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Fabrication Facility (CFFF) pursuant to National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) 

[Docket ID NRC-2015-0039] 

SCDHEC appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement as prepared by the NRC. 

The current understanding of environmental conditions at the CFFF site has been recently 
enhanced largely due to the work carried out during the last 3 years under a Consent 
Agreement between WEC CFFF and SCDHEC. Although this understanding is still evolving, 
the overall effected environmental media from facility operations since 1969, are limited in 
breadth to within the site property and have little chance of affecting locations beyond. The 
NRC refers to the DHEC Consent Agreement investigation results as a set of information it 
will consider in its final licensing decision and the Department agrees this will provide the 
most complete and thorough set of scientific data to refer to. 

The Department has no comment on the length of the proposed license renewal. The 
enhanced environmental monitoring, progress toward removing wastewater surface 
lagoons, and improved environmental communication protocols are all components with 
which make it possible for safe and secure plant operations. 

The Department offers some specific comments below for further consideration. 

Sediments-
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The discussion of sediment quality throughout the draft EIS is, at best, confusing. 
Sediments are treated primarily in discussions about surface water resources and quality. 

Example: 
"3.3.2.3 Surface Water Impacts Conclusion - Past operation of the CFFF has had a noticeable 
effect on the water quality of the onsite surface water bodies . .... However, uranium 
contamination in the upper and lower portions of Sunset Lake currently exceeds the residential 
use screening levels (based on 2019 sampling). Based on the existing data, the NRC staff expects 
that there is a low potential for significant contamination to move of/site via a surface water 
pathway and noticeably degrade water quality in Mill Creek downstream from the CFFF site 
boundary." 

The uranium contamination noted in this excerpt is in the sediments of Upper and Lower 
Sunset Lakes, not in the water in those lakes, and thereby, is far less likely to be transported 
within the surface water itself. 

The presence of uranium in the sediments of both Upper and Lower Sunset Lakes was 
discovered during the 2019 sampling directed by the Consent Agreement. WEC informed 
DHEC at that time that this likely was the result of a lagoon failure that occurred in October 
1971. The fact that these sediments likely reflect an event that happened 48 years before 
these samples were collected, is an additional indicator of the immobility of the uranium in 
the Sunset Lakes sediments. 

DHEC specifically commented that this event was a possible explanation for the presence 
of the uranium in those sediments in letters of 11-26-2019 and 04-27-2020 to NRC. DHEC 
has since found this lagoon failure was previously documented in Westinghouse's 1975 
Environmental Evaluation and in NRC's 1977 CFFF Environmental Appraisal (ML 1792A037). 
In the February 2021 NRC Scoping Process Summary Report, NRC acknowledged this event 
(Section B.11) and stated it would be evaluated in the EIS. However, in the draft EIS, the 
only mention of this event is in Section 3.12.1, p. 3-92 line 31 with no attribution of how 
that contamination may have come to be. 

In Section 3.15 - Accidents, Table 3-24 includes a lagoon failure as a potential Category 1 or 
2 accident, but such an event is not discussed at all in the text of Section 3-15. 

Groundwater-
While NRC acknowledges that groundwater beneath the site is classified as Class GB in SC 
(R.61 -68), it does not equate that this resource potential has been diminished by 
exceedances of MCL concentrations onsite. Under SC Regulations, groundwater quality is 
treated no differently if located within the source property, or, if outside a property line. 
Groundwater quality beneath the site has been impacted by past operations. DHEC 
continues to work with WEC to define the scope of these impacts and to develop 
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appropriate remedies through the Consent Agreement. Future monitoring should be far 
more robust than in years past to detect future issues before they become a larger 
problem. The known groundwater contamination at the site is confined to interior portions 
of the WEC property and there is no evidence of contaminants migrating any where 
beyond the property lines. 

Geologic/Hydrogeologic Nomenclature-
NRC's discussion on the differing (old vs. new) geologic naming conventions used between 
WEC's descriptions and newer naming conventions is largely an academic difference and 
does not change how groundwater contaminants move through these geologic units or 
how effective a groundwater investigation is or isn't. It would be helpful, however, if NRC 
would amend Figure 3-2 to include where the Black Mingo and the Middendorf Units in this 
correlation figure are positioned. By not including them, the reader can't visually follow 
NRC's discussion regarding the newer naming conventions. DHEC does not recommend 
changing the terms WEC uses at this time but could be looked at in the future. DHEC also 
considers what has been called the Black Mingo is likely an older unit such as the McQueen 
Branch confining unit. The Crouch Branch Confining Unit (preferred by NRC) would be age
equivalent to the Black Mingo. However, at the CFFF location, these Tertiary units have 
likely been eroded away. 

Page 3-10, line 36 
SC DHEC does not agree with the statement that the elevation of the top of bedrock lies at 
an elevation of 150 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL) at the CFFF site. The CFFF plant 
building itself is at an elevation of 140 feet MSL and bedrock has not been encountered 
anywhere at the surface, nor in any of the lithologic borings and monitoring wells installed 
to date. 

Bureau of Air Quality comments: 

Reference: Page 2-5, Lines 23-25 

Comment: The exhaust stream from combustion sources will also include particulate matter 
(including speciated particulate matter with mean aerodynamic diameters of less than 10 
microns and less than 2.5 microns), sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, oxides of nitrogen, and 
volatile organic compounds. These pollutants and their estimated emission rates are 
included in Westinghouse's amended air permitting renewal application dated May 30, 2019. 
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Reference: Page 2-13, Line 26, Table 2-1 - Emission Summary for CFFF Nonradiological Air 
Pollutants 

Comment: Although some values are close; overall, the facility-wide emission rates shown 
in Table 2-1 are not consistent with the rates that the Department has approved or those 
that Westinghouse submitted; nor is it a complete list of air pollutants. As examples, please 
see Table 1 below. 'Westinghouse 2019 Application Summary Table" refers to the Summary 
Table 1 from Westinghouse's May 30, 2019, renewal application; "Department Approved" 
refers to the facility-wide totals of the emission rates that the Department has reviewed and 
accepted. More pollutants exist but are excluded here for brevity. 

Table 1 - Emission Rate Comparison 

Uncontrolled (ton/yr) 
Westinghouse 2019 

Application Department 
Pollutant Table 2-1 Draft EIS Summary Table Approved1 

PM 5.74 8.79 9.627 
PM,o 5.39 8.79 9.627 
PM2.s 5.39 8.79 9.216 
502 3.04 3.04 3.106 
NOx 28.47 45.00 50.475 
co 16.01 16.00 25.233 
voe 4.11 4.13 4.268 
1These values include emissions from emergency generators and other exempt 
equipment. 

Reference: Page 2-13, Lines 28-30 

Comment: Air dispersion modeling is one method the Department uses during its technical 
review to evaluate a facility's potential to comply with certain air quality regulation. It does 
not determine potential, or ongoing, compliance with all regulations. After a technical review 
has determined that a facility can comply with air quality regulations, an issued permit will 
include regulatorily prescribed ongoing monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting; and/or 
the Department will create conditions that include ongoing monitoring, recordkeeping, and 
reporting, as necessary, when a regulation does not contain prescriptive requirements. 

Reference: Page 3-68, Lines 3-14; including Table 3-8 - National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards for Criteria Pollutants 

Comment: The text above Table 3-8 references the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
and indicates that the NAAQS are shown in Table 3-8. The text lists the pollutants in the 
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NAAQS as including lead (Pb) and "Total Suspended Particles [sic]." Lead is missing from 
Table 3-8. Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) was one of the original NAAQS and it did not 
measure particulate of a particular size. TSP was removed as a NAAQS circa 1987 and 
replaced with the more specific PM,o and PM2.s standards. 

Reference: Page 3-68, Lines 16-18 and 21-22; including Table 3-9 - Annual Air Pollutant 
Emissions in Metric Tons for Richland County. 

Comment: It is unclear what the inclusion of National Emission Inventory data is meant to 
provide. The text only states that the information is in the table. There is no explanation of 
its relevance to the topic. 

Ammonia is shown in Table 3-9. Note, there is no NAAQS for Ammonia. 

Reference: Page 3-68, Lines 19-20 and 23-25; including Table 3-10 - Annual Design Values 
for Ozone and Nitrogen Dioxide at Sandhill Experimental Station in Columbia, South 
Carolina. 

Comment: The design values for ozone and nitrogen dioxide at the nearest ambient air 
quality monitor should not be taken to "clearly demonstrate attainment in compliance with 
NAAQSs in the region ." As listed in Table 3-8 directly above the referenced text, the NAAQS 
includes more pollutants than just ozone and nitrogen dioxide. Whether the area is in 
attainment, nonattainment, or unclassifiable, and the size of the affected area, is based on 
the determination from EPA; the design values are a large component of that determination, 
but a single site's values does not necessarily make the determination. Plus, that site does 
not measure all NAAQS. 

The title of Table 3-10, correctly, states "Nitrogen Dioxide" (NO2). The pollutant shown in the 
table is "NOx," which would be Oxides of Nitrogen, and is not the measured pollutant. 

Reference: Page 3-69, Lines 1-5 

Comment: These two sentences state that EPA was directed to create certain federal air 
quality regulations. There is no other information providing the relevance of these two 
sentences to the topic. 

Additionally, "National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants" is the title of 40 
CFR Part 61 . Please see the comment for Page 3-97, Line 45. 
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Reference: Page 3-69, Lines 7-8 

Comment: The regulations being referenced are South Carolina regulations and should be 
cited as "South Carolina Regulations" or "S.C. Regulations;" the citation range also has a 
typographical error. The sentence should read " ... with South Carolina Regulations 61-62.1 
through 61-62.99." 

Reference: Page 3-69, Line 10 

Comment: Based on context, the term presumed to be intended would be "synthetic minor;" 
not "significant minor." 

Reference: Page 3-69, Line 12 

Comment: It is presumed that "WEC's air permit" refers to the State Operating Permit issued 
June 7, 2012; as the renewal has not been issued. While it does "[address] NAAQS pollutants, 
nitric acid, and opacity," that is an oversimplification of its contents. 

Reference: Page 3-69, Lines 12-14 

Comment: That the "permit limits are based on process throughputs at rated capacities as 
outlined in [air quality regulations]," is not accurate. Some regulations apply a limit expressed 
in units of pounds of pollutant per total heat or material input; but this does not mean that 
a static limit is applied by multiplying the limit factor by the rated capacity. The limit at any 
given point in time is based on the total heat or material input to that source at that time. 
For the purposes of evaluating whether a source may need monitoring, recordkeeping, or 
reporting, a technical review may look at the resultant limit at a source's maximum rated 
capacity. Additionally, the regulations and the permit contain opacity limits at fixed values; 
not based on capacity. 

Reference: Page 3-69, Lines 14-16 

Comment: That the "emission rates are calculated based on these throughputs because the 
permit does not require monitoring for any of the six criteria pollutants under the NAAQS," 
is not accurate. Here is a quick overview of a technical review from the emission rates to 
permit monitoring: 

A facility submits an application with their calculated rates at their potential to emit; 
the Department reviews the application and rates, which normally includes some 
level of correction or modification of the rates; the emission rates and the details of 
the proposed operation are used to determine what applicable requirements exist in 
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the regulations; the regulatorily prescribed, and any Department added, limits, 
monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting are included in an issued permit. 

Reference: Page 3-69, Line 25 

Comment: "MM" in this context represents the US customary industry meaning of one 
million; not "metric million." 

Reference: Page 3-69, Lines 27-29 

Comment: Westinghouse is classified as a minor source. Besides not being subject to S.C. 
Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 7 - Prevention of Significant Deterioration (a review of new 
sources), it is also not subject to S.C. Regulation 61-62.70 - Title V Operating Permits. 

Reference: Page 3-69, Lines 36-37; including Table 3-11 - Annual Potential Emission 
Estimates for WEC CFFF as Reported in Permit Renewal Application 

Comment: The values shown in Table 3-11 are consistent with the values shown in Summary 
Table 1 of Westinghouse's May 30, 2019, renewal application, which are lower than the rates 
approved by the Department. It is unclear why these do not match those in Table 2-1 -
Emission Summary for CFFF Non radiological Air Pollutants. 

Reference: Page 3-70, Line 6 

Comment: It is unclear what is meant by stating that the stack emissions are "nominal." 

Reference: Page 3-70, Lines 7-8 

Comment: A comparison of the facility's NOx emissions to the whole county may not be 
germane. A facility is required to not cause or contribute to an exceedance of a NAAQS at its 
property boundary and beyond (i.e., ambient air). 

Reference: Page 3-70, Lines 8-10 

Comment: The statement that "the air dispersion modeling in the air permit applications 
clearly showed that the CFFF complies with the current air pollution standards in South 
Carolina," is not accurate. As discussed in comments for Page 2-13, Lines 28-30, air dispersion 
modeling is one method used during the technical review of an application to evaluate the 
potential of a facility to comply with certain regulations. It does not show potential 
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compliance with all regulations, nor does it demonstrate continued compliance. The 
requirements in the permit are what is necessary to demonstrate continued compliance. 

Reference: Page 3-70, Lines 38-40; continued Page 3-71, Lines 1-2 

Comment: This section is title as "Greenhouse Gases" and that is what is discussed for the 
first paragraph of this section. Beginning at Line 38 there is discussion of ozone formation 
and the impact of Westinghouse's NOx emissions to this formation. Neither ozone nor oxides 
of nitrogen are listed greenhouse gases. The description of "nominal" is used again here. 

Reference: Page 3-71, Lines 2-3 

Comment: Comparison of a facility to neighboring, dissimilar operations, is not a standard 
method of evaluating the impact of a facility's air emissions. 

Reference: Page 3-71, Lines 3-5 

Comment: Similar to the comment for Lines 2-3 of the same page, a neighboring facility's 
emissions of PM10, 502, NOx, and Fluorides would not be relevant to a Greenhouse Gas 
discussion. None of these are greenhouse gases. The list of greenhouse gases contains 
numerous fluorinated compounds but not all fluorides are greenhouse gases. 

Reference: Page 3-71, Line 24 

Comment: It is unclear where "catalytic reduction of NOx'' came from as a practice that 
Westinghouse could conduct. Westinghouse does not have catalytic reduction control 
devices for NOx; nor is it common for sources of this size. 

Reference: Page 3-97, Line 45 

Comment: This sentence states that Westinghouse is subject to and has to comply with 40 
CFR Part 61 . Westinghouse has not been subject to 40 CFR Part 61 since EPA modified 
Subpart I in 1996. 

Reference: Page 3-101, Line 36 

Comment: Carbon Dioxide is not a pollutant that is modeled, nor regulated for minor 
sources. This may be a typographical error and carbon monoxide was the intended pollutant. 
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Reference: Page 3-101, Line 39 

Comment: See comment for Page 3-97, Line 45 regarding 40 CFR Part 61. Additionally, 40 
CFR Part 50 specifies the NAAQS and measurement methods for the ambient air. While the 
Department does require a demonstration that a facility will not cause an exceedance of the 
NAAQS outside of their property, 40 CFR Part 50 does not contain any requirements that 
apply to specific sources or facilities. Thus, it wouldn't be phrased that "[Westinghouse] 
operates the [facility] in accordance with 40 CFR Part 50 ... " 

Reference: Page 3-101, Line 43; continued Page 3-102, Lines 1-3 

Comment: These lines state: 

The CFFF has been below all regulatory limits for gaseous radiological effluents 
and nonradiological effluents, except for sulfur dioxide. No actions by SCDHEC 
have been taken for sulfur dioxide emission rates to date (WEC 2019-TN6510). 

The Department has not found nor been notified of an exceedance of any sulfur dioxide 
regulatory limit. The referenced document from Westinghouse, "Enclosure 4 - Environmental 
Report;" dated March 28, 2019; ADAMS Accession No. ML 19088A 100; states: 

Table 3.12-2 contains the modeled concentrations for various CFFF non
radiological gaseous pollutants. All pollutant concentrations were below regulatory 
limits. The only pollutant with concentrations greater than 18 percent of the limit 
was sulfur dioxide. The sulfur dioxide concentration ranged between 25 and 68 
percent of the limit depending on the averaging time used for the calculation. 
[emphasis added] 

Reference: Page 3-134, Resource Area "Climatology, Meteorology, and Air Quality'', last 
paragraph of Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts. 

Comment: "National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants" is the title of 40 CFR 
Part 61. Please see the comment for Page 3-97, Line 45. 

Sincerely, 

G. Kendall Taylor, Director 
Division of Site Assessment, Remediation & Revitalization 
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Bureau of Land & Waste Management 
SCDHEC 
2600 Bull St. 
Columbia, SC 29201 

cc: Myra C. Reece 
Henry Porter 
Rhonda Thompson 
Renee Shealy 
Ann Clark 
Jennifer Hughes 





11/18/21 
Questions from SF 

MEDIA QUERIES: I have a few questions about the Galey and Lord site in Darlington County. 
This site is apparently on the EPA's list for a proposed Superfund site. I will be working on a 

tight deadline Thursday and would like whatever answers you can provide on Thursday. 

Background: DHEC with EPA conducted a joint investigation of the abandoned Galey & Lord 
plant site in Society Hill beginning in 2018 (the plant was shut down in 2016). Through these 

efforts we first identified PFOA and PFOS contamination at the plant property itself, including in 
sludges remaining in wastewater basins. DHEC requested EPA to conduct an emergency 

removal action for unsecured waste at the site. Further investigation by DHEC of sludge land 
application sites (farm fields) resulted in discovering that PFOA and PFOS were detected in 

some private water wells near fields that received the land applications. DHEC started sampling 

private wells based on application records for farm fields- targeting wells near the fields that 
received more applications from Galey & Lord. 

All well owners were notified of the results and, if above the EPA Health Advisory level of 70 

parts per trillion (PFOA and PFOS individually or combined), were advised not to drink the 
water. EPA has been providing filtration systems to remove the contaminants for wells that 

exceeded the Health Advisory. This is an ongoing effort. 

A) Did Galey and Lord land apply wastewater sludge on farm fields in Darlington and/or other 
counties? Records I've seen show the company had an NP DES permit. 

Galey & Lord had an NPDES permit which included provisions for land application of sludges to 

fields in Darlington, Chesterfield, and Marlboro counties. 

B) Why was the land application permit approved by DHEC? The application for the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (which included land application 

provisions) showed the land application activities met the requirements specified in our 
regulations. Did DHEC know any of the sludge material contained PFOS/PFOAS or other 

chemicals, such as PCBs? 

DHEC did not require testing for PFOA or PFOS at the time because these compounds had not 
yet been identified as compounds of concern. Galey & Lord was required to sample the sludges 

for nutrients and heavy metals. 

C) Was any Galey and Lord sludge land applied to farms on or near 610 Quiet Brook Road in 
Darlington County? An EPA fact sheet I've seen indicates that it was. 



Yes. 

D) If Galey and Lord sludge was applied on this or other farm fields, were these sites owned 
by entities other than Galey and Lord? 

Yes, these fields were owned by other entities. 

E) All told, how many wells have been contaminated with PFOAs/PFOS or other pollutants as 

a result of Galey and Lord's operation? 

DHEC and EPA have sampled 103 private wells since June 2019. 23 wells have levels of 
PFOA/PFOS above the EPA health advisory of 70 parts per trillion. 23 additional wells have 
some levels of PFAS detected, but not above the HA. This is an ongoing effort. 

F) What is DHEC doing to protect drinking water in the area from contamination linked to 

Galey and Lord/sludge application? 

DHEC started sampling private wells based on application records for farm fields- targeting 
wells near the fields that received more applications from Galey & Lord. As this sampling has 
progressed, where PFOA/PFOS is greater than 70 parts per trillion, DHEC has engaged the US 
EPA to assist in providing filtration systems for those wells/residences. This is an ongoing effort. 

G) Will Galey and Lord be required to cleanup any contamination? 

The US EPA has the lead for determining if there is a Potential Responsible Party (or Parties) 
through the Superfund process. 

H) How many land application permits has DHEC issued statewide for sludge or wastewater? 
{We are reviewing the files and need more time to provide an accurate answer for both current 
and past permits.} 

What is the advantage of land application [of wastewater] over discharges to creeks or rivers? 

The Department clarified the question above. Sludge is not permitted to be discharged into 
waterbodies. Some wastewater is not suitable to discharge to surface waters due to stream 
impairments or water classifications which prohibit wastewater discharges. Additionally, some 
facilities may want to use water for irrigation or may not be able to meet certain water quality 
limits that would allow them to discharge to surface water. Land application of wastewater 
sludges is only allowed for beneficial use as it provides a low-cost source of nutrients for local 
farmers crops. 

I) Has DHEC issued any fish consumption advisories in the Pee Dee River or other streams as a 

result of Galey and Lord's operation? Have any PCB advisories been issued for the Pee Dee 
River, and if so, when were they issued? 



The fish advisory for PCB's in fish in the Great Pee Dee River was issued in 2014. No specific 
source has been identified. PCB's are commonly found in the environment. 

I I I Blue Catfish 1 meal a month 

From NC/SC Bowfin 
1 meal a week 

Great Pee Dee Border to I- (Mudfish) 

River 95 in Dillon 
PCB Largemouth 

1 meal a week 
County, SC Bass 

Redear 
1 meal a week 

Sunfish 

J) What other contaminants have been found in rivers, private wells, creeks or wetlands that 
are suspected to have come from Galey and Lord's operation? 

Sampling conducted at the facility in 2018 and 2019 detected levels of heavy metals and 

chlorinated solvents in soil, sediment and groundwater, including in adjacent wetlands, Cedar 

Creek and the Pee Dee River. Sampling in 2019 near selected fields that received sludge from 

Galey and Lord did not find of these other contaminants at levels of concern. 

If someone from DHEC would be available for an interview, that would be great. 

TY, 






