
APPENDIX H

SCOPING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the U.S. Department
of Energy (DOE) announced its intent to prepare an environmental impact state–
ment (EIs) on cooling water systems for C– and K–Reactors and the D–Area coal-
fired powerhouse at the Savannah River Plant (SRP) in the Federal Register on
July 29, 1985 (50 ~ 145). The Notice of Intent solicited comments and sug-
gestions from interested agencies , organizations, and the general public for
consideration in preparing the EIS. Conunents were received by mail and at a
scoping meeting held i“ Aiken, South Carolina, on August 19, 1985. Written
comments were recei”ed until August 31, 1985.

During the public comment period, 12 individuals, agencies , and organizations
presented written or oral conunents--two individuals provided written comments
at one of the public scoping meetings and more detailed written connnents fol-
lowing the scoping meetings . Individuals , agencies , and organizations provid–
ing conunentsare listed on Table H-1 .

The comments received at the public scoping meeting or in writing during the

public comment period are presented in Table H–2. Table H–2 alao provides
responses to the comments raised by individuals , agencies , and organizations
on the scope of the EIS.

Table H-3 provides a sununary listing of the topics contained in tbe comments ,

with references to the appropriate chapters and sections of the proposed EIS
outline.

Copies of the oral statements and scoping letters have been made available for
public inspection at the DOE Public Reading Room located at the University
Library, 2nd Floor, University of South Carolina, Aiken Campus , University
Parkway, Aiken, South Carolina, and the Freedom of Information Reading Room,
Room lE-190, Forrestal Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC.
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Table H-2. Scoping Comets and DOE Responses

C-nt
“umber C0ment5 RespOnses

STATEMENT OF MR. SHEPPARD MORE
Chief, NEPA Review Staff

En. i ..”mental Protection Agency
Regi On IV

Atlanta, Ge.rg ia

f4Y name is Sheppard N. Moore. 1°. chief of the NEPA Review
Staff at Region IV, u.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
Atlanta. Georgia. We at EPA are pleased to see that the De-
partment of Energy is preparing a“ e“v: ronmental impact state-
ment as pavt of the deci. io”making process co”cer”i”g cool ing
water systems at the Savs””sh River Plant. EPA has a long. his-
tory of involvement with envi ronmental matters at SRP, ..d .e
look forwavd to .orking with DOE and the State of South Caro–
Iina during the preparation of this EIS.

A-1 Relevant to the proposed EIS, EPA bel i eves that the en. i ron-
mental and .onenvi ronme”tal i ss. e. identi fied by DOE in thei r
new, announcement dated July 29th, 1985, for thi s EIS are im-
portant. Of the issues listed by DOE, EPA is particularly con-
cerned with potential wetland impacts, .ater, q.a!ity, iss. es,
and rad, o”. cl, de effects as well as fishery lmpl, cat, ens, air
q.alitY, drink i?g, water quality, and the cumulative effects.
Reconunended add?t,.ns t. the DOE list are possible floodplain,
9roundwate,, and nOise impacts.

A-2 Since one of our major concerns at EPA is the protection of
wetlands , we wi sh to emphasize that any wetland acreage that
may be lost should be quantified and characterized for each
action alternative, Avoidance of impacts and mitigation for
unavoidable. impacts should be addressed for wetlands as well as
other areas.

A-3 we appreciate the numerous alternatives considered by DOE for
the cool i ng effluent of C– a“d K-Reactors and the D-Area coal–
fired power plant, 1“ our view, at least two and preferably
three feasible .actio” alternatives should be addressed in the
EIS in similar detail for each facility so that the EISw ill be
a decis ionma king document and a f i nal preferred alternative can
be selected. Similarly, the no-action alternative should be
thoroughly addressed.

1 appreciate the opportunity to be here. 1 guess my main p.r-
pose is to hear what you a“d the others have to say. Thank
you

A disc. s.joo of impacts associated with flood plain! wetlands,

gr...dyated . . ..d ..i.e .ill be Presented i. Chapter 4 of the EIS.
Append,. F .111 present . .etla.d slflood plains assessment pursuant
to Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, and DOEts regulations for com-
pl iance with floodpl ai n/wetlands envi ronmental review requi rements
(10 CFR 1022).

Uetla”d acreage that will be gained or lost will be quantified
and characterized for each cooling ‘“ater alter” ati. e in
Chapter 4 a“d Appendix F of the EIS.

Chapter 4 of the EIS will discuss the environmental impacts of
the reasonable cool i ng water alternatives for the C-Re.cto P,
K-Reactor, and the D-Area coal-fired powerhouse. In addition.
the “o-action al ter”ative wi 11 be addressed.
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ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF MR. MOORE
EVENING PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

Since 1 spoke this morning and gave you a copy of my written
statement, I won, t repeat that. I do want to say for the
people that are here this evening that were not here this
morning that 1 appreciate the opp. rt. nity to be here. 1 want
to thank . . . for inviti”o EPA and the State to Dartic iDate,–.
in this meeting

1 wo.ld like to add one thing to what Pat had to say about the
slide o“ NE PA. [t’s true that NEPA requires that the Federal
decis ionmakers factor the en. iro”ment into their decision-
makinq process, but 1 think the really imP. rt.. t be. efit fro.
NEPA is the public invol.eme”t.

14. a little disappointed at the number of people here tonight,
and 1 would like to encourage anyone that is here that has
.omethi”g to say that from experience 1 can say that government
does listen to what people say. That<s what NEPA has d..e for
.s is provided the mechanism for public involvement and how we,
the government, carry out their business.
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STATEMENT OF MR. BART RUITER
SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL

CONTROL

My name is Bart Ruiter, I am with the Department of Health a.d
E.vi .onmental Cent.ol

On January 3, 1984, the South Carolina Department of Health and
Environmental Control entered into a Consent Order with tbe
United States Department of Energy Savannah River Plant. This
Co”sent Order allowed the Savannah River Plant temperature re-
q.i.e.ent$ in the N.ti...1 p.ll. t.. t Olsch. r9e Ell.in.tl.n SYS-
tem (NPOES) permit to be temporarily superseded by those re-
q.ire.ents contained i. the order. O.tfalls affected by this
Order are specifically C-Reactor, P-Reactor, K-Reactor, and
D-Area powerhouse.

[n this Co”sent Order, SRP agreed to, one, complete comprehen-
sive studies .“ the thermal effects of all operations at the
Savannah River Plant upon the waters of the State of South
Carolina; two, complete and submit the thermal mitigation st.d-
ies to OHEC within “i”e mo”tbs of the signing of tbe Consent
Order; three, implement the alternative approved by DHEC under
a schedule to be established by DHEC in a subsequent order: and
fouv, submit and actively support appropriate funding requests
to accomplish any actions resulting from the thevmal studies.

To date, we are currently near completion in establishi”q . .
implementation sched.le under an amendment to the Consent Drder
with SRP which takes into account the National Environmental
PO1i Cy Act p, OC, SS.

B- I AS SRP proceeds through this NEPA process and eventually se- The ability of each of the cooling water alternatives Considered in
Iects a final alternative for the mitigation of thermal re- the EIS to meet applicable regulatory requirements will be discussed
strict io”s on the above o.tfalls, the selected alternatives for in Chapters 2 and 4,
C-Reactor, K-Reactor, P-Reactor, and D-Are. powerhouse must
meet the specified limitations of the NPDES permit andlor tem-
perature limits that ave consistent with tbe requirements . .
intent of the Clean Water Act and the South Carolina Water
Classifications and Standards.

Thank you for allowing the Department to express its comments.
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STATEMENT OF MR. W, P. BEBBINGTON

1 have submitted a letter cent.i”ing more spec?fic comments comments noted
than I intend to make here. 1 wish, now, to d,rect the atten-
tion of the audience and the other participants to some im-
portant general facts regarding the Savannah River Plsnt and
its history.

The 200,000-acre site was purchased with taxpayers, money in
1950 to ens..e that the public would be adequately protected
from possible harm from the nuclear operations within the site
and that there .ould be adeq. ate protection of the operations
against )ncurslo. s.

It ..s .ec.q. i.ed at the outset that, .hile the .Pe.. t.r, CO.ld
and would be expected to hold releases of radioactive and other
undesirable wastes to levels that were as low as practical
very large amounts of heat k,o.ld necessarily be discharged from
the ,,. ct.,.. Theheatwould be released as heated water, and
the Sava””ah Rive. had to be protected against biological dam-
age from it. By placing the reactors near the center of the
site a“d allowing the water to flow to the river th.o. gh the
beds of existing smal I streams, the temperature of the “ater,
when it entered the river, would be 10. enough to preclude
damage

To verify that there was .0 ther”al damage to the river, Or.
R.th Patrick and her team of Ii.rlo logist. fro. the Ac.de.y of
Natural Sciences of Philadelphia wee commissioned to determine
exactly and comprehensively the condition of the river before
plant startup and to monitor it carefully for changes while the
plant operated. Dr. Patrick has stated repeatedly and .nequ ~.-
ocally that thermal effluents from SRP have had no adverse ef-
fects o“ the river.

Tbe streams that carry reactor cooling water to the river are
small , rise 00 the site, and have no significant economic, rec-
reational 0, unique ecological values. The hot “ater has de-
stroyed vegetation and discouraged animal life: but, as was
demonstrated in Steel Creek after L-Re.ct. r .a$ shut d..., the
damage is “ot permanent.

Most of the land of the site is outside the restricted produc-
tion areas. This land has “Ot been neglected and allowed to
deteriorate. Hundreds of millions of trees were planted and
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managed as a productive forest. The University of Georgia es-
tablished there a field laboratory of ecology under the overall
direction of Dr. Eugene P. Od.m, one of the nations% most re.
ve, ed ecologists. Later, the site was designated as the first
National Environmental Research Park. It has attracted st.-
dents and faculty from many universities for s.mmer and longer
residences. & former director of the Savannah River Ecology
Laboratory said, ‘<If it hadn’t been for AEC support, there
wo.ldn, t be . science of ecolog y.,’ The well-protected site has
become an important wildlife vef.ge.

After three decades of plant operation without public harm and
with great ecological benefit, the State of South Carolina has
intruded with costly, unnecessary, and indeed environmentally
detrimental demands that can be met only at great p.blic e.-
pe.,e .t . t,.e hen there IS . terribly urgent need to reduce
the federal deficit.

The cost of the L-Reactor lake project will “ot be 25 ov 40
million dollars but, when delay times and productivity losses
are taken into acco. r,t, in the hundreds of millions of dol-
lars. The reactor will never again operate as efficiently as
it once did because the State has demanded that the cool ino
lake not be treated as s.’h but as a natural recreational ‘
lake. This hearing is the beginning of proceedings aimed at
applying to C- and K-Reactors and t. the D-Area coal-fired
p..e,h.. se si.il.rly c.stly ..d . ..ecessa.y ch..Yes.

1 ask the State of South Carolina. in the intevest of respon-
sible concern for the American people, t. withdraw its demands
and allow 5RP to continue its efficient. safe and e“viro. me”-
tally benign operations. Failing this, 1 ask the Department of
Energy to take no action as its decision and defend it vigor-
ously up through the courts, if necessary.

Thank you very much
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LETTER FROM MR. W. B. BEBBINGTON

Thank you for the opportunity to comment o. the “Scoping of an Comments noted
Environmental Impact Statement on cooling-water systems at the
Savannah River Plant.,

It should be recognized at the outset that the important issues
under consideration, here, are political and b.rea. cratlc ~
environmental There is, in the document [6450-011 that de-
fines the purpose of the A.g.st 19 public meeting, no reference
to past, present or potential future harm to the environment
s.r.o. riding 5RP caused by operations within it. The absence of
such harmful effects has bee. documented in public reports of
comprehensive routine and special scientific monitoring over
the past quarter cent.ry of the plant’s existence.

I“ 1950 about 200,000 acres Of la.d WaS purchased by the united
States government on which to build the Savannah River Plant.
The large site was acquired to provide isolation of the produc-
tion facilities and to ensure that those facilities would not
havmf.lly affect s.v.oun ding private lands, and most i.por–
tantly, not damage biologically the Savannah River. Accord-
ingly, the facilities of greatest environmental co”ce r”, the
reactors and separations plants, were sited near the center
of the Plant, several miles ~rorn the river and the boundary
fences. The channels of i“s, g.lf, cant streams that rise w,thin
the plant, streams that were not the,,, are not .OW, will not ,be
i“ the future of any economic, recreational or ..lq. e eC01091–
cal importance, were used to convey reactor cool i.9 water to
the river. The river w., seen t. be the most important natural
rexo. rce that might be v.l”erable to harm, and the Academy of
Natural Sciences of Phil adel Phi. ..der the direct i.. of the
eminent Li.. olo9ist, Dr. Ruth p.trick. WaS c... iss, oned, In
1951, years before plant startup, to monitor comprehensively
the biological condition of the river. The work .t ANSP con-
tinues, today, and Dr. Patrick has rePe.tedly and ..eq.lvoc.ll Y
stated that there has bee. no biol.9ica1 damage fro. the ther–
.al effluents of SRP. Veget. ti.. i. the .t...md. d. .as dam–
.ged, t. b? s.re, but “ot irrevocably as was show. by the re–
covery of Steele Creek during the years that L–Reactor was shut
down

The matter. “ith which we are now Concer!,ed stem from the
actions taken to refurbish and restart L-Reactor at SRP as
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authorized by Congress i. 1980. Operation of the reactor was de-
clared necessary by October 1983 to met the needs of national
defense. The Department of Energy ..s obl iged to meet this
goal The reactor was rehabi 1 i Lated and brought up to the
technological state of the other operating reactors with the
intent to operate it as it had operated for fourteen years,
p.e.:.. s1y. a.d as two other re.. t.rs, K ..d C, .e.e c.. tin. i.9
to operate, Near the end of 1982, anti-nuclear activist groups
abetted by State officials ]nstiga ted a succession of delays
and ultimately, through a b,t of Congressional tr, ckevy, the
req. i rement that the cool i .g water f r.. L-Re.. tor be pas. ed
through a new 1000-acre lake e“route to the Savannah River.
Ostensibly, this lake .as to forestall damage to ‘wetlands;<> in
fact it will permanently i“. nd.te most of the area of concern
and destroy much productive fovest in addition. The direct
cost of the lake was to have bee. $25 million, but has risen to
$40 million. The overall addition to the national deficit and
cost to the taxpayers, takinq ir>to account delays, interest
charges a“d permanent productivity lossez “ill be in the h.n-
dreds of millions of dollars, with, o“ balance. a &t rimentil
enviro.me”til effect. [f the reactor starts up i. October, as
is now hoped i t vii 11 1,... been delayed two years.

With regard to C and K reactors aod the O-Area coal-fired power
house, we are now at the point where the L-Reactor fiasco began
move than thee yeas ago. No exist i“g envi ronmental harm i s
alleged, only the need to comply with a “Consent Order,, dated
Jan.a.y 3, 1984, three decades afte. the beginning of safe, ef-
ficient and environmentally havmles~ operation of SRP, We tax-
payevs need to be pvotec ted against the squandering of more
hundreds of millions of dollars merely to e“han.e the egos or
further the special interests of politicians and activists.

{t is stated o“ page 7 of the notice of this meeti”9 that, ‘As
required by the Council on Environmental Quality regulations
for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act, the EIS
will also consider ‘“o action! .“ 1 urge that “no action” be
give. first c.. $id. r.ti.. a.d th. t the ..tt. r b. shelved .ith-
out eve. the preparation of another redundant, unnecessary and
costly Environmental Impact Statement.
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STATEMENT OF MS. FRANCES HART
ENERGY RESEARCH FOUNDATION

1 am Frances Hart, and 1 represent the Energy Research Founda-
tion. We appreciate the opport.”ity to address this hearing on
the subject of the scope of the proposed environmental impact
statemnt concer”iog cooling water systems for thermal dis-
charges from the C– and K-Reactors and f... the D-Area coal-
fired power plant.

The issue of environmental impacts of cooling water systems at
SRP .as discussed and a.aly. ed at le.9th .5 Part of this NpDE$
per.it reiss.ante process which began in 1982 and d.rin9 the
L-Reactor EIs process.

A permit d:.anding c..p1iance .f the Cle.: water Act req.lre-
me. ts ..5 ,ss”ed by DHEC for SRP, S opera king reactors i.
January of 1984, along with the Consent Order allowing the
continuation of direct discharge of cooling water for .“ un-
speci fled time. DOE was req. ! red to prepare a c.mprehensl. e
study of the impact. of thermal discharges and recommend alter-
native systems which would comply .ith the C1e.. Water Act.

Nearly a year ago, in October of 1984, DOE published this
report called “Thermal Mitigation Study, Compliance with the
Federal and South Carolina Water Qual ity Standards, < which
analyzed various cooling water options. we reviewed that
report and believe that reci. c.lati”g mechanical draft cooling
towers and once-through mechanical draft cool?ng towevs w,th
holding pond systems -- these are alternative% C-4, C-5, K-5,
and K-6 - would be acceptable for C- and K-Reactors. Altho”qh
DOE is required to analyze .11 reasonable options during the
EIS process, we would urge that any option chosen pvovide at
least as much en. ivonmental protection as do these opt~ons.

It may not have been clea. .s early 3S 1981. he. these .Origi–
..1 NPDES permits for the operating reactors at SRP exp, red,
that new cooli”q water ,ystems would have to be installed. But
this necessity must have become obvious soon thereafter when
“eqoti ations with DHEC over new permits beqa”, and South Caro-
linas Attorney General ruled that SRP’S streams were part of
the state.
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It is unfortunate that the EIS process was not begun at that
time and that these years have passed without implementation of
some sort of mitigation. Beginning the EIS pvocess now has the
obvious side effect of delaying still further the long-awaited
cooling systems. We believe that complying with the National
En. iro”mental Policy Act is a valuable objective and, there-
fore, that the delay is perhaps warranted, even at this late
date

D-1 However, beta.~e it ~eems unlikely that substantive “e. infor-
mation will be ge”et’a ted during further study of possible ?.-
ternatives beyo.d that already offered in the L-Reactor EIS and
NPDES comments, we would urge that the preparation of this par-
ti cular en. i ronmental impact statement be expedi ted as much as
is possible within the law, given the substantial information
and public comments already generated in these other related
processes.

D-2 The EIS is designed to play a“ integral role i“ the decision-
maki”q process, . role which cannot be very “e. ningf.l after
the fact. Hopefully, DOE will initiate the EIS process at the
beginning of future projects as the law requires, rather than
after extensive study has taken place and time has elapsed, to
ensure that the process itself can be meaningful and that
ti”ely compliance with other legal requirements will be
p.ssible.

The Department of E“evqy will expedite the preparation of the EIS
to the extent pevmitted by its .eg.l ations for implementing the
p,.ced. r.l Provisions of the N.tlo.al En.lr.n.ental PO1l CY Act.

The preparation and completion of the Thermal Mi ti gatio” Study and
Comprehensive Cool i ng Water Study were .“dertaken by the Department
of Energy ;. f.lfillme”t of a“d c?mplia”ce with the Memora”du. of
Underst?. ndlng and Consent Order w,th the State of South C.roli”a,
The Department of Energy is c.rrently .ndertaki”g the preparation
of the envi ronmental impact statement to f.1 fi 11 i ts req. i rements
P.rs..nt t. the National En. i ron.e.tal po> icy Act--as ide.ti fied
in the current Co Nsent Order with the South Carolina Department
of Health and Environmental Control--in attaining compliance
with South Carolina’s Class 6 water classification standards,

Thank you.

,/
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STATEMENT OF MR. WARL HEROE

Res Ponses

I am retired from the Atomic Energy Commission. 1 retired five
years ago. I came here in 1951 as the first environmentalist
for the Atomic Energy Comiss ion. I served ,23 years i! that
capacity: and, during that time, the emphas~s always w?th the
Atomic Enevqy Connnissio” was wi th regard to the taxpayers ,
dollars.

A. a 9“ard i.” of the taxpaye r.’ dollar. ..d . ta. PaYer .Yself.
a\o”g wi th the few hundred mill i.. .Lhe. t.. P.yer. , \ . ..ld
like to say that we have had enough. The costs are Just
unjustified.

I a. .1s. . member of the Antique A.t.m? bile Ass.. i.ti.. Of
America. We have a motto there fov antlq. e cars: If they are
“ot broke, do”, t fix them.

Experience has prove” that there is nothing wrong with the way
the reactors have been operated out there at the Savannah River
Plant. I “ant to completely endorse .Y fried Nr. Oebbi.9t.n
on what he just said i“ the second talk ahead of this one.

1’. an environmental biologist by training and experience. 1
started my biological work .ith the At.. ic Energy c.~ission
back actually “ith Du Pout at the Ha”ford P1a”t i“ the State of
Washington. Thee, 1 was a group leader in environmental biol-
ogy for five years before comi ng here. When 1 Carrie here, I
came by way of Washington. in which they very de f~nitely gave
me the indoctrination that we are g.. rdians of the ta. pa Yers’
dollars.

we are to see that every dollar sPe. t of 90ver..e. t moneY 1s ‘0
get just as much value out of it as if it .e.e o.. 0.. d.l -
lars. That tbeo.y still should exist. I’m afraid It doesn’t.
we are willing to help build “p the deficit by req. iri”g costs
that are unjustified.

Ea.lier, we built nine big plants and c..ple ted the P1ants
roughly in a squave -mile area for less than 3 billion dollars.
We have not come close to that now. O.v liaise” negotiations
wi th the contractor, the D. Pot Company, were every thousand
d.1 Iars that we could save w.. a tho.s..d dOl lars e.r.ed fOr
the government. Every $100,000 “as that much more.
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As an environmentalist, we look toward saving dollars. 1 still
think that that should be the utmost concevn in the plan and
method of our Department of Energy,

1 have my reservations, but f think 1 should make this state-
ment. I actual Iy hope that our [ongressme” are smart enough
that they won4t allow thix expenditure. I know that the plant
needs to go on and 1 know, from a biology standpoint, we need
to be safe; but 1,. an e.. ironme. tali%t. 1 am not a lobbyist.
1 am not an activist, but I certainly want the environment to
be kept intact.

Our authority back in the early days ..s respected authority.
The three main authorities we had were the Reactor Safeguard
COn!mittee, the National Academy of Science, and the lnter.a-
tl onal COnnniss ion on Radiation Protection. we met the stand–
ards of those three o~ganiz ations. We were doing . good job.
Those three organ izatlo”s are all made up of men of prestige.
There were “ot would-be e“vi ro”mental ists , sel f-made envi ron-
me”ta lists, in the group. They were all college-trained and
college-experienced people, and those three orga. izatio”s
guided our desti.y and guided well

Using o.r minor tributaries and streams was regarded by people
who were Iooki”g after the taxpayers< dollavs as good business,
as good logic, as good empirical use of the streams. Our em-
pi ri..l e.p. ri:.ce OVer th. past 30, year. has prowe. that
theory to be r,ght. It, s just as right now as it ever was.

The streams have adjusted to the higher temperature, and to
change them now is rather futile. One thing about the stream,
though, a stream has its own capacity to resto.e itself,

It doesn, t need the restoration, the decontamination, and so
forth that a cooling tower is going to take. A cooling tower
c.. become a sight in the environment,

1 would like for some of you to take . trip up . . the upper
part of the Ohio River up in the region of West Virqin ia and
Pennsylvania. Look along that river, There are a bunch of
old, rusty monstirs, towers, cool ing towers, that have been
completely abandoned and have bee” left there to become a part
of the e“viro”ment. 1 don, t like that kind of an environment.
1 don, t want to see that kind of environment o“ our Savannah
River.
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1 think we know that our streams will clean up themselves and
will become fertile and productive biological stresms within
t.o or three years. 1“ a very few year%, a stream will produce
good fishing again without any effort on the part of man. All
he has to do is let mother nature take over.

1 want to say the pond cost, .s 40 million dollars and is kill-
{“g off every species, every plant and animal species, of that
thousand acres of land to save or maybe better the en. i ronment
of o“e or two individual species. If that makes sense, 1’.
crazy.

E- I Now, the cooling towers will be tbe same thiog. You nil! ruin Chapters 2 and Chapter 4 of the EIS present and discuss both adverse
more of tbe en. ironme”t than you will cor.ect by installing the
cooling towers.

a“d beneficial impacts of the cooling wate. alternatives considered.

So Ietm., hope that our Congress takes the right action on that,
and 1 Lhl. k *t should be up to Congress . . a b~ll to be
presented tO OUr cO. rts
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STATEMENT Oi MS. DORCAS EL LEDGE

I appreciatethe opportunity to say a few words to you. 1 have
been to many of the meetings concerning the L-Reactor and read
as much as 1 could understand of the books relating t. that.

1 still compliment the Department of Energy for doing something
about the L-Reactor, a better way than putting scalding water
in a stream that wo.ld have destroyed life. I don’t know the
best way. 14. not an engineer, as I’ve said before.

1 don’t know the best way to cool the water and to restove life
to these streams that have been ki I I ed by the scalding waters
from the veactovs now in operation. But I do feel that it is
. . obligat ion,, of the Department of Energy and any governmental
agency to p.otect life as we know it on earth.

To do less and to do nothing in this case will eventually af–
feet our life, a“d it might well put South Carolinians and
Georgians and anyone else visiting this state on the endangered
species list.

1 do feel that South Carolina citizens and Georgians and all
those affected by the operation of the Savannah River Plant
deserve protection, equal protection, with all citizens in the
United States,

1 believe we make nuclear weapons to protect o.r safety. 1
believe the obligation also in the making of them is paramount
with the United States Government.

F-1 A“d 1 do urge y.. to pick the best solution to the problem that The consideration in the EIS of ‘<No Action” is required pursuant
DHEC has req. ired of y... To do nothing does”$t sound like a to regulations of the Council o“ Envir. nme”tal Quality for implemen-
s.lut ion to me, and that is one of the altev” atives. ting the procedural provisions of the National Environment.1 Policy

Act (40 CFR 1500-1508)

AIId 1 thank you very much
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STATEMENT OF MS. JEAN ROBINSON
ON BEHALF OF U. F. LAWLESS

My name i, JeanRobinson. 1,. Presenting a statement f.r
Professor W. F. Lawless who had to be out of tow. at this
time. Pr. fessor Lawless is at Paine College in Augusta,
Georgia. The statement is enti tied Scoping [onnnents on SRP
Cooling Water Systems EIS.

Ge .eral Comment5

To proceed with some general connnents, the Department of Energy
should be commended f.. asking for public scoping comets on
the proposed Savannah River Plant cooling water systems e“. i–
ronmental impact statement. Compared to the recent p.bl i c
imbrogl i. between the South Carol ina DHEC and SRP, wherein DHEC
had cited SRP for gro. ”d.ater violations, a“d as well to past
cover. ps of SRP reports by the Department of Energy, it’. al-
ways .ef reshi”g to have government b.si ness conducted i n the
open, However, as important as this is, it can be si9.1fi -
cantl y improved.

G-1 The p.bl i c does not have the tech. i Cal capabi 1 i ty nor the time AS required by tbe reg.latio”s of the [o.”cil on E“vironme”tal
t. adequately explore nor keep track of the rather abstruse Quality (40 CFR 1502.19), copies of the draft EIS will be provided
scientific studies of the e.viro.me. tal i.ter. cti.. s a.d alter- to Federal and State agencies having special expertise with re-
“atives explored in this new e.. ir...e. t.l i.P. ct st. tement.
That the p.bl i c knows of, there are two such SRP e“vi ro..e”tal

spect to any environmental impact that might be involved.

impact statements now underway.

A publicly funded peer review coimnit tee should be created,
using regional scientific a.d p.liti ..1 talent. . . a means of
safeg.ardi .g the p.bl i c‘s interest. Both DHEC and DOE, by
their nature as political bureaucratic institutions. have more
than enough administrative chores to worry about as it ,s, and
an Independent peer review panel would appropriately monitor
scientific reports and construction projects with the rigor
that escapes b.rea. c.aci es. If a peer review panel prevents
the necessity of another 60-million-dollar clean-up similar to
that now bei ng spent t. clean up the M–Area seepage basi n
fiasco, such a peer review panel could easily afford to attract
talented participants.

The p.bl i c deserves more than playing DHEC against DOE to pro–
tect its interests and the e..1r0..ent. ~S the tec~no109 ical
stakes increase, a. <“dependent scient i f i. peer rev, ew panel
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G-2

G-3

x

L G-4
w

G-5

G-6

G-7

for the Savannah River Plant will add flexibility, impvo. e
technological solutions, and reduce the opportunity for en-
vivo”me”t.1 impacts, mistakes, and ineptitude. This technique
has worked well wi th the NASA bureaucracy, and landed Americans
on the moo”. O“ the other hand, without peer review panels,
the SRP has given .s not only the M-Area seepage basin, b.t 67
other seepage basins at the Plant as well

Soec i f i c Co.me. G

I The DOE has not yet responded t. information provided at the
Iajt Public Scoping Meeting .“ the reported statistically signi-
ficant differences between strontium-90 Concentrations found in
mi 1k around the SRP PI ant compared to the Southeastern average
co”ce. tration of stronti. m-90 i“ milk.

2, The new EIS should consider treatment of the coolin9 water
before it is released back to the environment.

3. Water quality analyses of water released into the environ-
ment fro. C- and K-Reactors and the D-Area coal-f i red power
plant should be published and compared to EPA drinking water
standards. The D-Are. basin overflow a“d outfall water
quality characteristics should also be provided,

4, The D-Area powe, plant air quality at the release Point
from its cooling tower should be included in the new EIS.

5. P-Rea ct.. effluent, that is, thermal water quality. air
streamquality characteristics should be incl. ded in the new
EIS. Also, a biological community comparison to Par Pond with
a comparable si zed pond to Par Pond should be made and ,n-
cl.ded. An aquifer water quality analysis of water under Par
Pond should be made and included in the proposed EIS.

6. The South Carol in. DHEC ..d DOE March 19fJ> .9ree.e. t
suggests the continued use of a raw water basin at the D-Are.
power pl. ”t, The adva”taqes of having a lined basin and an
unlined basin, as well as RCRA compliance, should be discussed
in the new EIS for this basin and for the ponds at C- and
K-Reactors.

Responses to comments received during the scoping period for
the preparation of the envi ronment.1 impact statement on
waste management activities for gro. ndwater protection will be
i“cl. ded i. that envi vonmental impact statement.

The effluent from the cooling systems considered in the EIS will
meet the State of South Carol inacs Class B water classification
standards. The effluent is expected to be similar to the water
qua] i ty of the Savannah River, and othev than for .ed. ction of
temperature, treatment of the cool i.g water wi 11 not be req. i red

Water quality impacts of the alternatives will be assessed in
Chapter 4 of the EIS.

Air quality impacts of the alte.. atives for the D-Area powerhouse
will be de%c. ibed i“ Chaptev 4 of the EIS.

A discussion of P-Reactor effluent and Par Pond is not within
the scope of this EIS, as discussed in the Federa 1 Rtaiste . notice
announcing the preparation of the EIS.

The use of the raw water basin at the D-hre. powerhouse does not
involve ha. ardo”s waste; therefore, a discussion of having lined
basins and compliance with RCRA is not an appropriate topic for
i“cl. sio” in the EIS.



Table H-2. Scoping Comments and DOE Responses

Cement
“umber

G-8

G-9

G-10

~
.
ccl

G-11

G-12

Comments

7, water quality characteristics of the cooling water at
its source should be provided. Coolant waste system diagrams
and effluent system diagrams should be provided. we)l co.-
str.ct ion and closure in fonnatio” as necessary should be
Pr.. ided.

8. Cooling water tower effluent characteristics at the release
point should be provided.

9. All mathematical models should be detailed, statistical tech-
“iq. es discussed, and validation of all models, equations, or
techniques dis’ussed.

Thank y.. very much. That co”cl. dex his statement, And he
wanted to let you know that he would be glad to submit . final
copy by the 31st but wishes to make you copies of this because
of some typographical errocs.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS CONTAINEO IN LETTER FROM
W. F. LAuLESS DATED AuGUST 29, 1985

No. 10, Airborne releases, incl.ding levels of dioxin, from the
Beta-G?.mma Incinerator (BGI) at the point of release should be
q... t: f i ed ..d reporte; ., :r.. id. c.l..l. ted and .ct.al release.
data, from the Point for each waste category,
matching the BG1 incinerator b.;” loads to normalize the pre-
dicted with actual data.

No. 11, The two high level radioactive waste (HLW) corrosion
pitting report: (L; Reactor EIS, p. M 113-114) did not discuss
corrosion pittl.g ,. HLW tanks 25-28. These 4 HLW tanks were
not treated for corrosion pitting as were HLW tanks 38-51,
since HLW tanks 25-28 were already radioactive when the cor-
rosion pitting was discovered i“ the 14 HLW t.”ks completed
late.. Provide a corrosion pitting stat., veport on HLu tanks
25-28 performance. and compare to the last 14 HLW tanks at SRP
(tanks 38-51) that went into radioactive waste sevvice after
re”ed ial action.for corrosion pitt, ng.

Res Po”se,

Chapter 3 of the EIS wil I describe the existing surface-water
hydrology and water q.al i ty of the stream. that would be affected
by the alternative cooling water systems. Also see the response
to cement G-3. If well closures should be required due to
co. stru~t ion of the alternative coo1in9 water systems, the closure
wells .,11 be discussed in the EIS.

See the response to comment G-3.

Appendix B of the EIS and its referenced documents will discuss
the models, assumptions, and validation of models used in the
p.ep.r.ti.. of the EIS.

A discussion of airbovne releases from the Beta-Gama Incinerator
is o.ts, de the scope of this EIS.

A discussion of high-level waste is outside the scope of this E1$.
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STATEMENT OF MR. SAM SCHILLAC1

IavebeenstudyingtheSavannahRiverPlantfora longtime, Connnentsnoted,
and 14ve got a good plan for its survival. I’m a former em-
ployee also WI th ten years of service with the Department of
Energy. 1 had some mental problems because of stress, so the
g.ver..ellt “reti red .e.’4 The stress was brought on because 1
didn, t like all the waste, fraud, and abuse out there. But
they dumped me in a hurry. f., six “.”ths after they dumped me
1 went without a salary or any means of support. 1 had a lot
of time to think, do things I’ve never done be fove, drink.
lot, write, which 1 thoro.ghl y e“j.y, even though my gramar
ain, t so hot.

NO., .Y plan for DOE is simple. It’s the same (expletive de-
leted) PI.. 1 had. Set all the DOE ,. P1oY,,s, and hopefully
al 1 the government employees, free at a certain, hopeful Iy s.r-
pri se, moment. They al I go home for five months wi the. t leave
or salary, They could think, read, do anything they want to,
They could gri “d and gnash their teeth i f they want to. And at
the end of the five-month period -– notice that 1 give them a
little less time than 1 had; 1,. lenient -- the ones that
haven t done themselves i“ could come back and determine i f
those cool i “g ponds or whatever is needed out there at SRP.
Let them think a little more. NOW, i f the government employees
do that, I think the whole public sector would probably do the
same thing. Just think of all the f.. that we could have.
1929 .11 over again.

Mr. Herde, you probably remember him. That <s probably why he
has grayer hair and his voice has a little more common sense in
his tone of voice. And just think of all the “eat movie stuff
of 1929. Back to tbe future.

Anyway, 1,. “ot anti o: pr: n.~lea-r or anything; l<. just pro
.yself, pr. .y G.d. .h, ch 1S differ.. t frO. YOU. G.d, a.d a
survivor. 1 hope more become self-reliant, learn to fight
rather than this (expletive deleted) love we have . . . . and
learn that the best plan is . . plan. 1 will also shut up my
mouth for a half million dollars, passage to New Zealand, and
permanent silenke to the Will Rogers Institute.

After five months I hope the hot water is used for enemas for
anybody who wants it. Thank you.



Table H-2. Scoping Comments and DDE Responses

Comment
“umber Comments Re.po”ses

STATEMLNT OF MR. WILLIAM McDANIEL

I have “o written speech with me, but I do have ~ part of a
tape that 1 would 1 i ke to play. Of CO”,,?, you cd” have a COPY
of the tape.

1 think you are escalating out of control as far as reactors
are concerned. This has very little bearing, 1 realize this,
on the coolant system that, you have here .s far as water going
back ,nto the creeks and r>vers and ,. on. 1 wo.ld like to
play a% much of this tape as 1 can. 1 appt’ec iate this
opport. nlty.

(Mr. McDaniel began playing the tape. )

Forbes, the maqazi”e that ‘all. itself a capitalist tool , last
month proclaimed on its cover the failure of the u.S. Nuclear
Power program va. ked as the largest managerial disaster i“ b.s-
i.ess history. Forbes pointed out that we spent more on nu-
clear power than we did . . the space pvogram o. the Vietnam
War, ..d the magazine says, “Only the blind or the biased can
now think that most of the money has been well spent, ”

well , thatss something that Amory and H.”ter Lovins have he,”
saying for years. They are husband a“d wife who put their
:~~~q~s together to create a vi sion of a no.-”. clear energy

,,Wh. . ..ld h.ve g.essed that a beer- dri”ki. g, COU.trY-MUSiC-
Iovi”gcowboy would team up with a scrawny, four–eyed,
physicist?’!

The physicist and the cowboy, she is also a lawyer a“d politi-
cal scientist, were married i“ 1979. They began traveling
around the world, as Amory says, ,’Cross-pol linating the energy
grapevine .,, They wrote books a“d consulted for qove,nments and
businesses in 15 countries.

They contend that the “ew nuclear plants will t.r” out more
electricity than, we veally need at a cost no one can afford and
that the money the utility companies spend o. those plants
would be better spent on helping the country become more
energy-efficient. In other words, .s. the money to help make
homes, facto vies, and office buildings do the same work with
less energy. The” everybody is a winner. The answer c.” be as



Table H-Z. Scoping Comments and DOE Responses

Cement
number Comment5 ResPonses

simple as installing better windo”s, designing better buildings
and appliances.

At their home and research institute in Old Snowmass, Colorado,
Amory a“d Hunter Lovins live their state-of-the–art ideas for
saving energy. They built a 4,000 -sq.are-F.ot home, office,
and indoor farm that takes the simple idea of a solar qveen–
house and makes use of it on a grand scale. The 16-inch-thick
curving walls provide more insulation than most peopleas
roofs. The Levi. s moved into the still-unfinished st.. ct. re in
January 1984. Soon after, they published a visitors, guide.
Mare than 2600 people iron, aro.nd the world have to come to see
their h..,,.

,, This is the space .e donate as the headquarters of our .0. -
profit group, Rocky Mountain Institute, wheve we and about a
dozen colleagues try to foster the official .s. of resource s.”

Amory and H.”ter Lo. i.s use electricity for those things it
does best. ,, Using nuclear power t. heat a house,’, Amory Lo.,. s
ha, ,a id, ,,i, Iike ~.tti”g b.tter with a chain S.. .” p.ssive

solav design, even at an altitude of 7100 feet In the Rocky
Me.. tai. s, allows the Lo. i.s to heat with sunlight year-round.

“This is the green house?,,

“No. This is basically the f.r.ace of the house. These win-
dows are, 1 thir, k, the most advanced in commercial use any-
where. They insulate twice as well as typical shades and cost
less. There is a“ invisibly thin film of plastic with special
high-tech coatings .“ it which let the light in but don’t let
the heat get out, and then we fill up the space around that
heat-mirror form with argon gas which insulates better than
ai r.,’

,, Design with “at. re, ,’ ,.Y the Lovins, who would have built dif-
ferently in a different climate; but s..e of their b.sic desig.
elem~nts are just comma” sense. If you insulate more, you have
to heat or cool 1,ss.

“There is about yea much polyurethane foam up on tbe roof, and
there is 4 inches of it in the middle of the walls. Just
(knocking sound) like that, and the house is also darn near
airtight. We then laid it through what are called air-to-air
Iheat exchangers.<,
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in all over the house, they have energy-efficient light b.lbs

,$~~!, ~n ,a-watt bulb that screws into a regular socket and

9ives the same amount .f light as a regular 75-.att bulb, so
it’s four times as efficient, lasts about thirteen times as
long, and 1 think gives better light. It isn’t a fluorescent
folded UP in there.’,

rh~ b.lbs currently vetail f.. $18 to $25 each. They are just

corn, ng onto the American market. Lovins, critics say that the
bulbs are too expensive, won, t fit i. many home lighting fi. -
t.res, and are better for commercial lighting because they
don, t give full light instantly. Lovins .1s0 sees the benefit~
of commercial use, but he is not bothered by the warm-up time.
He believes the price will come down and that the fixture
problems will be solved.

(Mr. McDaniel stopped playinq the tape)

[’m a member of two different groups, ecology groups.
Of Cour:e, l<. a public citizen, The point I,M tryj”q Lo get
across ,s that, as 1 have stated here when 1 first came up
here, things, in my opinion, are escalating out of proportion,
Sometimes I think we should try to go back and erase the board
and start all over, but then that cannot be done.

I-1 I am still opposed to a“y type of radiation i“ regards to how A discussion of the existing radiation environment at a“d i.
high a level or how low a level it is, and 1 k... we have cer- the Savannah River Plant Region will be presented in Chapter
tain amounts of radiation naturally. 1 think we have 82 per- 3 of the EIS. Chapter 4 of the EIS will discuss tbe radio logi -
cent of the oxygen that conies out of the A.?zon Rivers in the Cal impacts of the cooling water alternatives ca. sidered,
New Guinea. But you add radiation onto x-rays that a person
has had and nature itself, and then you are do. bli”g and trip-
ling it.

The thing that bothers me most, which 1 see from research, is
it, s . mortality, You k“.. the group 1’. with. This is a
research committee. [t’s a citizens, committee, and now we
have taken a survey o“ .ortality and ‘ancer. 1 was so shocked
when it went through my neighborhood. At 1.. s1 one or both
people have died from cancer of some sort or the othe., and the
people are.. d .; are dyinq. I live on 2910 Carolina Avenue.
Other member. of this same group --
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(Mr. McDaniel 0s time fo, making his presentation expired)

Thank you. 1 appreciate it very much. 1 will see that y..
get a COpY of the taPe.
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STATEMENT OF ZOE G. TSAGOS
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF NORTHERN 8EAUFORT COUNTY

The League of Women Voters of Northern Bea. fort County appreci-
ates this opportunity to participate, by our comments, i“ the
preparation of an EIS on the type of cooling-water systems t.
be used for the C- and K- Reactovs and the D-Area coal-fired
power plant at the SRP.

It is our understanding that a conditional National Pollutant
Discharqe Elimination System (NPDES) permit was issued to DOE
for SRP by SCOHEC i n Jan.ary 1984. Compliance with NPDES pro-
visions rests upon the iss.ante of an EIS which will note the
envi .o.me. tal impact of thermal di charges from the above me.–
ti oned reactors and power plant a.d wi I I o.tl ine the means
pr.p. sed t. .iti9 ate the high te.?erat, re f10. by the .se Of
cooling systems so that the 90<, F required by law can be at-
tained before it reaches the Savannah River.

J-1 Inasmuch as SCDHEC, according to the DOE statement on page 5 of See the response t. comment D-1
tbe “l”tent to Prepare an En. i ror,me. tal Impact Statement’m doc.-
me”t [6450-011 which we have received, has accepted either a
cooling water system of ‘Gun’ e-thro. gh cooling towers for C- and
~.peactor, ll ., !I. ecjrc. l.ting cooling tower s,, as s.tisfyi.9

NPDES provisions, we support this SCOHEC position. Me hope
that DOE and SCDHEC wi 11 work towards whatever method i . e“vi–
ro”.en tally safest in thermal effluent management. An expe-
dited EIS “ill help to bring this about “ith the least 1.ss of
time.

we .qree with Ms. Frances Hart i. I,e. Prese. t.t<.. for the
Energy Research F..”dat ion at the August 19 DOE hearing i”
Ai ken where she stated that if an alternative method is chosen,
it should provide ‘mat least as much envi.. rime. t.1 p.. tecti o.”
as the SCDHEC acceptable cooling methods as presented above.

J-2 Me i” Bea. fort are as concerned as we have ever been about the Radio nuclide remobilization and cumulative thermal effects will
quality of our drinking water which has .s its source the be assessed i“ Chapter 4 of the EIS for the cooling water
Savannah River. We shall read with gveat interest the EIS
analysis of

alternatives.
‘rEn. iron. e.tal Issuesm< (P. 9) numbers: 6. ‘%Radi O-

“.elide vemobilizati o”,’ and 9. ‘sC.m.latl.e thermal effect s.,,
Both changes can have an impact on the quality of downstream
drinking water.

I. co”cl. si o”, we .rqe DOE to co”tin. e holding hearings in
Bea. fort as well as Aiken. The number of people atte.dinq any



Table H-2. Scoping Comments and DOE Responses

Comment
“umber Comments ResPo”ses

one hearing has varied; this is perhaps also true of Aiken.
Because the decisions reached and changes made at SRP are of
great environmental importance to .s heve, we must continue to
be involved and to actively participate i“ hearings held in
Bea”fo, t

Please include this submission in the Scoping Record
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STATEMENT OF ROGER L. BANKS
U, S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

We have revi ewed the above–referenced noti ce as presented in
the Fed era] Re. ister on July29,1985.The following conune. ts
are provided to you i“ accordance with the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act and are intended to assist you d.vi.g the
preparation of the EIS,

K-1 ~he e.vir.n.e”tal issues identified in the ~ that ..,,
,ntend to analyze during the Preparation of the EIS appe..
erallv i“cl. si. e of the fish a“d wildlife resource issues o;

- ,.-
,.. g,”.

f
conce~n to the Se.. ice. It appears likely at this early st
in project pla”ni. g that significant beneficial effects on

ildlife resources will lik

age

wetland fish and wi kely result from
installation of the proposed cooling water alternatives, It
also appears probable that significant adverse effects may
result from si tin. of the cool i.. tower. . holding ponds, and
ancillary facilities

The potential envivonn,e. tal effects resulting from the location
of cooling water systems ar, d ancillary facilities will be dis–
cussed i. Chapter 4 of the EIS.

y
K-2 we w..ld like t. see the following issues emphasized and the Chapter 4 of the EIS wil 1 present the environmental co”seq.e”ces

K exte~t of their probable effects q.a”tif ied during s. bseq. e”t
stud, ,,:

of the construction and operation ‘of alternative cooling water
systems, including the beneficial and adve.se impacts to fish and
wildlife resources. wetland habitats,

1. The effects of reduced tbevmal effluents o“ fish and
and impingement and entrain.

ment Also see the response to comment K-1
wildlife resources in the .eceivinq streams and con.
tiguo. s wetland habitats,

2. A comparison of habitat impacts resultant from
alternative facilities siting plans.

3. [mpingeme”t and entrainment effects o“ fishery
veso. rces resultant from alternative plans.

K-3 We recommend that the Habitat Eval.atio” Procedures (HEP) be A HEP study is being conducted to identify the value of habitat
‘onsideved as a means of comparing and q.antifyi”g the habitat to be gained O: lost for .s. in assessing further mitigation.
effects of alternative plans considered in the EIS. Use of the The EIS .}11 d!scuss the HEP study ,. Chapter 5.
HEP i“ this case could make economical use of the basic
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framewovk of the o“goi”g L-Reactor HEP Mitigation Study. As a
result of the L–Reactor HCP Study you have t,ained and experi-
enced staff members capable of conducting a study within the
time constraints of the EIS, In addition should the need for
habitat mitigation be indicated after selection of the pre-
ferred alternative, HEP provides a means of mitigation cost-
benefit analysis. Finally, the primary benefit of the HEP is
in promotinq interagency cooperation resulting in balanced
planning de~is ions

If you have any questions regarding our comments ..”tact me at
Y.., c . . . ..le. ce.

x
A.



x
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STATEMENT OF J. N. MORRIS

Thank you for the opportunity t. comment o. the scope of the
pla””ed Environmental Impact Statement [EIS) o“ the Savannah
River Plant (SRP) Cooling Water Systems.

1 urge that the EIS deal carefully and thoroughly with a cost–
benefit analysis of the construction and operation of the pro-
posed cooling-water systems. Specifically, the follO. in9
aspects should be considered:

L-1 1. The complete and continuing cost to the taxpayers of
increasing the national debt to pay for ,

a. the proposed construction,
b. the operational costs,

and c. the increased production costs t,hat will re,.lt
from the proposed operating limits.

Chapter 2 of the EIS will present the estimated costs associated
with the cooling water alternatives considered. Chapter 2 of
the EIS will summarize and Chapter 4 will discuss the adverse and
beneficial impacts of the construction and operation of the cooling
water ,Iter”ati. es,

2. The benefits, if any, that c.” be expected from the
proposed changes.

L-2 I urqe also that the EISreviewthe.Ve,allenvironmentalPrO- Chapter 3 of the EIS will discus< the existing environment at the
ductivity of the SRP site, as a whole, and compare that pr.d. c- SRP site that will be affected by alternative cooling water systems,
tivity with the productivity that miqht have been expectedfrom and Chapter 4 wi 11 di SCIJSS the envi ronmental conseq.:nces of con-
the SRP area had the project been located elsewhere. and with st?. cting and operating the systems. Since ~h~ c..11n9 .ater
the incremental effects that may be expected from the proposed
cooling–water syxtems. Such a review will show that the envi -

systems will neither af feet the enti re SRP .Ite nor can the systems
be located elsewhere, the comparison of 0.erall Prod. cti. itY as

ronmental productivity of the SRP site “o. is very high, and cited is considered outside the scope of the EIS.
that the incremental benefits of the proposed actions are very
low.

The long-term costs of the proposed .ctio. ill be verY hi9h t.
the nation’s taxpayers. the benefits will be very small and
..”. oi these benefits will accrue to the public since the SRP
site is necessarily closed to the public.

The basic intent of the Clean Hater Act and of Water Quality
Standards is to protect the public and to preserve environmen-
tal productivity. At SRP overall the public is presently well
pvotec ted and environ. e.tal productivity is very h,gh.



Comment
number Cements

Table H-2, Scoping Comments and DOE Responses

Responses

1 urge the Federal government to exercise it. responsibi 1 i ty to
the total spectrum of u.S. taxpayers. and to pursue all Pos-
sible means to implement ‘mN. Act ion,, in the matter at hand.



Table H-3. Scoping Topics and EIS Sections

comment number Scoping topic EIs section

A-1

A-2

A-3

B-1

D-1

D–2

E-1

F-1

G-1

G-2

G-3

G–4

G-5

G-6

G–7

G-8

G-9

G-10

G–II

Environmental impacts

Envi~onmental impacts

Cooling water alternatives

Regulatory requirements

Regulatory requirements

Regulatory requirements

Environmental impacts

Cooling water alternatives , No-action
alternative

Regulatory requirements

Scoping comments

Water quality impacts

Water quality impacts

Air quality impacts

Regulatory requirements

Raw water basin usage –

Surface water hydrology
quality, well closures

Water quality impacts

Mathematical models

Beta–Gamma incinerator

RCRA compliance

and water

Ch. 4, App. F

Ch. 4, ApP. F

Ch. 4

Ch. 2, Ch. 4

Ch. 1, Ch. 5

Ch. 1, Ch. 5

Ch. 2, Ch. 4

Ch. 2, Ch. 4

Ch. 1

Ch. 1

Ch. 4

Ch. L

Ch. 4

Ch. 1

Outside the
scope of the
EIS

Ch. 3, Ch. 4

Ch. 4

App . B, App. G

Outside the
scope of the
EIS

H-30



Table H–3. Scoping Topics and EIS Sections (continued)

Conunent number Scoping topic EIS section

G-12 High–level waste Outside the
scope of the
EIS

I–1 Radiological releases Ch. 3, Ch. 4

J-1 Regulatory requirements Ch. 1, Ch. 5

J-2 Radionuclide remobilization, cumulative Ch. b
thermal effects

K-1 Facility siting impacts Ch. 4

K-2 Fish and wildlife resource impacts Ch. 4

K-3 Habitat impacts Ch. 4

L-l Cost of alternatives, impacts of Ch. 2, Ch.4
alternatives

L-2 Affected environment , impacts of Ch. 3, Ch. 4

alternatives

H-31


