the I ncreas6d defense
nuc Iear mgterla I requl r~nts and product Ion
Inltlatlves ,.. haw been reaffirmed In subsequent
stockpl Ie mmranda ( I-2) .,, Thus, I f the answer
to elthar question a. or b. above (s uyes,,, (t
f 0 I lows that any reaf f I rmat Ion of product Ion
(nltlatlves (n subsequent NWSMIS wst reflect a
desire or Intantlon ~ DOE to tuf Id a plutonlum
surp I us, perhaps on the order of several tons.
I s th IS the use?

the restart of L-Reactor, WI I I d( rect Iy af feet the needed
supp Iy of defense nuc lear mterla Is for our nat Ionts nuc Iear
force structure.

I nfovrnat [o” on weapon b“l Ids, stockpl Ie, ret lren83nts, and on
plutonlum a,?d tr It Ium supply, denwnd, product (on, and stockpl le
are Class (fled and, by law, cannot k.a divulged. No port fens of
the FY 1981-1983 NWSM, FY 1983-1988 NwSM, or 1984-1989 ww~
contaf nlng :substant I w I nformt (on prtfnent to the need and
tlmlng for the restart of L-Reactor can be declassff led. Al 1
s. bstantlve u“classl fed In f.arn!a+lon 1“ Appendix A to the EIS
has teen Included (n Chapters I and 2.

The &velopm”t of each NWSM is tased on a detaf led analys IS of
schedu led and p Ianned nsn ueapns systems, schedu led and
planned weapons retlr~nts, the current status of Nterlal
Inventory, IMterlal supply fran retfremnts, production and
processing plans, and capabl I(ty. Th(s analysls use$ data
cons f ste”t ,1 th the current status of legfs tat 1w act Ions a“d
adml nfstrat 10” plans concer”lng weapons systms and nmterlal
production. Th Is I nfornmt (on, Inc Iudf ng statemnts concerning
product Ion rat=, proJected rrOterl al Shrtages, or adverse
(mPacts on Neamn syst.an deploy n8nt, ~s c lass (f I ed and, bf l-,
C8~mt b dlvul~d.

Changes (n #capon WI Ids and schedules cannot bw cons (dered
independently of changqs In weaw” rwulremnts and the status
of d.3fanse nuc Iear nmterlal inve”tor[es and product Ion and
Pr0CeSSfn9 .:apabl I (t les. Each NW% provides the resu Its of a
detal led anslys Is of al I these factors hsed on the Information
ava( table when the NWW was developed; therefore, changes In
the status and p 1a“s for product 10” and dep Ioyment of weapons
are f“l Iy a:cc,u”ted for frm one NWSW to the next. AS f“dt -
Cated In Sect (o” 1.1.1 of th(g EIS, the FY 19w-19f19 WM
cons lders the fact that Wngress has delayed or fai led to fund
certa 1n nuc Iear weapons syst9ns.
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EN-7

EN-8

COmnmnts

d. Is not the d.3s Ire for a stockpl 1.3, rather than
proJected shortages 1n wetl ng wea~ns requl ra-
ments, the .sctual tasls for DOE!S &s Ire to
startup the L-Reactor 1n January 1904? Discuss
I n datal I the national security reasons for such
a lar@ stockpi le. Is the stockpl Ie simply a
means to Justl fy the early startup of the
L-Raac+or when lt 1s clear tran publ lC statewntg
that warhead rqul r.anents have baen reduced?

e. I f the L-Reactor startup were & !ayed three
years, would the effect be simply to dran down
the projectd plutonium surplus ~ some 1.5 MT,
or to defer the date when the de$l r6d surplus
level Is obtained?

f. f!aw long cou I d L-Reactor startup ta &f erred and
the pluton Ium fore~ne n!ade up through a lterna-
tlve product Ion I nltlatlves without s! 1ppage of
the date the desi red surplus Is present Iy pro-
jectd to b ach I.ved?

9. Is not there sufficient flexlbl Iity In the rate
of ret 1rement of obso I ete waapns to meet future
contlngencl es shou Id the L-Reactor b d%layed and
additional plutonlum be rwulred?

2. The Oraft E IS fa i Is to mention the resu Its of the re-
VIW last year of the White House Science @ard, chaired by
Or. So I Buchsbaum, on the need for flea trit lure/p Iutc.n rum pro-
ductlc.”. mat were the conclusions of this review? Old the
rev16n conclude that a New Product Ion Reactor (EINPRW) cou Id not
be Justified on the bsls of trltlum/p!utonlum needs at this
tlw, but that the concentration of al I production at the
Savannah River Plant (SRP) was undesirable fran a national
securl ty Standwlnt? What are the Impl Icatlons of this revlen
for the need for the L-Reactor?

3. The EIS should take Into acccunt wenfs and flndl”gs
since the publl Catl On of the Draft which have direct b3ar Ing on
the question of the need for the plutonium to te producd ~
the L-Reactor. In late Octo&r 1983, the Senate cut further

Although these tianges have affected the r~”l rd del I very of
defense nuc Iear mterla Is, thq do not SI gnl f Icantly tia”ge
sbrt- and Intennedi ate-term rqul renents that L-Reactor mst
help satlsf y. Therefore, al I the Imp I-ntd and proposed
lnltlatlves, Includl ng L-Reactor restart, are neded as soon as
practicable to meet the Increased nuc Iear mteria I
rqul renents.

Also see the reswnse to cc8nwnt BL-1 5 regardl ng the analys Is
of effects of de Iayed L+eactor restart.

See the raswnse to canmnt AB-8 rqarding the aval Iabl llty of
m?iterlal fram retired weapons.

Although the DOE Is not In receipt of a report contalnl”g the
results of the revlen conductd bf the White House Off Ice of
Science and Technology PO I Icy, the Oepartwnt understands that
the revlw supported proceeding on a tlmly bsis with the new
product [o” reactor (wR) and that, for reasons of national
security, a SI te other than Savannah River was recanme”ded for
the NPR. The Department Is not aware of any recanrm”dations
arl sing from thls revlen concerning L-Re~tor.

See the respnse to canmnt 01-2 r~ardl ng the supply of
fuel-grade p luton Ium to CRBR.
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fund (ng for the construct (on of the Cl I nch River Breeder
Reactor (CRBR) and DOE has nw apparently begun to terminate
the project. TfIe decls Ion not to tu 11 d the CRBR wI J 1 reduce
slgnl f (cant Iy the de~nd for DOE fuel-grade p luton Ium, wh Ich
my then b aval I able for blendl ng or enrf chment to weapons
grade,

EN-9 Second I y, sclentlf (c studies presented at the Conference c.”
the Long-Term Worldwfde B(ologlcal ConsWuences of Nuclear War,
Octokr 31 - Novemkr 1, 1983, found that even a 1lmlted
exchange of nuclear weapons or f (rst strike ( 100 to 1000 MT)
may resu It (n severe c I lmat [c changes with profound effects o“
human health, agr (CU Iture, and other aspects of the glotm I
envf r0nm3nt.

EN-10 4. The EIS should mke clearer the fact that NW* IS “ot
a static documnt, but rather that It Is subject to revlslon
and updatfng. Indeed, the EIS should Indicate that the NWW Is
ncu under revlsn and that DOE (s free to mke recmmndatlons
as to chang- wh fch m(ght resu It fran th!s NEPA rev(w of the
L-Reactor.

B. Thermal Olscharges and CWI lnq Water Alternatives

1. Therm I 01 Scharqes (Section 4.1. 1.4)

EN-1 1 Because It Is Imsed on Incorrect I nterpretat Ions of law and
( nadequate !nfortnatlon, th Is section on the predicted et fects
of the cool ( ng water dl scharges on the envl ronment, particu-
larly with reference to South Carol (“a Water Qual (ty Standards,
Is extr~ly dlfflcult to assess. The entire dlscuss(on IS

aPParen* IY ~s~ On the Incorrect and outdated ( nterpretat (on
of these Standards previously appl led bf the U.S. Envlro”rna”tal
Protect (on Agency, ref Iected In the WWS permit Issued by EPA
( n Octokr 1976. Under th (s I nterpretat Ion, the Standards

aPP lY fO the Savannah RI ver, but not to Steel Creak or the
other trl butarles of the Savannah River wlthln the toundarl es
of SRP.

The nat (onal ~ I (CY on weapons, the(r deploymnt, and the need
for Increased weapons Is byond the scope of this EIS.

The FY 1984-1989 NWW approved by the Pres (d9nt with the autho-
r(zat (on and appropr (at Ion of funds ty the Congress, serves as
the basis for 00E Droducflon of wea~ons and wterfals. As
Ind(cated (n Sect Ion 1.1.2 of the EiS, any delays (n the fmple-
nmntat Ion of the propos~ I n(t (at Ives, Inc Iudl ng the r~tart of
L-Reactor, wf I 1 dl rectly af feet the needed supply of defense
nuc tear mter(a Is far our nat longs “UC Iear
A 1so, see the reswnse to cannmnt EN-5.

force structure.

The discussion In Sect Ion 4.1. I.4 of the Draft EIS for d~rect
dl scharge was basal on the draft Wtf S psrmft received from
S~HEC In August 1962 wh (ch prmosed thern!al I (m(tat (ens as
descrlbd In Sect Ion 4.1.1.4 of the Draft EIS, In the Savannah
River. Subsequent drafts of the NPDES prmlt changed the m-
PI (ante pcint from the Savannah RI ver to the discharge point In
Steel Creek.

On Dec6fnMr 15, 1983, S@HEC annmnced Its detennlnatlon to
Issue an f.PDES permit to the 00E for the Savannah River P tan?
ef feet lve January 1, 19W. Msed on this perm(t and a wtual Iy
agred upon Consent Or&r, al I dl scharges except the thermal
dl scharge from L-Reactor would b parml tted under the term of

J
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The South Carol ( na Departmnt of Health and Environmental
Control (DHEC), wh Ich ncu has NP=S permlttl ng authority, has
mde It clear that it cons (ders Steel Creek ( ! nto uh (ch DOE
proposes to d I scharge wastenaters from the L-Reactor) fu @
part of the %aters of the Un I t.3d Statesw as kf I ned ~ the
Clean Water Act. @nseqUeOtly. the water qual lty standards of
the State of South Carollna apply to Steel Creek as wel I as the
Savannah R ( ver. ~ was aware of th Is new I nterpretat Ion of
the law at the time that the Oraft EIS was written, yet the
anal ysls of thermal Impacts (n the Oraft E IS IS based on the
o Id I nterpretat Ion of the standards. 1/

II The *IE”v ( ronwnta I I nformat Ion Docum6nt, L+eactor React 1-
vat(on, Supplement Number 1, DPST-83470 (July 1983) pr6-
Pared bf OuPont for DOE states, at 7-5, that:

SCDHEC thereby cons I ders SRP ons I te streams and ponds
as Class B waters of the State.

-lS rquest for a r- Iasslf (cat (on of SRP onslte streams
was reJectd by OHEC prior to the publ (cation of the Oraf t
EIS.

the NPOES Wrm( t. The therms 1 d( =harge f Cm the ttiee ~erat-
fng SRP reactors (C, K, and P) would b permitted prov(ded that
~E would: ( 1 ) ca’nplete a Comprehend (ve study of the thermal
effects of al 1 operat Ions at SRP; (2) COMPlete and suklt
thernl mlt(gat(on studies to S@HEC wlthln 9 nunths of e

J

sfgnl ng of the consent Order; (3) lmplenunt the recanfmnded
therm 1 ml t ( gat (on al ternat I we approved bj SCOHEC under a
schkdule to be establlshd bf SWEC (n a subsequent Orde and
(4) sutilt and actively supmrf funding rquests to 8C pllsh
any act Ions r-u Itl ng from the thermal studies.

Sect Ion 4.4.2 of the EIS, which discusses ccollng-nater mltlga-
tlon alternatives, has been revl~d besed on Dubl (c cammnts
recelv6i on the draft E IS. Spaclf lcal Iy, Sect Ion 4.4.2 has
been revised to provide a detailed discussion of add(tlonal
cornblnat Ions of various cml I rig-water systas. In SectIon
4.4.2, each of the cool lng-vater mitigation systens Is evalu-
ated fOr attain I ng the thermal dl scharge I Imits of the

3

of
South Carol lna. Sect Ion 4.4.2 and a revised Apwndlx I ,“
F!aodpialn/wet land Ass6ssnant, dl SC”SS the wet land Imps
each of the systms cons Idered.

The Departwnt of Energy has ken revlsnl ng and evaluating al-
ternat I w coo I ( ng-ater syst~ for L-Reaclvr. Based o“ th6se
reviews and evaluations, and consultations with representatives
of the State of Snuth Carol Ina reqrdl ng a mutual Iy agreed u$on
conp! (ante approach, a preferred caoll ng-uater mlt Igatlon

7

ternatlve IS ldentlfled (n this EIS. This preferred cwl Ing-
water alternative IS to construct a 1000-acre lake kfore
L-Reactor resun!as operat [on, to redes I gn the reactir out f al 1,
and to qerate L-Reactor In a way that assures a blanc d
ioglcal canmunity {n the lake. The Rewrd of Decls Ion prep9red
by the OepartMnt on th Is EIS W( I I state the cool I ng-uater ml -
t lgat Ion masures that W( I I & taken wh Ich w II 1 al Ion L-Reactor
cQeratlon to h In conpl lance w(th the conditions of an NPtiS
permit to b issued by the State of South Car.allna.
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EN-12 Sy Ignoring the current interpretation of the water q.al I ty
standards, upon which the I lmlts In the draft WOES permit
Issued by DtfEC mnths bfore the Draft E IS was publ 1shed were
based, the Draft E IS has fal led to present a relevant or man-
Ingful analysls of the Impacts of the coollng water alternative
favor6d by DOE--direct d} scharge Into Steel Creek without a“y
treatwnt for coo Ii ng, or any of the alternatives to thls
approach.

EN-13 The Draft E I S (at 4-8) notes that the temperature at the
end of the ef f Iuent canal wou Id at tlnms reach 80°C, but does
not note that this great Iy exceeds the water qua I Ity standard
of 32.2°C for Steel Creek, into which the CWII ng water uou Id
k dl scharged. It also fai Is to note that the draft NpDES
perml t Issued ~ the State of South Carolina sets a Ilmlt of
32.2°C on the temperature of the coo 11ng watm ef f I uent from
the L-Reactor, based on the water qua I I ty standards.

EN-14 The State set the dl scharge Ilmlt qual b the water
qua I Ity standard bacause when the L-Reactor Is operat!ng Its
-Ilng water discharge would mke up over 9Dg of the flw of
Stee I Creek. The f lows I n Stee I Creek under natural condt ions
are gl ven on page 3-22, but shou Id h r~eatd on page 4-8 so
the comparl son of the natural f Ion of around 1 cubic
inter/second WU I d be compared wI th the coo I I ng water f I w of
I I m3/sec.

EN-15 The Draft E I S a I so does not point out that the temperature
at the ~1 nt where St6el Cre8k enters the swamp-4@C during a
typical sprl ng and 45% In the severe parts of suwr--wou Id
a 1s0 exceed the appl I cable water qual I ty standard of 32.20c.
Table 4-3 a Isa Indicates that ~ predicts that durl ng extrenm
sum~r condl tlons the temperature at the nDuth of Steel Creek
at the Savannah River would @ just under 34°C, tut fal Is to
mntion the fact thls Stl I I exceeds the water q“al I W stand.grd.

See the re$pnse to canmnt EN-1 1.

See the response to Cmmnt EN-1 1.

Section 4. I.I.4 of the EIS has ken revised to reflect this
comment.

Table 4-3 ,~f the Draft EIS presents the predicted water
temperatures of Steel Creek I n Spring and summr as a resu It of
dl rect dl s:har~ of ma I ng water from L-Reactor oper.at Ion,
Includl ng the temperature &ta gl ve” 1“ thls c~nt. Also see
the response to Canmnt EN-1 1.

J
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Ef4-16 The Draft E IS states (at 4-10), !rBecausa the water temper=
ture at the conf Iuence of Steel Creek and the Savannah RI ver Is
estlmatd to k only slightly higher than that ~plcal of
southeastern *arm-water streams, no s I gn I f i cant Impact on r 1v-
erl ne vegetation Is expected. n Yet, Figure 3-7 (at 3-21) lndl -
cates that tmpmatures in the Savannah RI ver In the spring
average btween 15% and 2@c. Table 4-3 indicates that iypl -
ca I spr I ng temperature= at the nwuth of Stee I Cre6k wou Id ba
2*. In addltlon, Figure 3-7 (at 3-20) shows that nunthly
avera@ dal I y-maximum temperatures at El Ienton Landl ng on the
Savannah River upstream frcin SRP are around 21°C to 23°C from
June through SSpt~b-9r, wh I I e Table 4-3 I ndlcates that the
temperature at the nouth of Steel Cra during the mst severe
5-day su-r conditions would b 34°C.

Both of these sets of data I nd I cate that temperatures at
the nuuth of Steel Creek WI I I fr~uently te l@c higher than
the background temperature In the Savannah RI ver. Perhaps the
Savannah RI ver Is not Wplcal of southeastern warm-water
streams. I f =, this fact should b9 noted, as shou Id the very
substantial dl fference In temperature beineen the waters of
Stee I CreA at Its nwuth (during L-Reactor operation) and the
waters of the Savannah RI var upstream frcan SW.

Efi-17 The Draft E IS I I sts the thermal ef f Iuent crl terla co”talned
In the NPDES permit written ty EPA In 1976 (at 4-12). But, as
wntloned previously, by the tinm of the preparation of the
Draft E IS, a draft revl sed WDES permit had bwn issued by
DHEC. The draft revl sed psrml t contained very dl f ferent ther-
ml limits. $!nCe the far nvre stringent Ilmits In the permit
prepar~ by DHEC are likely to be the ones applicable to the
L-Reactor If It Is start.3d UP, these shou Id b3 the focus of the
Draft E 1S1s dl scusslon of thermal dl scharges, not the Ilml ts In
the o I d EPA-wrl tten perml t. At the very least, the Draft El S
shou Id contain analyses hsed on the woposed n- pnnl t Ilml ts
as wet I as those In the EPA-prepared permit.

Our I ng the warmer rmnths the average creek -to-r I ver delta-T ls
about 7.2”C, with both K- and L-Reactors operating. Persist-
ence analyses, lndlcate that on the average 10 events per year
can be expected with delta-Ts equal to or ~eater than 11. I “C;
the length of these events can be expected to average about 2.5
days. Rlverlne vegetation i n the vlc[nl ty of the muth of
Steel Cr~ consists w I marl I y of bottomland hardwood forests;
=r~nt and suhr~nt macrophytes are sparse or absent. It
Is improbable that tenperatur~ as high as 1 I” above mbl ent
for short periods of tim would Impact these flora.

See the respnse to ccinwnt EN-1 1.



Table t.!-2. ~E responses to canwnts on Draft E IS (continued)

COrnmnt COmlnents
number

Responses

EN-18 The II sting of the thermal ef fluent criteria used In the
old EPA-prepared permits Is I ncomp Iete. These crlterla, actu-
a I Iy the water qua I i ty standards appl I cable to the Savannah
River if Steel Cre8k Is considerd a 7-ml Ie-long dlscharga
ditch, also Include a downstream Ilmlt on the mlxlng zone of
100 yards below the ,muth of Stee 1 Creek. (There Is reference
to bw the cross-sectional and surface area Ilml tatlons on the
ml xlng Zc.ne app Iy wlthln 91 meters of the nwuth of Stee I Creek,
but the perml t specl f Ies that the length of the ml xl ng zone Is
100 yards (91 meters). ) The ana Iyses of the effects of the
L-Reactor dl scharge on atta I nment of water qua I I V standards I”
the Savannah RI ver Is not on Iy def Iclent &cause it ~s basal on
an outdated interpretation of those standards hit also I nade-
quate b3cause it fa i IS to consider an 1m~rtant component of
thse standards. This Is particularly disturbing sl”ce the
Draft EIS states (at 4-12) that ,,the thermal plume from Steel
Creek (would taccine) completely mixed with (Savannah) River
water aobut 1.5 ml les downstream.,, This I“dlcates that
react Ivatfon of the L-Reactor mu Id resu It In fa I lure to meet
even the no longer app I I cable, less strlnmnt Interpretation of
state water quality standards applied to the SRP dl Scharges 1“
the past.

Oata and I nfornmt Ion presented in the Draft E IS suggest
that not only WI I I taperatures outside the downstr~m boundary
of the ml xlng zone exceti the water qua I i fy standard, but a I so
the d! fference b3i’neen the temperature at the edge of the ml x-
Ing zone al lowed bf the state standards (z5g Of the CraS Sec-
t lona I area of the rl ver) and the background twperature of the
r! Ver wou Id be greater than the 2.8% al lowed ~ the stand-
ards. (Of murse, OHEC has ru led that the &f Inltlo” of water
qua I lty standards and ml xl ng zones used !“ the Oraft E Is are
not appr~rlate, but It Is usef u I to otserve that the L-Reactor
would I Ikely cause violations of oven this out-of-date, far
less Str I ngent Interpretation of the standards. ) The fo I Ionl “g
Information presented In the Oraft E IS sup~rts the cone Iuslon
that the ,,de lta-T. standard WO”I d b exc~ed at the cross-
sect lonal boundary of the ~1 xl ng zone:

As given III the August 1982 draft WES Permit, the canpl I ante
mnl tori ng pol nt was to be the ,wuth of steel Cre+ with
d31ta-T calculatd for Ally average o“ the mnthly bses or
dal Iy maxlrnum. Modl f led reactor opration COUI d be Imp le3n0nted
to rti”ce tmDeraturo of coon “a water I f envl rofmental
cond I t Ions exl st that cc.u I d I ndlcate potent Ja I for exceedl ng
the NPWS perml t condl tlons.

The d31ta-.r values (8.3°C a“d 1 1.l”C) used In the Psrslstence
anal ysls 1,1 the Draft E IS were selected because they repre~”t
the mst II ml tlng crl terla for the creak-to-river &lta-Ts
prescribed In the 6 August 1982 draft hPDES prmit. (t IS
noted that these & lta-Ts are dstennl ned by subtract I ng the
temperature of the Savannah RI var mas”rad at E i Ienton Landl “g
fr~ the tmperat”re recorded at the nouth of Steel Creak.
The revls~ section 4.4.2 provides &ta for each of the cool Ing
water mltlgatlo” alternatives with r6spect to attalnl~ a
d I scharge to watsr body tefnperature d I f ference of 5°F.

J



Table M-2. cOE responses tu C.anments on Draft E IS (continued)

timmnt C0fnm9nts Responses
number

● Figure 4-4 Indicates that to met the water qua 1-
1ty St ndards in the Savannah RI ver at ,Vto flow

3( 159 m /see), with the L-Reactor and the
K-Reactor operat 1ng, the de Its-l ~tween Stee !
Cre* and the Savannah River at the crwkts nuuth
would haw to be equal to or I ss than 7.8%.

3Ulth the river flowlng at 170m /sec. the cr&-
to-rl ver delta-T would have to b equal to or
less than 8.3°C.

● Table 4-4 shows that during 1963-1967 a delta-T
of 8. 3°C or greater at the creeklr I ver boundary
Occur& as mny as 122 dayslyear. The chart
g! ves an avera~ year Iy occurrence over thls 5
year Frlod of 107 days, but there appears to b
a dlvlslon error, and the averag3 Is actual Iy 86
dayslyear at 8.~0 or higher. Ourlng thls tlnm
there were periods of as long as 23 consecut I ve
days with a creek/river delta-T of 8.3° or
greater.

By cons lderl ng these two sets of I nformt ion slmu ltane-
ousl y--someth I ng not hne in the Draft E lS-mne -n We that
delta-T conditions at the muth of Stael Creak that wou Id cause
VIO Iatlons of the state water qua I I ty standard of a de lta-T at
the ed~ of the ml xl ng zone (25% of the cross sectional arm of
the river) of 2.8°C or less can b =pect* to occur as mch as
one-third of the time during som years and 20% of the tlm per
year on the average. Clearly the Draft E lS1s anal ys Is of W-
tentlal violations of water qua I i ty standards In the Savannah
River shou Id Include a statlstica I &terml nation of the prQk3-
bl I Ity of the Stee I Creek/Savannah RI ver delta-T bal ng 8.3°C or
g~ter col ncl dent Utlh flows In the Savannah River b31ng 170
m /see or less (VIO Iatlons of the water qua I I ty standard are
predictd to occur when the cre6k-to-rl ver *lta-T Is 8.3°C or
mre. Such a probabl Iity analysis Is not Included in the Draft
EIS.



Table M-2. ~E responses to cmwnts on Draft E IS (,:ontl nued)

COmmnt Comments ROs~ns~
number

A Ithough a cons lderatlon of the tiances of exceedances of
VIO Iatlons of the ncu defunct I nterpretatlon of the state is
water quall~ standards 15 to a large &gr~ a naot ~int, the
abm dl scusslon I I Iustrates hon Inadequate the Draft E I S!s
dl scusslon of thermal Issues Is, even I f one accepts, for PI ni
of dl scusslon, their Incorrect, over Iy lax, def lnitlon of what
would constitute a violation of state water q“allty standards.

A 1s0, canparlson of Information presented in F!gure 3-6 (at
3-19) and In formtlon in Tables 4-4 and 4-5 gives further sup-
port b the conclus Ion that water qua I I fy standards VIO Iatlons
could Wcur with s Ignl tcant frequency, 8ven ksed on the now
reJected DOE/EPA I nterpretatlon of these standards.

No explanation Is ever given as to *Y the dalta-T values
of 8.3% and 11.1% were used as the basis for calculating the
f r.aq uency and pars 1stence of temperature dl f ferences at the
ed~ of the hundary b.3tween Stee 1 Creek and the Savannah
River. Absence of such an explanation mkes It dl fficult b
Interpret the I nforn!atlon that Is presented, Ieavl ng o“e 1“ the
position of ralslng further questions and seeking additional
I nformatlon, as was done abve In these Cwnmnts.

EN-19 Since OHEC has mde it clear that Its water qua I lty

L

See the reswnse to cmmnt EN-18 re~rdl ng the analysis of
standards apply to Steal Cr6ek, the Draft EIS s~uld Include a Coollng-,iatsr mltlgatlon alternatives In s~lon 4.4.2 of this
d I scuss i on of whether the state water qua I I ty standard of a EIS.
delta-T of 2.8°C or less wuld k mt at any point In steel
Creek, I f the proposed cw I I ng water discharge a Iternatl w Is
efnp I eyed.



Table W2. WE responses to -rents on Draft EIS (contl”ued)

Cammnt Comments
number

Responses

2. -I Inq Water Alternatl ves (Sect Ion 4.4.2)

EN-20 Overal 1, this sect Ion suffers frcin the same mjor f law as See the respnse to ccannmnt EN-1 I regardl ng cool! rig-mater mitl -
the previously dl scussed section--fal lure b acknow ledge the gat Ion a Iternat i ves.

State of South Carol! na!s &term! nation that their water qua 1-
1~ standards apply to Stee I Creek and the other Savannah River
trl butarles within the taundarl= of the SW. As a conse-
quence, fnany of the coo I I ng wat6r a Iternatl ves presented In
thl 5 prt Ion of the Draft E IS are total Iy Irrelevant, because
they wou Id 1nvol w using Stee I Cre* as a treatment systm for
the - I I ng of the dl scharges fran the L-Reactor. South Caro-
1Ina!s standards are c Iear In prohl bltlng the waters of the
state for thls purpose. rnls wet ion shou Id k rswrl tten, ex-
cludl ng al I such a Iternat Ives and focusing nvre on a Iternatl vas
that cw Id met state water qual I ty standards.

The fo I low I ng a Iternat I ves c Iear I y wou Id not met state
water qua I I ty

(1)

standards:

once-through coo I In% (the Draft E I S‘s preferred
alternative)

This alternative would result In the discharge of
coo I I ng water Into Stee I Cred at a temperature
of 7@C, far In excess of the water qua I I ty
standard of 32.2°C or less; since the C.W I I ng
water wou Id constitute the wst majorl N of the
f I w of Stee I Creek when the L-Reactor was
operational, the water qua I I ty standard and
I !mitS on the ef f IUent have to be the sam, aS
ref Iected In the draft NPti S permit Issued by
S.C. D*C. Cansquently both the water qua Ilty
standard and the proposed NPWS permit I Iml t
would k violated by this opt!on.



Table M-2. COE responses to Cdmmnts on Draft E IS (continued)

COnmmnt Cmrnents Resmnses
number

(2) once-through spray cana I system

This results in discharges Into Steel Creek of
?5°C dur 1ng the surer nvnths, exceed I ng water
qua I i ty standards a“d the proposed perml t I Imit
by nura than a factor or two.

(3) once-through Impoundments on Stee I Creek

Wth the a Iternatlves presented under this head-
ing are unacceptable a“d II legal kaca”se they I“-
vOl w turnl ng larg9 parts of Steel Cre& Into
coo I I ng reservo I rs. ~lther the smal I rubble tim
or The s I ng le i Mpoundmnt opt I o“ are acceptab I e
or worthy of di scusslon.

(4) d!verslon to Pen Branch

This would result In discharges to this stream at
temperatures of 700C, which would c Iear IV cause
VIO Iatlons of the 32.2°C maximum temperature
water qua I I iy standard.

(5) 500-acre lake with spray cool In%

Though the water coml ng out of the spray cm I I ng
system would ta at 3~C, this ~tIon InVOIVeS
d I Schargl ng once-through cc.a I ng water at a tem-
perature of 75° Into an Impoundment bul It on
Stee I Creek. Once again, Steel Creek wou Id ~
used as a cwllng water facl Ilty and water qual -
Ifi standards would be violated wst of the tlnm.

(6) several smal I dams plus spray cool ln~

Sarm problm as the previous Opt Ion.

(7) recircu Iatlon through crest Ion of L-Pond

This option Is unacceptable and I I legal because
It Involves the &mml ng of Steel Creek and use of
the resu Itlng reservalr as a cool I ng pond.
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Comment COmwnts
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(8)

(9)

(lo)

rec I rcu Iat i on through crest I on of Ka I Pond

Unacceptable and I I Iega 1 for the sam reason as
the L-Pond option.

rec I rcu I at Ion through crest Ion of HI gh-Leve I
dm

Unacceptable and i I Iega I kcause It Invo IWS
damming Pen Branch to form a coal I ng pond.

!ou-head hydropauer

Unacceptable and i I legal for same reasons as for
a I I the other alternatives that Invo Ive impound-
ing natural streams to create ponds to h used to
cool water.

Based on the information provided In the Draft EIS, It
aPPears that the fol Iowlng a Iternat i ves might meet water qUa I -
I ~ standards, but rmre information needs to b3 presentd to
make a manlngf ul assessnnt possl ble:

( 1) mechanical draft cool Ing towers wIth complete
reel rcu [at ion

This wuld result, according to the Draft EIS In
a dl Scharp to Steel Creak at a Wxlmum of 346C,
much closer to the water qua I I ty standard and
draft NPOES permit I imlt of 32.2%; furthermore,
the w Iume of the di scharge wou Id b mch less
than with any of the previous a Iternatlves, al-
though the Oraft E IS fa I Is ta present any f Igurm
on the expected vo Iumes and frequencies of dis-
charges. Thl 9 opt Ion might met the water qua 1-
1ty standards, at least for much of this option
Is needed, Includlng Iww frquently, If ever,
watw qua I I ~ standards wou Id b violated,
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(2)

(3)

mchan Ical draft -1 Ing towers with partla I
r%irculatlc.n

The Draft EIS states that coo I I ng water wou Id be
dl scharged into Steel Creek at ‘near ambl ent,,
temperatures, but never gl ves the exact f I gures
needed Iu Cumpare thls alternative to the others
presented; because the amunt of wastewater dls-
charged ww Id be mch higher mst of the tlnm
than with coo I I ng towers with cmplete reel rcu la-
t 10”, the exact taperature of the dl scharged
cm I I ng water must ~ known 1n order to determl ne
{f water quallty standards wuuld & vfolated.

once-through mchan ( ca I draft coo [ I ng towers WI th
scar eto emu~ reek Vla a

cana l/plpel Ine system

Once aga I n, the Oraft E IS *tates that the d] s-
charges of coo I I ng water would be dl scharg~ at
t,near ~bl ent,, temperatures without speci fyl ng

the exact temperatures expected; th Is a Iter”at I ve
might result In cumplla”ce with wter quellty
standards mst or al I of the time, but It IS im-
possible to tel I bsed on the In fomatlon pr6-
sented In the Oraft E IS.

The fol Iowlng options presented In the Draft EIS appear to
have mme potential for fneetl ng water qual 1ty standards men
comblnti with other coo I I ng operations such as cool lng towers
aod spray syst91ns; however, further study and addl tlonal l“for-
Matlon are needed In order to perform a meaningful ana I ysls of
these options:

(1) therm I cogenerat Ion

Operating alone, thls option wou Id not ach I eve the
30”C tO 40~ tmDerature decrease needed to met water
quality standards (the Oraft E IS says the ef f I“ent
would be cooled 11% to 17%), but Derhaps In
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C0n8mnt COmnts Responses
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ccinbl matlOn with -11 ng towers or spray systens thls
option, whlti has the banef it of recoverl ng SOIM of
the waste heat energy from the reactor, might prove
suf f Iclent.

(2) md I f 1ed reactor oporat Ion

Though use of this option cannot alone reduce the
temperature or f low of the dl scharge suff Iclently to
resu It In achlev-nt of water qua I i fy standards, It
ml ght I f mployed in -njunctlon W1th other systms;
unfortunate y, the Draft E IS fat Is to provide any
meaningful data on these kinds of cptlons, but simply
StateS that ‘Eva I uat Ion of these combl ned a I ternat I ves
Is part of the current -prehens I ve coo 11ng water
study bel ng conducted on SRP therm I dl scharges. ?r

EN-2 I The discussion In the Draft E IS of cool Ing water a lterna-
tlves Is also flawed as a result of superflclallfy and lncan-
P lateness of the cost and schedu Ie ccinpar I son of the var I WS
a Iternatlves (4-122). f481ther the Draft E I S nor the underlying
Envlronmenta I In forrtmtlon Docufmnt (nEID. ) prepared by DuPont
provide any dl scusslon of how these estlmtes ware derived.
Indeed, thwe are som I neons i stencl es amng the f I gures pro-
vided In the Draft E IS, the E I D, and the NUS presentation ,b-
parl son and Eva I“atlon of A Iternatl ve Cool ing Systems (u”-
datedl.t! Without ful I information on the assumptions and
methods employd to develop these estlmtes, It Is Impossl ble
to assess their validity.

E*22 Final Iy, the Draft EIS provides no tits at al I on the
soc Ioeconmic effects of the adopt Ion of var I ous a Iternat I ves.
The F Inal E IS must Include an -tlnwte of the number of jobs
wh I ch wou Id & created and ef feet upon the Iota I =onon?y of
each of the acceptable alternatives.

The costs and schedu Ies presented In the E IS ref led the lat~t
engineerl ng estlmtes of rqul red earth and c1 vi I Wrk, rerWf-
1ng services, and equlpmnt requlr-nts (pipes, val ves, pumps,
etc.). Al I information on cmt and sch6dule are either taken
fran the referencd documnts or ref Iect the best J“dgmnt of
the -perts In Prqarlng this EIS.

StilOn 4.4.2 of this final EIS has hen mdifld to Include a“
estimate of the numbsr of construction personnel rwu!red for
each alternative. The Ptential economic effects on the local
econany’ due to imp Iewntatlon are cons ider~ to k SMaI I I n
rel at Ion to the restart of L-Reactor and current construct 10”
program at the SW. Due to the relatl vely short period of
construction rwul red Wh I“dl ract and lnd”c~ SOnalc
Impacts are a IW expectd to k Smf I.
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c. Groundwater Impacts

The def Iclencl es In the dl scussion on groundwater Impacts
of L*eactor operation are detal led In the attached ana Iysls by
Professor Yaron M. Sternkrg of the Un Iverslty of hry land.
Professor Stern berg POI nts out that:

EN-23 1. The Draft EIS Is seriously flawed In the lack of
hydrogeologlcal data for the Imtil ate vici nlty of the
L-Reactor and Its rel lance, without proper Justl f I cat ion, upon
data for the F and H areas, wh Ich are some 10 km away.

EN-24 2. The Draft EIS suggests that It IS not I Ikely that
POI Iutants In the L-Reactor area mu Id contaminate the Tusca-
loosa aqul fer because the hydrau I Ic head of this aquifer at
thls location Is higher than that [n the Congaree Formation.
mwever, no data Is presented on ( I ) what data was used to
I ocate head reverse Is htueen these two areas and (2) what are
the future ant Iclpated head dl f ferences In VIW of the contl n-
uous dwcrease of the pi ez.anetr Ic head i n the Tusca I oosa Forma-
tion and Increases In pumpl ng rates on and off site. The con-
sequences of possible head reversal In the L-Reactor area MnIst
b eva I uated.

Detal 15 on the hydrostrat Igraphy of L-Area (developed from
several =,~rce I ncludl ng sol I brings and dr I I I logs and
geophysical wel 1 logs) are presentd in the E IS. Specl f Ical Iy
this topic Is discussed In Section F.2.10 which Includes three
cross-sect Ions and a depth-to-ground-water map for L-Area and
VICI nlty. The elevat Ion of the ground-water table Is mapped 1n
Sect lo” 3.4.2.2. P“mpl ng test data for the n6n Tuscaloosa
wel Is in L-Area was used to assess drawdowns In the Tusca Ioosa
bsneath L-Area (Section 4.1. 1.3). L-Area water qua I I ty data
are descrl bd 1n Sect lo. F.5.2. Thls information, together
with our understand! ng of the hydrowloglcal condlt ions of the
F- and H-Areas, provided sufficient Justlflcatlon for the
assesswnt of Dotentl a I L-Reactor Impacts on the ground nater.

See the responses to canwnts AJ-1, AU-I, BT-7, and EL-1 5. The
dl scusslons on the effects of increased pump{ ng on the head
dl f ferentl al between the Tuscaloosa and -nFree Aqu! fers given
In Sect Ions 4.1.1.3, 4.1.2, 5.1.1.2, 5.1.1.4, and 5.2.3 have
been expanded. Based on Figur6s F-9 and F-18, Figure F-29 has
&en revl sed to daplct the head dl fference b3tween the Tusca-
loosa and kngaree For fnatlons.

In A- and M-Areas, whera the green c lay [s dl scontlnuous, the
cones of depression In wel Is producl ng fran the Tuscaloosa are
not ref Iected In water levels In the shal Ic.w aqul fers. Thls
fact and data relatd to the contamination of the shal low
ground water with chlorinated hydrocarbons shows that the bsa I
c lay of the Congar%e and the upper clay of the E I Ienton are ef-
fective conf i nl ng units for the under Iylng Tuscaloosa sands
thrwghouf the SW, Inc Iudl ng L-Area. The ground water In the
Tuscaloosa and tingaree b8neath L-Area flows to the Savannah
River. The publ Ic r I Sk fran the potential migration of Wntam-
Inants, wh Ich might migrate Into formations under Iyl ng the
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McBean Format [on f ran the L-Area se-age ~s 1., are
considerably reduced by this f Ion Pth, the protracted trave I
tlm, and dispersion.

EN-25 3. The startup of the L~eactor wou Id add waste dls-
charges I n the F, H, and M areas and thereby Contr [ bute tO
future contamination and aggrava+iOn Of the al readY =knOw 1-
edged groundwater problm at SRP. These areas Shou Id not re-
ceive addl tlonal wastes, and 8Sseepage hslns shou I d not @ used
anywhere at the SRP for disposal of any hazardous mterl al
beCau5e such activity Foses a Wtentlal sarlous health hazard
to users of groundwater.’1

D. Safety of the L-Reactor and A I ternat i ves

As dl scussed at length In the attachd Statemnt of Dr.
wchran, the E IS shou Id state that the L*eactor as present Iy
de$lgnd does not meet the sa~ ~SIC safetY crl terla wh Id are

apPl I ed ~ ~mercl al nuclear reactOrs. W. tichran further
points out that the ana Iysls on the Draft E I S of safety
Improvements Is serious Iy f Iaued. We would like to add the
fol Iowl ng comments on L-Reactor safety and a Iternat Ives.

The Draft EIS fal Is to provide the required ,,worst
Ca$e!v”=”a I ~315 of the ~SSI ble consequences of a wJor nuc rear

acci dent at the L-Reactor .2/ The Draft E I S examines the
conseq Uences of on I y a 10% me I tdown of the reactor #s core WI th
the active conf 1nmnt system operatl ng as designed. It IS
c Iear that greater wltdowns and act Ive conf I nment system

2/ E I S‘s mst Include ‘Vworst casern scenarios where there Is a
lack of sclentl f Ic certal nty. The Nuc Iear Regulatory C~mf S-
slon (n~Cif) has recognized the technical dlfflcultles In pr6-
dlctlng bth the pro~bi I itl es and consequence of nuclaar
accidents In the wake of the Three Ml Ie Island nuclear
accident--an accident wh Ich was View& as #*lncredi bier! before
I t happened.

See the responses ta Canmants OA-2 through OA-8.

L-Reactor does meet the pertinent bslc safety Crlterla that Is
.PP I I ~ +0 c~~..l.1 n.. tear reactors. Se. the r=ponses to
coinwnts BL-I through EL-14.

Analysis of a ful I core meltdown IS not rwulrd to test can-
pl lance with 10 CFR 100. See the responses to canmnts BL-I
and BL-4.

To provl de a further perspectl ve on the overal 1 acci dent rl sk
(clef I nsd as consequence tlms probbl 11ty) or L-Reactor opera-
tion, the EIS contains in Sect Ion 4.2.1.6 and Appendix G a pre-
1 Imlnary total risk curve that bplcts the annual probabl Ilty
of an individual Ilvlng at the SRP site boundary receiving mre
than a certain &se fran Postu Iated severe accidents. The r-
su Its shown In this curve were bsd on the Safety Anal ysls Re-
port, and I nc Iude h I gh Drobabl I I *Y I cm consequence accl dents to
tw probabl I i ty h Igh consequence acci dents Inc Iudlng the hypo-
thetical 100-percent core rmlts at the upper tound of the con-
sequence spectrum.
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failures cuuld phys(cal Iy occur. Sfnce a ful I core mltdown
with active confinement fal lure Is a posslbf Ilty, no n!atter how
sllght, DOE !s obliged to present the analysls In Its EIS.
Also, as noted (n the attach6d statement of Dr. bchran, an
analvsls of a full core mltdown IS also reaulrec to test
compl lance with 10 CFR 100 standards.

E N-28 OQEIS fal lure to present &ta on the consequences of a fu I I
core nm ltdown Is rather PUZZ 1I ng s Inca Its contractor, NUS
Corporat (on, perforn’ad such a wputer analys Is in August 1983,
prior to the Issuance of the Oraft EIS. The section of the
Oraf t E I S on accident consequences mst k total Iy rswrltten to
Inc Iude fu I I cons fderat fon of the nwst severe accfdents f “vol-
VI ng a ful 1 cure mltdown and fa I lure of the act Ive conf (newnt
Systm

EN-29 2. The Probb( I fst Ic R(sk Assessmnt (WA. ) for the L-Reactor
(oPsT-83-717) appears tv exc Iude external events, Inc Iudlng
earthquakes, hurricanes, and tornadoes. The fa I lure to
cons I der such events fn the PUA makes the use of the PRA
results (n the Oraft EIS extrewly qu%stlonable.

a. Earthquakes bsyond the des ( gn bas Is shou I d b
evaluated as an accident In (t (ator using PRA for the
L-Reactor sfnce the general area (n which the sfte fs situ-
ated Includes the Charleston area affected by the great
1886 &rthquake and fal Is In a lar~ region subJect to
earthquakes of about Merca 1 I I I ntens I ty V I I (OPSTSA-1 00-1,
Rev. 12/81, at 2-16 and Figure 2-8, at 2-17). The recent

The Oepart(~nt of Energy recognizes uncet-talntles Inherent 1“
the prediction and consequences of extrewly low-protmbl I(v
hf high-consmuence accfdents. The worst-case analysls re-
quired by 14EPA IS 1ntend~ to provfde the decls fonmaker with
lnformat Ion to b lance the ne6d for the act (on aga(nst the risk
and severltv of POSS Ible adverse Impacts (f the action pro-
ceeded In the face of uncertainty. The ‘,uncertainl~tt In this
Instance, however, Is not one that quest Ions the sever( ty of
the consequences If th (s class of acc(dent were to occur, tut
rather the degree of lmprokb( Iltv of (ts occurrence ( I.e. ,
whether onze I n 10 mf I 1(on years or once In a bl 1 I Ion or mre
years). TIIe detal led analyses of the nry-low-probabf IIty,
lo-percent, core-melt accident, tigether with aval Iable fnfor-
wtlon on the consequences and prohbl Iltles of a spectrum of
fmre severs but even less probble accidents I ncluded (n the
EIS are judged to provide the declslonmker wfth sufficient fn-
format Ion for th 1s purpose.

The NUS a“alysls of a ful I wre mltdown usl”g the ~AC2 code
was done t,> assure that the consw uences pred I ct8d were not
d{ fferent In k( nd fran those for the 10-percent core-wit case;
that IS fo- example, no prqt fatal ltles (n either the 10-
percent or the 100-percent core-wit case. Since that was the
case, the hea Ith effects predfd (ens are dfrect Iy sca I able
(1 .e., the 100-percent core-wit consequences are 10 t (ms
those of the 10-~rcent core malt) and the decls Ion was mde to
fnclude only the res. Its of It-percent cor6-malt analysls In
the E IS as representat (ve of an accl dent whose cons~uenc~ are
‘not exceeded ty those frun any accident cons Ider& cr6dlblett
[10 CFR 100. I (a)].

As not6d f n Sect Ion 4.2.2.3 a des lgn-~s(s earthquake of 20
percent of gravity with a return Prlod of 3000 years has ken
establ lshed for the Savannah RI ver P Iant and lmprovemnts have
b3en mde to the reactors to met the se 1sml c cr 1ter I a of the

desfgn-~sfs earthquake. A Pnel of eight experts In the
earthquake SCI ences, led by horge W. Housner, al 1 concurred
with 20 wrcent of gravfty ground mot ion as bl ng a conserva-
tive desfgn bsfs. In a slm( Iar study the Tera Corporatlo”
( 1982; ,tSe ISm Ic Hazard Ana Jysls for the Savannah RI ~r Plantp

South Caro I ( na!! ) cone luded that the best est Imte of the return
~rfod for 20 percent of gravity ground m Ion was 5800 years,
wh (ch (s In qod agre-”t wfth the (nformat Ion presented 1“
Sect Ion 4.2.2.3.



Tab Ie M-2. CIJE responses to canrnents on Draft EIS (contfnued )

Comment Commnts Raswnses
numb.3r

publ(catlons of Algermlsslon et al., should & consulted
for probabf 1Ify stat Ist Ics for ground accelerat (on values,
as wel I as the recent USGS and MC reports (the NRC report
was In the form of a SECY paper and a Soard Notlf Icatlon)
concern I ng the Char Ieston earthquake. These reports I nd I -
cat~ that such a quake could occur anywhere a)o”g the East
Coast and the 1886 quake was not associated with any known
tecton (c features. h probabl I Ity of excaedfng the d~lgn
bas Is earthquake of one In 5000 years fs too high I f such
an earthquake cou Id lead to a ful I core meltdown.

b. Hurricanes shou Id b evaluat6d as an ecc(dant
(nltlator sfnce hurricanes af feet South carol f“a atiut
every seven years and burr I cane force wI nds have teen
wasured at the site d“rl ng the passage of Hurricane Gracle
to the north of SRP I n 1959. There were 38 h I stor 1ca I hur-
r Icanes af feet lng South Carol Ina b3tueen 1700 and 1971 ; and
there may have ken others since 1971 (DPSTSA-1OO-1, Rev.
12/81, at 2-9 to 2-10).

c. Tornadoes shou Id @ evaluated as an accident lnl -
tlator usl ng ~A for the L-Reactor; tornadoes str Ikl ng a
spcfflc point wfthln the SRP site have an estlmatd recur-
rence 1nterva 1 of about 1,500 years (OPSTSA-1 00-1, Rev.
12/81, at 2-lo). Th(s recurrence tnterval IS far from
trlvlal In the Contefi of a ~A. In add(t(o”, the confine-
ment f { Iter mpartm”ts WI I I not W1thstand a hypothet t ca I
desfgn-basis tornado (DPSTSA-1OO-I, Rev. 12/81, at 34).

EN-30 3. The Safety A“alysfs R~ort (I, SAR,, ) for the SRP
reactors d t scusses the presence of a hea~ water p Iant four
ml Ies frm o“e of the reactors (unspecl f Id) frm which a ,lms-
SIW release,, of hydrogen su If Ide gas could occur, and a I so
dl scusses a ti Iorl ne source 100 meters from an SRP reactor
(again, unspeclf(ed). The S.AR argues, however, that safe shut-
dmn cm Id k attal “ed from a r~te control station located
fmre than 10 ml Ies away. The E IS should Clarlfy hcn the remte
control station Cperates a“d the crlterla used to activate It.

The responses of reactor structurs and RTU ( ptnent to ground
accelerations greater than 0.20g have not ben expl lcltly
analyzed. Such accelerations cannot be ru led out as
poss(bf Iltles (n selsmlc events with return parlods In excess
of 5000 years. bwever, the 0.20s (s not a thresho Id hyo”d
whfch extensive failures of Ind”strlal facllltfes desl~~ to
conservat I ve eng I near I ng codes and standards, as are SRP
reactor systems, with no exp I (clt selsm(c des (gn cons I&rat 10”,
lnd lcates such fac( I (t(= can k expected to survive
accelerations wel I In excess of 0.209 without experle”cI “g
(mporta”t fal I“res or s(g”lf (cant damage. This IS, (n
particular, true of welded piping systws, #h Ich have proven to
be nearly Invulnerable to ground accelerations up to 0.5g and
beyond.

As noted (“ Sectfon 4.2.2.4, the SRP reactor blast reslsta”t
design crl terla offers protect Ion to tornadoes and hurricanes.
The reactor bu I I dl ng Itself can withstand a tornado-1 nduced
pressure drop that (s Iw(ce th pressure drop as~c(at~ with a
tornado which has a 2.61 K 10-t pro babl I lty of occurrence
(S=t(on 4.2.2.4). Attachwnts to the reactor b 1 I d 1ng such as
the 61*ter-tal I stack and the conf lnement systen f 1 Iter cm-
partwnts are “Ot as res I Stan+ to tornadoes. However, damage
to such attachments wI I 1 not case a reactor acc I dent. Damage
to such attachnmnts (mMlatel y fol IWI ng an Independent Iy
cause@ reactor acc(dent would !ncrease of fslte dose effects;
h4wever, the prokbl I Ity of f“dapendent OCCUrrenCe Of an aCcf -
dent fol lowed ~ a severe tornado or hurrlmne Is sa IW that
I t need not b cons I dered.

A 1s0 see resmnse to cunnmnt 8L-12 concer”fng ~C, S ~S ffjon

r~rdfng ~A analysls of accldant swwnces Inltlatea by
events rmre severe than the des fgn bses for natural phenmena.

Recent changes In plant operation have essential Iy eliminated
hazards In L-Area frm hydro~n su If f de and chlorlne as noted
In Smtfon 4.2.2.1 of the EIS.

Sect (on 2.2.2.7 has ken revl sed to provfde addl tlonal lnfor~-
t Ion regardl ng remte control stat Ion operat Ion a“d act(vat 10”.
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EN-3 I 4. The SAR quotes an exlstlng probbl I lty for SCR,4f
fal lure together with fal lure of hckup shutdown systm of 6 x
IK-5, but mentions a planned proJect to reduce the probbl 1(ty
of fal lure of the pr(~ry scram systms from 1:1,000 to less
than 1:1,000,000 [DPSTSA-1OO-1, Rev. 12/81, at 4-591. The Els
shou 1d SPOCI fy what the Improvements to the scram systm
cons I St of and whether they have ben Imp Iemented.

5. The dl scusslon of the CRAC2 analys Is of accident con-
sequences In the Draft EIS [4-56) fa( Is to disclose many
Important under )ylng assumptions, I ncl”d( “g the fol IOWf ng:

EN-32 a. The CRAC2 anal ys(s cites zero early fatal It(es
and zero peep ie wI th who Ie body and thyrci (d doses greater
than 25 rem and 300 ra respect Ively. Th(s Is due to the
fal lure to consider the consequences to pmp Ie on site.
The E 1S shou Id take ( nto cons lderat ton the SRP work force
Inc Iudlng the consequenc~ under a delayd or no evacuat Ion

y
scenario. Even wI th evacuat Ion, -me of the SRP workers
wl I I be requlr~ to renmln o“slte for secur(ty rea50ns.

e
0
@ EN-33 b. The ~AC2 analys!s does not report resu Its for

the 100$ core mlt case th.augh, as noted abve, ~E1s
contractor per forn18d such an ana!ysls.

EN-34 c. The andltfona{ prohb( I It(es presented, e.g. (n
Figure 4-! 1, are wrong becuase they cons lder only wteorol -

09Y and do not @ns !der the protabf I lty of conf fne~nt
systm f a ( I ure and other conmvn cause f a ( I ure scenar (OS.

The proposed project to further reduce the probbl I ftfes asso-
ciated wIth fa I lure of the pr (mry scrm system would (nCrease
the redundancy and Independence of the scram Systm at both the
channel and systen level. It (s not necessary that the E IS
address th (S project wh lch wou Id I ncrease the overal I systm
rel Iabl I lty because the anal ys- conduct~ (n the E IS are based
on the prohbl Iltlw of the systems as currently Instal led.

The ~AC 2 anal ys Is treats on-s Ite personnel as a trans lent
Popu tat (on s Iml Iar to schools, shoppl ng centers, and facto-
ries. Th IS treatment of on-s tte p6rsonnel Is cons f stent with
s [ml Iar WAC analysls performed I n the Reactor Safety Study and
cans~uence assessments of I I ght-water reactors whIch on I y co”-
s (der res(dont POPU Iat Ions.

The 100-percent core-melt accl dent (s not cons I dered cred Ible.
However, evan If a 100-percent Core-mlt accident Is assured
the Conc)usl.a”s given (n the EIS are val (d. These concl”slons
are that there WI I I @ no early fatal It(es, no cases where the
thyroid doss exceeds 300 ren and no cases where the who Ie bdy
dose exceeds 25 rem. The man popu Iatlon whole bdy dose would
b 10 tlm that g~wn In the EIS for the 10-Percent Core melt,
that Is, 7.7 x 10- person-retn per reactor year (for the popu-
lation wlthln 80 km of the reactor s(te). This whQle tody dcse
Is negligible In canparl~~ to the effects of natural @ck-
ground radl at Ion of 8 x 10 Person-rm par year for th Is
population.

See the r8smnses to canments BL-9 and BL-12.
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EN-3 5 d. The CRAC2 mdel ut I I I zed by the ODS assum3s the
( lethal dose to 50$ of tha e~sed PCQUlatlon wlth-

f15~~ys) IS 510 rads. This es..mptlon Is overly optl-
mtstlc. This assumes the vlctf= recelwe ‘supportive
tr~tmnt, n wh Ich Inc:udes tarrlm nursing, COPIOUS u- of
emtihfotlcs. msslve tramsfuslons, reversa Isolat!on, and
ottmr spmclal sterl Ie procedures. It IS far frm clear
that this carI b provldd for all those (n need In the
e.vmt of a =vere =cldant at S*. *w, for example, WI I I
the vlctfms of the h lg41est exposur- ba (dentl f Id when
there WI I I k fmny others who fray b Sufferfng symptoms of
radlatlm sltiness (suti as prodromai vomiting) fran lesser
expsures.

There Is cons Iderab !e controversy over the use of the 510
rads LD50/ . The RI sk Assessmnt Revl w Grcup (N~EG)/

h?CR-0040, n sk Assess~nt Rev I w Group Report to the U.S.
Nuclear Regu Iatow Canmlss Ion, rt Harold W. Lawls, Chal rman,
Septmtmr 1978) concluded that sclent If Ic OPl nlon supports
a ran~ from 400-600 rads. Th Is ran~ cou Id cause a factor
of two change either way In the number of early fatal 1-
t (es. Moreover, the ?1 Sk Ass-smnt Rev! w Group cone 1uded
with regard to Supwrt(ve treatmnt that ‘the abf 1 Ity tu
carry out such Interment Ion has not only not been de fmn-
stratd, but Isnft even well planned at this time (N~EG/
CR-0040, at 19).

Cha”g’ng ‘he ‘O’?’:? %,% ::+Et,l!nsupport I ve treatrnentn to the Ieve
I.e., 340 rads, could increase the number of fatal (t16s on
the SRP site bf a factor of two tu four (UASH-1400, Apwn-
dlx VI, at 13-50; N~EG4340, at 26-28).

Other groups have used fmre rea 1I St (c dose-es ponse
relationships nh Ich are closer to the ‘*mfnlml treatmntn
curve used in WASH-1400. The Cal I forn(a underground sltl ng
study used an L050/ o for mln Imal treat~nt Of 28b rads and

$fm support ( w trea front of 429 rads (Sukml t+rn m
Energy and the Environment, kbuse Committee on Interior and

In CRAG 2 analyses, mst early fatal It(es are predicted tu be
caused by lrradlat(on of the bne mrrow. For this rea=n, the
LO 50/60 doses estab I i shed i n the Re=tor Safety Study are
bsd on bone marrow exposures. The CRAC 2 resu Its for the
L-Reactor 1nd Icate a Pak bone mrrw dose for a 10-percent
core-mlt accident Is 78.4 rm and this OCCU- at a dfstance of
0.5 mile frcan the plant. At a dfstance of 5 M( Ies, the peak
do= drms to I I. 5 rem. Therefore, e~n under an extremal y
cc.nservatlve assumption of 100 rads, the number of early
fatal iti= arrong the general publlc would r-(n un~angd at a
va I ue of zero.

The ~nera 1 quest Ion of whether the Re8ctor Safety Study (RSS )
methods for calcu Iatl ng health effects [both early and latent)
sbuld ke revised was considered I n the PRA Procedur= Guide
[NufEG/CR-2300, January 1983). After e-ens I w -r revl w of
a draft report, the authors of the section of the Procedures
Gu(de that deals with Envfronmntal Tran port and tins~uence
Model I ng carfm to the fo I Iw conclusions: ?

‘As this tiapter was blrg written and revl=ed, It tecaine
apparent that the toplc5 of dos lmtry and dos6-r~pnse rela-
tionships g.3nerate considerable Sclentlf (c controversy. After
detal led dl scuss (on, the autbrs have decld~ to make the fol -
Iowl ng r=ofnmndat Ions. F I rst, the state-of-the-art has not
yet ‘sol ldlfledn to the extent that It Is possible to recunmnd
unequl vocal Iy a rep Iac-nt for the RSS methods. Nence, the
RSS r~lns the bast canprehenslve treatment of dos Imtry and
dose-response rel at Ionsh I PS (n the cant-t of cons8quenc.a
mdel ( ng, and Its wtkuds renwln acceptable. Second, hcmse
considerable work has ken &ne slnca the publ lcatlon of the
RSS, those who wish ti try iv update the mtbds are enco.ra~d
to da =. bwever, those *O vary fran the RSS values should
use sources that have b6en subJectd to a @r revl=, such as

‘S=tlon 9.3.5.3 of N~EG/cR-2300.
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In SUIar Af fa Irs, ,{Reactor Safety Study Revlew,l, Serial No.
96-3, 1979, at 366, attachmnt to letter dated 21 February
1979, frm Bryce W. Johnson, Peter R. Davis, and Long Lee
to Hon. A40rrls Udal 1, at D-7. In addltlo”, the ,,kccldent
Evaluation Codet, (AEC) used * mlculate health effects in

~;-~~i~iiz~t~.L!!0~~?;;:5fF~ ~$;i:~;7:$;ra-
t Ive Calcu latlons for the AEC and ~AC Risk Assessm”t
Codes, ut Science Appl Icat(ons, Inc., Decemb6r 1978, at 3-6
and 3-8).

EN-36 e. The CRAC2 code contal ns several ‘oh(olden,, assumFl-
t Ions regard( ng the cancer rl Sk St fmator for latent can-
cers, Includl ng an assumption that the cancer risk at low
dose (s a function of dose rate. The net effect of these
assumptions appears to be to reduce the estln!ate of latent
cancer fatal (t (es (exe Iuslve of thyro( d cancers) tq a fac-
tor of about 5 or nvre cmparti to the opl” ton of NRDC and
a number of experts, Includl ng Radford, krgan, Gafw”,
StWart, Mancuso, Knea Ie, and Tamp I l“. Furthermore, DDE
shou Id r~ort cancer (nc(denca, rather than cancer fatal (-
(ties. The cancer Incidence r(sk fs 1.5 to 2 tlms the
fatallty risk. The old wASH-1400 cancer risk values which
00E rellas upon are no Iongsr val(d (n Ilght of BEIR II I as
nwdl f led ~ cons Ideratfon of the recent f I mdl ng r6gard( ng
dos(mtry at Nagasaki and the latest ABCC mrta 11~ data.

the BE IR I I I report ( 1980), the UNSCEAR ( 19771 r~ort, and l~P
Publlcatfon 26 (1977). F(”al Iy, st”dles Intended to update the
RSS methods are In prqress: the NRC (s fund( ng work on age-
and sex-specl f (c dose-convers (on factors at the Oak R Idge
Nat lonal Laboratory, and work on hea I th-ef fects nvde I (“g (S
under way a~ Harvard Un(versltyls School of Publ IC Health.
When their l-esults have teen publ (shed, a Cmprehens fve uDdat-
Ing of the RSS mthods In codas Ilke CRAC2 WI I I be In order .,,

Sl”ce the P!.ocedures Guide was written, the Harvard Sc~l of
Publ (c Health has p.bl (shed 9*A C.( +f.al Rev, w Of +he Reac+or
Safety Sttidy Rad Iolog(ca I Hea Ith Effects Mode l,{ by Doug I as k’.
Cooper et a 1., NUREG/CR-3 185, March 1983.

Th (s report II st m“y aspacts of health effects rmdel lng that
ned to be ! nvest (gated. These Invest Igat tons are under way at
the Harvard School of Publ Ic Health and are kl ng funded as
part of the Nuc Iear Regulatory Canm(ss Ionfs MEL~ project,
Uh Ich has as one of (ts a(ms the “pdat I ng of the CRAC2 conse-
quence mde I I ng code. Meamwh I le. the cane Ius (on of the Pro-
cedures Guide, that ‘,the RSS r-l ns the kst cmprehens Ive
treatm”t of dos lnmtry and dose-respnse relat Ionsh Ips In the
context of ,:onseque”ce mdel Ing and Its mthods rsma I n accept-
able. st(ll stands.

The ass”mpt Ion that the cancer r( sk at low doses Is a f unct (on
of dose rata (s also expla I n8d (m the PRA ProcedurS Guide,
(pp. 9-53 a,, d 9-54):

!,The est Imtes of latent mncer calcu Iated ~ the CRAC code are
hsed on tht] E IR I report with leukemla and bn8-cancer values
fmdlfled to ref Iect nea data that Mcafrw ava( Iable between 1972
and 1975. “rhe RSS developed three est(mtes of r( sk. The

upper-~und estlmte ussd the linear, no-thresiwld estlmtirs
from the E iR I report ( 1972). The central ~t(~te f “,WFPo-
rated a dos(]-ef fectfveness factor for exposurffi del Ivered at
low dose ra-t6s. The Imer-bound estimate took Into account the
lar~ uncer<ral nty In est (mtt ng effects frcin low doses and low
dose rates {ind assumed a threshold of 10 or 25 rsin for latent-
cancer fata I Itles. The central-est lmte approach IS consistent
with the KIR I I I r~ort (NAS-~C), 1980), which used a
I f “ear-q uadrat Ic nudel to calcu late rl sk est frrmtors for
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EN-37 f. As not8d above, the CRAC2 accf dent cn”seque”ce
calcu Iat Ions ignore any POSS ( ble comnvn cause fa 1 I tire of
the conf fn-nt systems and the ECCS, e.g. , due ta external
events. Certain ly both of these system are dependent u~n

z
of fslte and ons(te power supplles, and bth W( II fall If

~ al 1 power IS lost.

EN-38 6. The dl scussion of the Draft E I S of a Iternat f ve safety
systems for the L-Reactor (Sec. 4.4. 1.6) appears to te prem(sed
upon a f undafnental mlsunderstandl ng of reactor safe- ph I loso-
phy. The E IS erronwusly fmp I Ies that the cost/knef (t wthod-
ology used In the NRC reg”latfons 10 CFR Appendix I for llmlt-
I ng radlat [on releases under normal operations (S equal ly
apprOprfate fOr daf f nf ng safe~ requlrewnts for ml tlgat( ng
severe nuclear reactor accidents. bwever, the NRC r6gu 1at Ions
do not suggest (n any way that such requirements (see 10 CFR
100) ca” ta wa lved (f an analysls ,Idem”strates,, that he mn-

Jtaf”w”t system has an unfavorable cost/benef It ratio._/ Wh1Ie

3/ OOE must surely recogn (ze the fal lacy of this approach
s ! nce Cc.nc%ptua I des I gns for a New Product Ion Reactor ( l,NPR(, )

aPPear to Inc Iude a Passl ve containment bu I Idf ng. SW Memran-
dum from D. E. Hostetler to P. L. Roggenkamp, ,,Alternatives to
L-Reactor Startup: New Productfo” Reactor: Sava””ah River
Laboratory (DPsT-83-643, June 29, 1983). In addlt(on ta a con-
talnm3nt b“f I ding, the NFR would have a “umbr of other *leri-
hancements,- over current SRP reactor daslgn, Incl”df “g cool [“g
towers and D20 detr I t (at [o”. A schemtlc of the NPR at SRP, !s
attached.

latent-cancer fatal Itles. In addltlon, the ~lR Ill report
pubi I shed ranges that I nd Icate some of the uncertainty associ-
ated with these factors. The upwr and the lower bounds of the
ranges were o~alnd with the Ilnear nvdel and the pure quad-
ratic mdel , respactlvely. The risk estlmtes, based m the
Ilnearquadratlc mdel, of 8EIR I I I (1980) are approxlrngtely 2
t ftis lower than the = IR I ( 1972) estlmat- ksed on the
11near mde 1. ‘t

In sumwry, the authors of the E I S hl (eve that the centra I
est (mate 1s ~ns Istent w(th a reasonable concern of expert
opln Ion and should therefore k used (n pofnt -+ Imte calcu la-
t Ions of the publ (c risk of latent-cancer fatal Ity.

The fntent of th Is - Icu Iat (on was to sbw the consequences of
a kyond des lgn basls accident. Nu attempt was made to do a
FRA that wou Id CO”S Ider the Commn-cause fal lures descrl~d.

In any appl (cat Ion of technolqy, whether nuc Iear or “et,
c05t/b9nef It tmthodolqy has al ways teen a factor el ther
(mpllcltly or explicitly.

This IS particularly true (n considering fmdlflcatlons to
exfst(ng wulpm9nt or fac(llt(~ and Is recognized @ F.ajecal
le91Slati0n In a numb3r of areas. For example, aIr poI I“tfo”
contro I req” I rments are dl f ferent for ‘,new Wurces*, than for
exfstfng plants; old automblles are not r~ulred to ba
imdl f led to wet current enl ss [on standards; exist (ng power
plants have not ben general Iy req”lred to kckfft cwllng
towers, alt~ugh new plants at slm( Iar Iocat(ons do mploy
them. Thus, the fess I bl 11~ and cost of f“corporat I ng a
variety of enhancmnts on a new reactor, wh Ich are great Iy
dl f ferent than for exlstl ng reactors, are just ( f I able
cons I derat (ens.

The (don+ It fcatfon of the EPA and NRC valuat Ions of prson-rem
was for the purpose of provldl ng a perspecf Ive wh fch OCE re-
gards as Imprtant tut not determinative (n deciding upon the
need for a“d nature of safety Systm augmntatlon for the
exl Sting reactors. &wev@r, In V(W of the high degree of
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the NRC has used cost/knef It analysis In Its safety ~al
devo I opment program (N UREG-0880 Rev. 1 ), (t has not chosen to
use such analysls to replace the current &sign &s(s re4ulre-
me”ts (n 10 CFR 100 for conta( “mentlconf fnemnt systems.4/

In sum, this section of the El S must be total ly recast to
examl ne ‘uhlch conf lnwentlcontalnwnt systm alternative maets
10 CFR 100, US I ng the appropriate wthodology (95j wteorology
and a source term of 100% noble ~ses, 50% of the halogens and
1% of the ml (d f Isslon products and plutonlum Inventory).
Only the” sbu Id the E IS apply mst/b3nef It anal yses to deter-
mine wh(ch aiternstfve of ihose that met 10 CFR 100 IS
preferred.

E. Ml sce I Ianeous Comnts

EN-39 The Draft E IS ~“t Ions (at 3-31 ) the cr( ter(a wh (ch were
used over 30 years a~ to choose the s(te for the Savannah

~
River Plant. Th(s IS somewhat misleading since It lmpl (es
without any docuwntatlon that these exact sam3 conditions

* exl St bday. ~wever, as an example, (t (s now c Iear that

0 there are competing uses for ‘,the Iarsa c.m I I “g water supp IyI,
and the SRPIS outdated ret lance on the Savannah River wthuds
for coo I I ng purposes 1s a rotter of substant ( al concern.

EN40 Most of the maps In the Draft EIS (s- F(gures 3.1, 3.2,
3.4, 5.1 ) do not rmke clear, through dl f ferences 1n shad I ng,
that there are private lands (I. e., Little Hel I 1s Landing a“d
the Creek P lantat Ion Swamp) WhIch are tounded o“ three sfdes by
SRP and o“ the fourth by the Savannah River. The reader may be
left with the m(staken Impress Ion that DOE has control over
th IS ent (re area. These mps should ta accordl ng ly revlsd.

(so Iatlon orovf ded N the SW s fte (cmpard to any nuclear
power p Ian+ site), the englneerd safety features of the
exl st(”g rc,actors are cons Idered to b ent I rely In ph ( Iosophlc
accord witt, the sp(rlt of 10 Cm 100.10(d) which sugg-ts that
s(tes my t~ found acceptable (f the s(te featur~ are
Cmplementti ,Vbf appropriate and adquate compnsat I “g
engl neer( nq safeguards.e,

The slt(”g crl terla, wh Ich were used to select SRP frcin mng
100 pote”t(al Iocatfons, are (dentff(d as a matter of record.
These statants do not Imp Iy that Co”d It ions have rmalned
unchanged. For exz.mp Ie, p Iacl “g R-Reactor and the Heavy Water
Prc.d”ctTo” Fac( I ity f“ standby status and C.a”structlo” of Par
Pond have <Ireatly reduc%d SRP!S surface-water requlrofmnts.
Also, see the responses to cm~”ts AB-13 and EN-1 1.

Maps deplct~ In Flg”res 3.2 and 5.1 clearly Indicate the bo””-
dary of th<, Savannah River Plant. fitent(al Impacts 0“ of fsfte
areas such as Lltt Ie Hel I 1s l.and~ ng and Creek Plantat Ion Swamp
are Specl f Ical Iy described (n appropri ate sect ions of the Els
In term 01 talng privately owned or 10c9ted of fslte (e. g.,
Sect Ion 3.7.2 .l--Radloceslum).

Al Even If 00E were correct In Its Interpretation of WC
safety requlrefnents, Its analysts of safety systm
alternatives IS (n error. See attached statement of Or.
Cochran at 14-15.



Table M-2. CJJE responses Iv ccinments on Draft EIS (continued)

bmmnt Cmmnts Responses
numb.3r

hncluslon

EN-4 I For the reasons set forth above, we klleve that the Draft ~E belleves that sufficient (nformatlon (s available In the
EIS do.% not provide an adequate basfs under the National Envl- EIS for the publfc and decislonmakers to assess the env(ronmn-
ronmental Policy hct for bclslonmakers to determine Mhether, tal Impacts of L-Reactor operation. Changes to the Draft EIS
and (f =, under what conditions to proceed with the operation were made (n this Final EIS and these changes are clearly
of the L-Reactor. In order for DOE to met Its resvnslbll(- mrked to al IOU the rev(~ers to differentiate ktween the
ties under NEPA and given the graw deflclencles (n the Draft draft EIS a“d final EIS.
EIS, we would strongly urge that a new substantially revfsed
draft envlronmantal Impact statmnt k fssu6d for further pub-
I!c revl’au and canme”t. Only If such action IS taken, ca” DOE
declslonmakers, the ~ngress, and the publlc k able to assess
the effects of L-Reactor Werat(on and avallabll~ty of a}terna-
tlves which would avoid or reduce environmental harm.

If YW have any quest [ens w(th regard to these cuamnts,
please d.antt hesitate Iv contact m.

Sincerely yours,

S. Jacob Scherr
Counsel for Natural Resources
Oefense Co”ncll, Energy Research
Fou”datlon, The Georgia
bnservancy, S. Dav(d Stoney, Jr.,
Judith E. Gordon, Just(n Stephens
McMlllan, Coastal Cltlzens for
Clean Energy, Environmental Pollcy

(Note: Or. tichrants Statmnt of Novemb8r 3, 1983 1. co”ta(”ed
(n thts append(x as statemnt llBL1l)




