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APPENDIX E

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND DOE RESPONSES

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

SHUTDOWN OF THE RIVER WATER SYSTEM AT THE SAVANNAH
RIVER SITE

E.1 Introduction

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
published the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) on the Shutdow of the River
Water System in November 1996. DOE
announced the availability of the document in
the Federal Register on November 15, 1996.
On December 4, 1996, DOE held public
meetings to receive oral and written comments
on the Draft EIS in North Augusta, South
Carolina. The public comment period ended on
December 30, 1996. The Final EIS (FEIS) is
available for review in DOE reading rooms in
Washington, D.C. and Aikerr, South Carolina,
and DOE has distributed it to individuals, public
agencies, Federal and state officials who
requested a copy, and to persons and agencies
who commented on the Draft EIS.

Comt reporters documented comments from 29
people in official transcripts. DOE also
received 16 letters on the Draft EIS through
regular mail, facsimile transmission (fW), and
electronic mail (E-mail). Five of the letters
were from Federal agencies and three were from
agencies and offices of the State of South
Carolina.

This appendix presents the comments received
and the DOE responses to those comments. It
includes comments made at tie public meetings
and the letters submitted to DOE. If a statement
or comment prompted a revision to the EIS,

DOE identified tie revision by a vertical line
(change bar) in the margin of the document
along with a letter-code.

. Hearings H1

. Letters L1 though L16

DOE numbered the specific comments in each
letter or oral presentation sequentially (01, 02,
etc.) to provide unique identifiers. Table E-1
lists the individuals, government agencies, and
other organizations that submitted comments
and their unique identifiers. The hearing
comments are organized in categories, which
are discussed below.

The comments arrd statements reflected a
number of issues about the EIS. The following
sections describe those issues and provide
responses to the comments. The U.S.
Environmental Agency (EPA) gave the Draft
EIS a rating of EC-2, which means that EPA
had environmental concerns about the project
and that it wanted more information to assess
the impacts fully. In particular, the issue of
ecological risks warranted fnrther discussion in
the Final EIS. EPA stated that “overall the draft
EIS is well witten and illustrated. We agree
that the format used enhances the clarity of the
presentation of analyses.”

E-1
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Table E-1. Public Comments on the Draft River Water Environmental Impact Statement.

L1
L2

L3
L4

L5

L6

L7

L8

L9

L1O

L1 1

L12

L13

L14

L15
L16

Todd V. Crawford
Todd V. Crawford
K. G. Craigo
Andreas Mager, Jr.

National Marine Fisheries Sewice
John G. Irwin

Savannah River Forest Station
Robert E. Duncan

South Carolina Department of Natural Resources
I. Lehr Brisbin, Jr.

Savannah River Ecology Laboratory
F. Ward Whicker

Colorado State University
Tim Connor

Energy Research Foundation
Heinz J. Mueller

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Gary Wein

Savannah River Ecology Laborato~
W, Lee Poe, Jr,
Sally C, Knowles

South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
Rodney P. Grizzle

Office of the Governor
Citizen Adviso~ Board
Willie R. Taylor

E-12
E-14
E-16
E-18

E-2 1

E-24

E-26

E-34

E-39

E-52

E-64

E-71
E-75

E-so

E-9 1
E-95

U.S. Department of the Interior

E-2
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E.2 Synopsis of Comment Categories

Future Missions/Costs

DOE mote this EIS to determine if, in a period

of decreasing funding, it should continue to
operate the River Water System at the Savannah

River Site; the system has no current mission
aud will become more expensive to operate.
The proposed action of the EIS is to shut down
the River Water System and to place all or part
of the system in a standby condition that would
enable restart if conditions or mission changes
required its operation. Commentors expressed
concerns about the true cost savings that
shutdown would bring or how fisture unknown
missions could require the use of the system.
One organization expressed concern that
shutdown might he “penny wise and dollar
foolish” (Energy Research Foundation letter L9
of December 30, 1996) because the recession of
L-Lake could undermine the DOE
environmental remediation program. Six
commentors made 15 comments on future
mission aud cost issues.

Loss of Terrestrial. Aarratic. or Wetlands
Habitat~ffects on Endans?ered Sssecies

The implementation of the shutdown
alternatives would cause a reduction in habitat
for fish, amphibians, reptiles, semiaquatic
mammals, wading birds, and waterfowl; replace
the reservoir ecosystem with a small stream
ecosystem; potentially expose animals foraging
in the Iakebed after drawdown to contaminated
sediments, cause a loss of submerged and
floating-leaved aquatic plants; cause a loss of
foraging habitat for bald eagley potentially
expose wood storks to increased levels of
contaminants; and over time displace L-Lake
alligators. Commentors in 12 letters and in both
sessions of the public hearing expressed concern
about these impacts.

Land Use~rivatization

DOE discussed kmd use in the 1996 SRS Future

Use Project Report, which summarized
stakeholder- prefemed future use
recommendations that DOE uses to consider
ongoing and future land use needs, The report
recommended unchanged SRS boundaries and
maintenance of the larrd under Federal
omership; prohibition of residential uses of
SRS land; multiple land uses (e.g., recreation,
natural resource management) rmd consideration
of privatization; and pursuit of natural resource
management where possible. Three letters arsd
one meeting comment discussed future land
use/privatizatiOn issues.

Human (Occupational and Public)
HealthEcological Risk

Analysis of the proposed action indicates that
the level of L-Lake would recede to the original
Steel Creek stream channel, thereby exposing
contaminated sediment, and that the surface-
water level of Par Pond would continue to
fluctuate naturally near full pool of about 200
feet. The changes in the lakebed would expose
sediments (e.g., a lake level of 196 feet would
expose about 340 acres of sediment). The
exposed sediment would dry and could become
suspended in the atmosphere, available for
inhalation by onsite workers and the offsite
population witiin 50 miles. DOE would also
stop pumping water to the reactor areas and
stream flows would revert to original levels,
which would not expose additional sediments.
Minimal impacts would occur from increased
concentrations of contaminants in the affected
streams. The effects of increased concentrations
are addressed in Sections 4.2.8.2 aud B.6. Four
comment letters and several meeting
participants expressed concerns about human

E-3
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health risks from radiological exposure; several
letters were concerned about ecological risk.

Potential Remediation and NEPMCERCLA
Integration

DOE has established the process for
environmental restoration activities at the SRS
in accordance with tbe Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA). In evaluating the shutdown
of the River Water System, the EIS considers a
number of actions that DOE would have to

implement before shutting the system down or
continuing operation with a small pump. DOE
also considers potential future actions that could
affect decisions on appropriate actions for the
River Water System. Commentors in three
letters and at the meetings expressed concerns
about coordinating the EIS and FFA processes,
expediting the FFA process to facilitate the
implementation of cleanup and operational
shutdown activities; and the possibility of an
expensive cleanup action.

E.3 Summary Analysis of Hearing Comments and Issues

The public meetings consisted primarily of Campus, Gregg-Graniteville Library, 2nd floor,
informal discussions on the draft EIS, The Universi@ Parkway, Aiken, South Carolina,
transcripts yielded a number of public 803-648-6851.
comments and concerns, but because of the
informal nature of the hearing, these comments Future Missions/Cost
were not sequential or easy to assi~ identi~ing
numbers. Therefore, this section contains a A number of commentors identified concerns

synopsis of the hearing comments. The about future missions at the SRS and potential

comments are grouped in the categories listed in interactions with the River Water System. In

Table E-2. Table E-2 also lists the number of addition, commentors were concerned abOut
comments received in each category. The whether shutting down the K]ver Water System

sections following the table discuss the would actually save money, These concerns

comments by category, the DOE responses, and included the following:

any resulting changes to the Final EIS. DOE
did not identify comments from the meetings ● The potential future need for L-Lake

that dealt with Potential Remediation.
● Keeping the R]ver Water System available

for the accelerator project
Transcripts of the public meetings are available
for review at the DOE Public Reading Room at ● The future of the River Water System

the University of South Carolina, Aiken

Table E-2. Summary of informal public hearing comments applicable to the River Water Environmental
Impact Statement.a

Numberof
Commentcategory comments

Futuremissimrs/co$t 15
Loss ofhabitatiendmgered species 3
Land uselprivatization 1
Human health ~

Potential remediation o
No specificcategory 5

a. DOE held two sessions of the public hearings on December 4. Three commentors contributed 13 comments at
the afternoon session; 6 commentors contributed 14 comments at the evening session.
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●

●

e

●

.

●

.

Maintaining the level of Par Pond

Impacts on SRS if the system is shut down

The amount of money a shutdown would
save

The amount of water in the watershed to
generate enough flow

The lack of cohesive and unified plans for
new missions at the SRS

The need for water emergency purposes

Consistency with the SRS 10-year plan

The hearing attendees asked several questions
about the future of the River Water System,
including its use for potential new missions,
potential future needs for L-Lake, and
maintaining the level of Par Pond.

DOE proposes to shut down the River Water
System but maintain it for potential future uses.
The Proposed Action (and Preferred
Alternative) offers flexibility in the portions of
the system that would be maintained, the time it
would take to restart the system, and the
methods employed during layup to enable
restart. The Proposed Action represents a
middle ground between WO other alternatives
evaluated in the EIS. Under the No-Action
Alternative, DOE would operate the system
with a small pump that is sufficient to maintain
L-Lake at its normal water level and provide
water for other minor uses. Under the other
bounding alternative, Shut Down and
Deactivate, DOE would shut down the system
with no measures to permit restart of the system.

DOE presented three examples for restarting the
system. DOE does not wish to imply that it
expects to need to restart the system for the
situations presented but selected them to cover a
range of actions that maintenance in standby
would support (i.e., pump to L-Lake, Par Pond,
or a new facility).

Under either shutdow alternative, L-Lake is
expected to drain and expose very low levels of
contamination in the lake exclusive of the

stream channel and floodplain. Because the
stream channel and floodplain that are beneath
L-Lake have similar contamination levels as the
upsrrearn and downstream reaches of exposed
channel and floodplain, DOE believes the
example possibility of refilling the system as a
mediation measure is very remote. DOE has not
identified future missions that would require
L-Lake.

Similarly, DOE presented an example of
restarting the system to pump to Par Pond.
Maintenance in standbv would enable DOE to
honor its commitment to remedy the unlikely
drawdown of Par Pond in the n~ar term untii
final CERCLA remedial actions are
implemented. DOE believes that Par Pond
would not fall below the 195 foot level unless
there was a catastrophic drought that would also
affect water quality in other regional lakes and
streams. In calendar year 1996, a dryer-than-
average year, the lowest daily lake level was
199.21 feet. Nevertheless, DOE prefers to
maintain the River Water System after
shutdown and, if necessary, would restart the
system, pump to Par Pond, and bring the water
level to an appropriate level above 195 feet. See
Section 3.3.1.1.

One commentor asked how much money a
shutdown would save. DOE describes costs of
shutdown versus operation (no action) in
Sections 3.1,3.2, and 3.3. Maximum savings
would occur in the Shutdown and Deactivate
Alternative. This alternative would save about
$1.5 million per year. Annual savings under the
Shutdown and Maintain Alternative would vary
from about $175,000 and $1.4 million
depending on the time required to restart the
system, whether the system piping is
pressurized by a jockey pump or drained, and
whether tie line that Accelerator Production of
Tritium (APT) would use is maintained or
deactivated.

There are other known or potential costs
associated with the shutdown alternatives
(e.g., a septic tank and tile field to replace
blending water for the L-Area sanit~
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wastewater discharge). DOE has revised
Section 3.3 to include these costs.

The impacts on SRS if DOE selects a shutdown
alternative aredocumented in Chapter4. As
presented in Section 4.1.5, the most dramatic
effects would be on the ecology of L-Lake.
DOE believes there are also beneficial impacts
associated with ashutdownactiorr. In addition
to cost savings, DOE has considered indirect
beneficial impacts such as reduced energy
consumption, reduced entrainment of fish larvae

and fish eggs and impingement of fish in the
Savannah River, and restoration of the pre-SRS
ecosystem, including 225 acres floodplain
forest.

Although planning for new missions is not
within the scope of this EIS, DOE, identified its
Prefemed Alternative in response to potential
new missions, Theexample that was presented
foranewmission was APT. Other potential
missions that might require enough cooling
water to make the use of the River Water
System a viable option include the Tritium
Extraction Facility, International Thermonuclear
Experimental Reactor and Mixed Oxide Fuel
ManufacturingP lant, Under tbe Proposed
Action, the R]ver Water System could be
restarted intimeto provide cooling water for
these potential missions.

The a~,erage annual natural flow to L-Lake dam
isestimated to be 10cubic feet (0,28 cubic
meters) per second. This rate is basedon
watershed size, adjacent gaged sites of similar
size that are upstream of river water discharges,
and the characteristics of Steel Creek when it
wasnot receiving the large cooling water flows
from P-or L-Reactor. DOEperformedan
in-stream flow study and found that this
discharge would support an aquatic community
similar to that which existed prior to the restart
of L-Reactor. This natural flow would not be
sufficient to sustain L-Lake, but it would allow
regro~h and restoration of diverse ecosystem
astbe lake recedes.

DOE has carefully evaluated the shutdown
alternatives and has not identified a need for
continued or new uses of the River Water
System. Thesystem hasnotbeen used for
emergency pu~oses, and DOE is well equipped
to respond to emergencies without the River
Water System (e.g., to provide firewater).

DOE has determined that current river water
flows to C- and P-Reactors are not needed, For
example, although the 10-Year Plan identifies
P-Area transition to long-temr monitoring in
2002, the P-Area sanitary wastewater plant was
disconnected in November 1996. Because it is a
package unit, it is being maintained for potential
use at another location,

Loss of Terrestrial. Aauatic. or Wetlands
Habitat/Effects on Endangered Suecies

A number of commentors identified concerns
about sensitive habitats and threatened and
endangered species in the area of L-Lake and
Par Pond, including the following:

. Use of L-Lake by wood storks

● Proximity of bald eagle nests to L-Lake

. Coordination with other SRS environmental
organizations such as the Savannah River
Ecology Laboratory on the restoration of
natural habitat to Steel Creek

Tables S-2 and 3-4 list expected impacts to
wood storks and bald eagles from the
alternatives; Section 4.1.5 discusses potential
impacts to ecological resources. DOE
coordinates with many Federal and state
agencies; it has received comments from
Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (Letters 7
and 11). DOE appreciates the comments from
Savannah R]ver Ecology Laboratory and has
attempted to take tiese comments into
consideration in writing the FEIS.
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Land Use/Privatization

One commentor was concerned about the
condition of Steel Creek below the dam. This
person asked if the stream had returned to a
nomral vegetative system as it was in 1951.

No studies characterizing the wetland vegetation
of the Steel Creek corridor before the
establishment of the SRS are available, but
Upper Three Runs, a relatively undisturbed
backwater stream on the SRS, can illustrate the
likely wetlmrd vegetation of the Steel Creek
corridor before the development of the SRS.
Trees adjacent to the stream include tulip
poplar, beech, sweetgum, willow oak, swamp
chestnut oak, water oak, sycamore, and loblolly
pine. Dogwood, red buckeye, and American
holly are also abundant. Tag alder is common
along sandy stream margins. Macrophytes in
wet sites with open canopies include eelgrass
(K Americana), pondweed (Potamogeton
epihydrous), and bulmsh (Scirpus
subterminalis). Golden club (Oonzium
aquaticum), wapato (S. latr~olia), water
primrose (Ludwigiu spp.), and knoWeed
(Polygonrrrn spp.) occur on small floodplains.

Although the Steel Creek corridor has not fully
re-established its historic vegetative system,
signs of recovery are evident.

A recent mapping effort by the SavannA R]ver
Ecology Laboratory mapped aerial coverage of
the Steel Creek corridor and delta in 1996.
Three vegetation classes were identified:
marsh, scmb-shmb, and hardwood. The
hardwood class covered the largest acreage,
1,185.1, and was predominated by a young
developing stand of bald cypress, tupelo, and
ash. The marsh class covered 48.3 acres and
was dominated by cutgrass (Leersia spp.) and
wapato. The scrub-shrub class covered
20.7 acres and was predominated by willow and
buttonbush.

Human (Occupational and Public)
Health/Ecological Risk

A number of commentors identified the
following concerns about increased
radioactivity levels that could result from a
shutdown of the River Water System and the
subsequent exposure of the bed of L-Lake

. The effect of wind blowing the radioactive
contamination from the Iakebed

● The amount of low-level and other
radioactive contaminants in the area

. The types of instmments used to determine
radioactivity levels and the readings they
showed

As discussed in Section 4.1.8.2 in the EIS and
Figures 4-23 and 4-24, the Multimedia
Environmental Pollutant Assessment System
(MEPAS) code (Droppo et al. 1995) evaluated
several contaminant pathways to human
receptors including those arising from
suspension and resuspension of sediment
particles from the dry lakebed. Factors
considered in the impact evaluation included
contaminant concentrations in the soil, area of
exposed dry sediment, average wind speed,
maximum wind speed, number of disturbances
in the sediment by humans, number of
thunderstorms per year, annual average rainfall,
local mass-loading factors, resuspension factors,
atmospheric dispersion, and plum depletion.
All of these factors were used to estimate
impacts to onsite workers asrdoffsite
populations through the inhalation and ingestion
pathways. These impacts resulting from the
drawdown of L-lake estimated as latent cancer
fatalities are presented in Section 4.1.8.2.2.

Section 4.1.8.1 of the EIS discusses the methods
used to obtain a contaminant concentration in
the L-Lake sediments. These validated data are
presented in Table 4-14 and in Appendix C. To
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obtain these data, samples obtained from the

L-Lake sediment were analyzed in the

laboratory using appropriate instrumentation

(e.g., hyper-pure germanium solid state
detectors were used to detect and identify
radionuclides). Alllaboratory analyses were
performed by trained laboratory technicians
using state-of-the-art equipment traceable to the
National Institute of Standards and Technology.

Appendix C presents the results of DOE’s
measurements of radioactivity and radioactive
contamination. Theecological andhumarr
heaIth analyses presented in this EIS utilize this
comprehensive data to determine the potential
risks associated witi those contaminants found
in the lakebed sediments and contaminants that
could be released as a result of human or natural
actions (wind). Any necessary remedial actions
for the NO locations will be assessed in
accordance with the process set forth in the
Federal Facility Agreement.

No SDecific Cate.o~

A number of comrnentors expressed concerns
that did not belong in a specific category. The
following sections address these concerns.

. Amount of Water Pumped

Although the current River Water System
demand is 5,000 gallons per minute, DOE is
operating one of the 10 pumps in
Pumphouse 3G, which supplies
approximately 28,000 gallons of river water
per minute to C-, K-, L-, and P-Areas. DOE
has purchased and will soon operate a small
5,000-gallon-per-minute pump and save
about 23,000 gallons per minute of excess
withdrawal. Because the small pump will
operate before DOE decides which
alternative to select, it is used as the

E-8

baseline condition for assessing the
No-Action Alternative.

. Pump and Treat

Pump and meat is a groundwater cleanup
method that pumps contaminated
groundwater to treatment systems to reduce
contaminant concentrations. After
treatment, the water is either injected back
to the groundwater aquifer or discharged to
a surface-water stream. In relation to this
EIS, DOE has not identified relevant
applications of this method.

. Water Reduction Impacts

A reduction in water flow would cause areas
currently beneath L-Lake to become
exposed and dry out. DOE analyzed the
impacts of such a drying process, which
could result in increased levels of airborne
contain immts and erosion. DOE expects
these increased levels to occur over a short
period (less than a year after complete
equilibrium) and to be far below levels of
Federal and state regulato~ concern.

● References cited in text and qualifications
of EIS authors

Each referenced document cited in the EIS
aPPears in a reference list (Chapter 6~ the
documents referenced in the EIS and its
appendixes are available in public reading
rooms at the University of South Carolina,
Aiken Campus, Gregg-Graniteville Libr~,
2nd floor, University Parkway, Aiken,
South Carolina, 803-648-6851.

The EIS contains a List of Preparers, which
includes each person who contributed to the EIS
and that person’s qualifications, education, and
skills.
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COMMENT FORM

PUBLIC MEETING ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

SHUTDOWN OF THE RIVER WATER SYSTEM
ATTHESAVANNAH RIVER SITE

DECEMBER4,1996

Pleass pmvldethe follmng Information

tircn %tir~~
Fullname (@camprlno

Tae organizationYourepresent OfanY)

Street address

//03 Gnqe, h.

AilQr-1 5C 2q603

Cay,sate. zipctie

COMMENT- Plew use bck of fom forwnfinuation.

~ t[5 ti ococ(14q5]nu~bdvqa3.5/lm tiazh.

m,,.. ....

H1-01

1
1

Comment HI. Page 1 of 2.
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Comment H1. Page 2 of 2,
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E.4 Responses to Comments on Draft RWEIS: Hearings

Ress)onse to Comment HI

The percentage of cancer deaths reported in the

EIS, 23.5 percent, represents the number of
deaths due to cancer (505,322) as compared to
the total number of deaths from all causes
(2,148,463) occurring in the United States
during 1990. Tiiese mortality statistics were
published by the Center for Disease Control,
National Center for Health Statistics report
Advance Report of Final MortaliW Statistics,
1990. The 1990 rate of 135 cancer deatis per
100,000 standard population reported in the
journal Cancer is the age-adjusted cancer death
rate as published in the same CDC document.
These statistics use two different representative
populations, the total number of deceased
individuals and the entire U.S. population, and,
thus, are not directly comparable.

The age-adjusted rate is computed by applying
age-specific death rates for a given cause of
deati (in this instance, cancer) to a standard
population distributed by age. The standard
population used by CDC for determining age-
adju.sted rates is the total population as
enumerated in 1940. The age-adjusted death
rates show what the level of mortality would be
if no changes occurred in the age composition of
the population from year to year and thus better
show the changes in the risk of death over a
duration than when the age distribution is
changing. Therefore, the age-adjusted rate is
not comparable with and appears to be lower
than the unadjusted or crude death rates
specified for the population enumerated by 1990
census data,
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NEPA al Savannah RlV8r

From: Todd v. CraWord
TO Andraw Ft. Gralnger
SubJac* ElS’s APT and River Wate$ Shut Down
M% Friday, Octobar 25, 19969:58AM

I WOUMIke to emmge YOUto keep the above b ElS’s merit.

I w pleaaad to see that the prafafrad aiiernat[ve for a sourm of tooting
waterforthaAPTlathe tier. Earlier mmow had Itblng the groundwaler
which concerned ma hom the 8tatip01nt Ofaroundwaier reaourcas and waakaning
the ‘haad raver=l” over much of the 2mrueEI. Ido not know what is now lha
praferrad action tith r=~ to the Shut Down of the SRS River Water System
EIS but Ido know that the push behiti Wi EIS was the ddre to shut down the
rtier water system.

Page 1

-,.,. , . . m-rmw- I ! .V

1-01I

Comment L1. Page 1 of 1,
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E.5 Responses to Comments on Draft RWEIS: Letters

Resl)onse to Comment L1-01

As indicated throughout this EIS, the DOE
Prefemed Alternative is to shut down the River
Water System but to maintain all or portions in
a standby condition. This condition would
enable potential restart to support a new
mission. Section 3.3.2 has been revised to
include the additional cost of maintaining the

section of existing pipe that would be used to
supply make-up water to recirculating cooling
towers located at the Accelerator Production of
Tritium (APT) site (the preferred APT cooling
water alternative) as well as the cost to maintain
sufficient pumping capacity to supply full flow,
on a once through basis, to heat exchangers
located at the APT site.

E-13



DOWIS-0268

NEPA at Savannah River

From: Todd V.Crawtcfd
TO Atirw R. Graingm
aubJOct Omft EIS Shut@wn SRS RiverWater System
Date Monday, D6cernber02, 1996103zAM

I have md~ mm~ment on December 4, 199SWih wIIIprevent me from
attending the pu14icheadng * wmt6d to %ti you this commnt.

1wrt p~lng the system in a standby situtmn. Isuppn Ihe cotinti
iticated inTable 3.1 as 30 months, Jwkq pump. 1do ~t ktiwe any
signmcantnew mlsslonmuld come Intopbce lmlore 30 Mths. HOWEVER,I
Nleve that emgh of the R-Areapipingsyaem sbkl be mahtfdned to
vovtia mliw Wtw for the APT.

Ialm tmllevethEtthe regula.to~ 3ituationwith EPAati XDHEC ws lo &
carefultymgloatsd w that L-Lakedms mt haveto k ciaarmdupas a CERCLAdte uwn e~ing mm of the
Ce.137 conlamlMIEd sediments.
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Response to Comment L2-01

Section 3.3,1.3 confirms that 30 months is
sufficient time to make the required upgrades
and replacements to the River Water System
without affecting the schedule for a new mission
such as Accelerator Production of Tritium
(APT), Section 3,3.2 has been revised to
indicate the additional cost of maintaining the
R-Area piping system.

Response to Comment L2-02

DOE is committed to coordinating NEPA
actions being considered in this EIS with SRS
remediation activities planned and conducted in
accordance with CERCLA under the FFA, and
proposes to initiate discussions with EPA and
SCDHEC to determine reasonable means of
expediting the FFA process to achieve
appropriate coordination.

Neither DOE or its regulators would agree not
to require cleanup of the exposed sediments

until characterization and evaluations under
CERCLA are complete. Because there has been
little, if any, additional contamination since
DOE built L-Lake, the concentration of

contaminants in L-Lake exclusive of the Steel
Creek chmmel and floodplain is relatively low

and based on prelimin~ evaluations
summarized in Appendix A. However, DOE
believes that institutional controls for a period
that allows sufficient natural radioactive decay
are consistent with cument land use plans and is
probably the most reasonable and cost efficient
option. This option will have to be considered
among other alternatives consistent with
CERCLA requirements.

Contamination in the portion of the Steel Creek
channel and floodplain that is beneath L-Lake is

apprOximately equal to that which exists above
and below the lake and the portion which is
beneath L-Lake would probably receive the
same remediation, if any.

E-15
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Response to Comment L3-01 Interagency Agreement. Although there is
limited public access to these SRS areas, Forest

Q

At this time, the Forest Service of the U.S. Service management includes activities
Department of Agriculture performs many of nomally performed in national forests – timber
the functions at the SRS that it performs in the andwildlife management programs, including

I

National Forest System by managing more than limited timber sales and care of threatened or
90 percent of the Site area through an endangered species.

I
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I
I
I
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1 UNITEDHATES ❑ APARTMENTOF C~HCE

i..a,,,:,,iNmlmEIlDmnnic ond AtmMpherlc til.1.untio.
NATIONALMARINE FISHERIESSE3VICE

Southmt RegionalOffice
9721Ex=utive Center Drive N,
St. Petersburg,Florida 33702

De#mter 18.1996

Mr. AndrewR. Grainger
SRNEPAComplimce OffIH
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River ~mtiom Oftice
P,O. Box 5031
Aikm, South Cmlina 2980+503 1

DewMr tihgex

TheNationalMarineFisheries Semite (NMFS) has rctiewed the M Envimnmentrd Impact
.qmtement(DEIS) for Shutdow of the River Water Syaem at the Savmnab River Sile (DOmIS.
0268D). We find that the document is well written and adequately addresses mt~rs petiining to
aquatic rcsowces under ou purview. We wncur with your de~mimtion that the proposed A~tiO”
will not signiti~tl y hmn aquatic resources of the Savannah River.

TheProp~d Action,which invcdvmshutdown of the River Water Systim and placing it in standby
sinus, would substantially elimiti witiwals from the Savti River. ~s wodd kneflt both
resident and migratow fishes of the Savmmh River sinceentrainmentmd kpingement of fishesgs,
Imae, juvmiles, md adults would be climimtc.d except in situations requiring rem. ~S mode
of o~mtion represents a sigttifiwt improvement over wnditions that existed when withdrawal
levels approximtcd 380,000 gallons ~r minute (24 cubic met= Pr =ond) and @imated avmge
losses of about 17,600,000 tish larvae and 9,300,000 fish eggs were experiend during the
February-JIIly spawning pericd. It is alsc an improvement oveI conditions that wo”]d ex;st ~der
the No Action AltcrMtive (existing condition) which awunts for fish [0s= of abut 234,000 larval
fish and I I7,0M eWs during the Febntary-July spaw”i”g ~riod,

Since any restnrt of the system could have a sig”iticent adverse effwt of aquatic ESOuneS of the
Savannah River, mch plans shodd & thoroughly coordinated with tie NMFS nd Oth~ Fedeml ~d
strde agcnc.im having stewdship responsibilities for fish and wildlife,

Finnlly, in awrdane titb Section 5,10,2 of the DEIS we note tit the Oe-ent of Energy plw
to inidate form! comultation with the NMFSconceting possibleefiectsontheshorbmseshugmn,
Theappropriate NMFS contact won for such mnsulmtion is Mr. Charles Oiavetz who is Chief of
the NMFS Southeast Region,sprotectedSpeciesBm”ch. Mr. @VeW my & reached at the

Ietterbeti address,or at (813) 570-5312.
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We appreciate the oppo~nity to review the DEIS. Relatedqucsdom or comments should k
directed to the attention of David Rackleywhois ChiefoftheNMS Habitat Co=rvation Division
Charleston Bmnch OffIce. He may he inched at 219 Fofl Johnson Road, Charleston, South
Carolina 29412-9110, or at (803) 762-8574.

‘Y&&.
Andrem Mager, Jr,
Assistant Regional Di~ctor d
I-IabitatCon=rvation Division

,

“.. -FKW.131
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Response to Comment L4-01

Should it be necessary to restart the R]ver Water
System, DOE would discuss and coordinate any
restart plans with Federal and state regulatory
agencies (including National Marine Fisheries
Service, United States Fish and Wildlife
Service, South Carolina Department of Health
and Environmental Control, and South Carolina
Department of Natural Resources) to ensure that
possible impacts to fish and wildlife resources
are adequately addressed and mitigated if
unavoidable.

Response to Comment L4-02

DOE submitted a copy of the DEIS and a
biological assessment to the National Marine

Fisheries Service’s Southeast Regional Office
(Protected Species Branch) on December31,
1996, in accordance with the requirements of
the Endangered Species Act and its
implementing regulations. DOE subsequently
received a letter from Mr. Andrew Kemmerer,
Regional Administrator of the NOAA-National
Marine Fisheries Service, that states:

We have reviewed the informationprovidedand
concur that the proposedproject is not likely to
adversely impactthreatenedor endangered
speciesunder ourjurisd]ction....~is concludes
consultationresponsibilitiesunder Section7 of
the ESA.
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Uni ted stat.. Fore.t Sav-ah Rive. P c,. Box 710
-.

)
Dqarwt 0? semi.. Poreet station NW Ellent.r,, sc 29809
Aqri cd t.lre

rile CM., 1900
Route To:

Date: Wcetier 19, 1996

Subjact, Draft EIS For River water Shut ~ml
8RPS Re.pn~e

TO: Andrew Grainge,, WE
703-47A, 1011236

After review .f the draft by the FO..SC Service at Savannah River, .e belie..
there a= . ... of opprtunitiee that need to be inc.rp.araced in the final
EIS. If the elected alternative is to shut ~ the system and maintain the
dietriwtion network, there are a nutiec of co~t-effective options to stabilize
exposed sedimnts in L-bke,

If natural re-vegetat ion i. slow, a mixture of grass specie. can & established
through eeedinq and fertilization cmarnk,le to tiat the SRS .IreadY Ueee Lo
stabilize tire soil areas and prevent erosion. This can be implewnted On ..
a. needed basis .. the kin sedimexIts dewater. Another option ie to establiah
tree species. Most of thee soilm originally supmrted an upland pine t~
prior to L-uke. with the low level of c.mtaminacion in t,be UpPer ~rtion,

these area. c.”ld k returned to productiw forest. F.alIowifigthe draw don
of Par Pond, Pine began t. naturally invade the OP.* areas This is Likely to
occur again. However, more uniform a.a assured regeneration could be obtained
through hand Planting. Mixed specien of hardwod can ale. be planted to
enhance Wildlife. Thee c.. be implemented in conjunction .ith the normal SW
reforestation ef forts

The Forest service, i. developing the mitigation plan for Pen Branch,
designated check strip. that could k left alone to follow natural vegetation

aucceesim. Thie enhaIIced the ..1.. .f the pr~jec~ for ,eaearc~ere, ~ai=t=imd

some open hnbitat for certain epe.ies, and redueed :efc.restation costs. Tn
area. of the Old L-Lake &sin that costain higher radioactive Concamir.anc.u,:he
ME can P1ant dew, cmoPies of hard..vti O, pineLI to ,fie.mrage ~roti

v+.t at ion t~t deer and b. forage upon tkt might increase CQIIta,T,i._t
uptake. distribution, ~ ewosure to hunters.

A. the water level drops and the old steel creek channel is gradually _eed,
W@ would expect that sm miniml effort co create debrie dams and pcols to
stabilize the MOSC Contaminated sediments will be ~eeib le. we increase
velocity and re-initiati.an of a stream tiannel has the potential of moving
contatitinta in the old flmd Plain eedi.enes downstream sn!all da.. to create

POOIS to traP eedirnent could k installed.

Phyto remedi ation opwrtunitiee.1.. exist LT.the flti plain are.. the .==
more heavily contaminated. Ce.9iu. is readily acmlated by vegetation. The
lnaterials can be hameted and cm,po. ted or incinerated Co C.anCeIIEraLe tb=

@

Wing forthe tid and SewingPenpb
IS.62i10.mb(3/921

PKe4-141
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cont=ina.nte. ‘I’heWE and US~ are c.llahorating on the developnt of this
techn.lw, while it my not be .oat-effectiw at this point in time in t.ru,.
of the ricks to human health, the flood plain dwo offer op~rtuni tie. for
re.earth e..tivities to de-lop this technology Ueing Ra funding a..rcea such
.. the recent WIR initiative chzough the office of Science, Tect.uolW, ~d
B.ei.e.. ~velopent.

It is Mt apparent f m reading DEIs what :he Plana are for .anag’iug vegeta tion
on the pipeline corridors. If there i. a need to keep vatex linee fUnctione.1.
tre.t=nce wi 11 be requlrOd to prevent them from king overgr.wn with woody
etem vegetation.

The Forest service i. .Vailnhle to provide additional infomt ion 0“ these
options o. a.si. t with implementation

CC: K, Sidey, mE

I
1

PKd4.141
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Response to Comment L5-01 Section 3.2.1 of this EIS, DOE would apply

DOE is committed to restoring tie Steel Creek
appropriate measures to stabilize the lakebed.
These could include fertilizing and seeding bare

stream ecosystem and associated floodplain areas to prevent erosion and could include a
forest that existed prior to the creation of variety of other soil conservation measures.
L-Lake. If DOE selects tie Proposed Action, DOE fully intends to seek the assistance of the
the Record of Decision for the EIS will contain soil scientists, ecologists, and foresters of the
a commitment to prepare a Mitigation Action Savannah River Forest Station in the
Plan as well as a more detailed implementation development and implementation of a soil
plan that provides a practical, step-by-step guide conservation and reforestation plan that involves
to restoring the plant communities of the stabilizing exposed L-Lake sediments and
riparian corridor and floodplain fiat were lost ensuring that trees and shrubs propagate in the
when L-Lake was created. As noted in Steel Creek floodplain.

1
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,!!.Ak(r,+,.,** ,, ;,,,,,

south Carolina Department of ;“> .

Natural Resources .i..:i.i~
~,’;:

fkambu 20, 1P96
III?II>>A Et,,!)l<.r,,:,,,,IV,1>1,.11.

,,,,,.,,,>,

hhw R. Grfdngu
SR WA oMIlptic Gffica
U.S. Dcpamnent of Enasy
P.O. Box 5031
Aike% SC 2P804.SQ31

W Shutdown of the W= WaW S&em

k Mr. Gtig=

W M -Em -t of Nati Rc_s has cvfdumcdprmndal impacts &h
p- *U* m WddlIfc@ !iSbtiw habimt, we.m qtiiIy, rccrcadon and othm f-
rclaang to & Wnmadon of nti murcm.

We bcliweha the piupod &rily haspotmtid toimpact tie ~ ncd wildlik babitmof L
Lake A Parr F’ond. LLakc and Pm Pond to-extent, c.mti -Ilmt habimt for a numbu
of Wfc specks such as the bald cngk. Amcriw tigatm, white-taikd cka md ticus fiu
-. @ & suppoti well balm~ fish _uni& md a n- of ting td~, W*
fowl and osprey.

~e reman is thu due m rho @l Qm of the wmu’shed for LLakc and pm?w wmu qualky
pmbluns mu~ ~ if the ~oirs arc8UO* to dmpdgnificantlytclow fullWL In
addirion,flucmntingmm k.vek muldhavenegativeeffectson fkh ~oncnc andothmwildlife
magc.

L-~w~m~n~ wife d fisherieshabiratand sh~ k man8gedto
op,~ i~s na~ rcso~ value. To rdbnvwaterkv~ mlowerwouldmmk _Wtitic ~iti
lhrdimnaove. However,f rbcDcpammntof- w~d mwve the dam8ndrc.smrcrhc
wm28ndfrost nndstcmmcm of SWl ~, w Mwe lhatanequitableexchangeof -
=- mayoccur. Ris w positim thmno lowedng rind/ordew-g of LLake should occur
viifhout en appm~ plan forStd ~ rcmoration,The~on planshmddbesubmitmfto
atxlap~ved byapproprimcresow agencies.Sl~nrs oftie pkn sh~ imlb uec
plantings, sw ~ smbilizadon, monimring and mnringency plnns. Resmmion sh~
address ups- md &ws- impacu with considemion given m tiucc flows.

It *cidd & noti rhal a ptitdlity exists hat m level of cmmndmdonmy hep~nt in *C
aqua.wls h ampti & I* titmms of bath sesmti, &fm my pk is inititcd m IOW
water kvels, tie httom *nts shOuMbe ksmd for atmdnation. ff -S ~ m
fouti in tie scdinunm, &m a plan fOrmnOvti of thm wn ~ts Amid be submiItcd prior m
my shutdown of tie SRS RiverWam System,

.,..4 ..-,.
rho.- ,.. L.
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Response to Comment L6-01

The EIS discusses potential impacts of the
proposed action to fish and wildlife hahitat of

L-Lake in considerable detail in Section 4.1.5.2.
These impacts include, but are not limited to:

(1) the elimination of most fish habitat in

L-Lake, (2) the loss of most wading bird
foraging habitat in L-Lake, (3) the loss of most

waterfowl wintering habitat in L-Lake, and
(4) the loss of bald eagle foraging habitat in

L-Lake. More subtle impacts that may result
from the proposed action are also discussed in

Section 4.1.5.2. These include increased
predation on amphibians, reptiles, and small
mammals that would be forced to venture
farther from shoreline cover to drink and forage
around reservoir edges. Potential impacts to
fish and wildlife habitat of Par Pond are
considered in Section 4.3.5.2.

Response to Comment L6-02

The EIS discusses effects of fluctuating water
levels on fish recruitment and other wildlife
usage in Section 4.1.5.2 (L-Lake), Section
4.3.5.2 (Par Pond) and Section 4.3.5.3
(threatened and endangered species using both
reservoirs).

Response to Comment L6-03

L-Lake was designed and built by DOE to be a
cooling reservoir. DOE was required to monitor
L-Lake’s fish asrdwildlife as a condition of an
amended NPDES permit (#SCOOOO175) issued
by SCDHEC in 1984. Further, as a condition of
this NPDES permit, DOE was required to
conduct studies to demonstrate that a “balanced
biological community (BBC)” existed in the
lower half of the reservoir onlfi the upper half
was designated as a mixing zone and was never
intended to support a BBC.

DOE is committed to restoring the stream
ecosystem and associated floodplain forest that

existed prior to the creation of L-Lake.
Although a final restoration plan has not been
prepared, DOE is currently drafting a plan for
restoration of the upper portion of Steel Creek
and its floodplain forest in consultation witi
ecologists and fnresters at the Savarmah River
Forest Station and WSRC-Savannah R]ver
Technology Center. If DOE selects the
proposed action, the Record of Decision for the
EIS will contain a commitment to prepare a
Mitigation Action Plan as well as a more
detailed implementation plarr that provides a

practical, step-by-step guide to restoring the
plant communities of the riparian corridor and
floodplain that were lost when L-Lake was
created. DOE will make copies of the
Mitigation Action Plan available to all
interested parties. As noted in Section 3.2.1 of
this EIS, DOE would apply appropriate
measures to stabilize the lakebed and minimize
ernsion. DOE would also, in consultation with
the ecologists and foresters, develop a
reforestation plan that involves planting and/Or
transplanting trees and shrubs that are likely to
survive and propagate in the Steel Creek
floodplain. The Mitigation Action Plan would
also contain monitoring requirements to ensure
successful restoration.

Response to Comment L6-04

DOE has performed extensive sampling of both
Par Pond and L-Lake to determine the types rmd
levels of contaminants existing in the bottom
sediments. The ecological and human health
analyses presented in this EIS utilize this
comprehensive data to determine the potential
risks associated with those contaminants found
in the Iakebed sediments. Arry necessary
remedial actions fnr the two locations will be
assessed in accordance with the process set forth
in the Federal Facility Agreement.
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TheUniversiTof Georgia

(803)725.2472.
~S 239-2472

Dmr E
U,., SC29S02

~ 803-725.3309

bmkr 23,1996

Mr. Andrew R. Gknger
Engineering and Analxis Division
SR NEPA Compliance Offl@r
US. ~partment of Energy
Savmti River Operations Office
P.O. Box 5031, Cede DRW
Aiko”, SC 29804-5031

D.mr Mr. Grainge~

1ntn submitting herewith for your wnsidwation comments on tiShutdown of the River Wafer
Sy3tcm at the Savannah River Site - Dmft S!nvimnrnmld Jmpwt Statement”. Tbeze comments
are hazed largely on infomion gathered here in my -ch progrzm spnsored by the DOE at
the Savnnnah RiverECO1OSYWontory. Muchof this infonnrdionbm beenobmined only
recently md some newly-published references fmm mypmgrzmappmntly wemnot avaihdbieto
the authorsof the Draft EIS when it waz written.

1have kept my comment~ brief md they outline only the general findings in each of the ua~ of
concern which are addressed. For funher details canceming our tindlngs about theze Walters 1
would refer you m the indicatti publication(s) mdlor I woutd be glad to provide you or anyone
else in your office with any additional infomtion I c~n.

At tbe very l-t, I hope that thase comments will convey my concern that if actions such= the
tiaining of J.-m m undetien, folIow-up studies should be sup~ned to evaluate
environmental issues such as these.

Thank you for your consideration of these commen~.

YOUISvety truly,

Ju -p.

1,hhr Brisbi”, Jr,
Senior Ecologist
Savann* River Ecology Wratov

enclosure

~ ~wl 0PW.3~Y/Afi~riK ~ I~iwtiM
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Commenw on the “Shutdown of theRiverWaterSysfcmat tie Savaonti RiverSite - Oraft
Envimmntd 3mpactStatemnt”

Submittedby

1.hbr Brisbin,Jr.
Setior hlogist

SavannahRiver~logy Laboratory,P. 0, DrawerE
Aiken,SC 2980~ 803.72S247%fw 803-725-3309

~mtcr 20, 1996

There is a considerable amount of ncw information available in & form OfRsearchdata
that hm not yet&n formally published in the @r-reviewed scientific Iitemm or which in
some CWS, apw in mdy-published manuwripts which wa apparently not available to the
writers of ods Draft S2S. ~s infonnntion has resulted fmm DOE-funded re-b pmg~
hem Wfie Savmnti River hlo~timb~, Iwillatccmpt tosummar i= Mow the general
areas and findings of this new work and its implications for the River Water Shutdovin
environmental impact conccms. Further information can reobtained bycantacting mdi=tly
aitbe abovotiess,

Thenewinf.tion pmvidedhcre can~grou@into t&genendareas (l)potentid
environmental impacts upon Amtican elfigatom (m ~ resident on the
SRS, (2) potential for mntbant upt~e by upland gm bitds, pticulwly mounting dov~
(~

,.
utilitig expscd former I&&d sr.dimntswhichmay~ mnlandnated

with radionuclidcs red/or heavy nutis, and (3) radionuclide uptake and trmsprt by migratory
wamtiowl adgeneti displa@ment oftiewaefowl tiem*lva tiughhtiltti loss. &hof
the= mu of concern will be discussed separately below.

The findings concerning ~tential envimnmntaf impxb upon alligato~, which are
predicted for the “Shut tiwn md Oewtivti” alternative (page 4- 152), kick teccnt information
which app- in a newly-published resemcb Ppr from h Savannah River Sudogy
Labormoy's rdligatorre*arch pmgram(Brisbin et61., l996). Thispaperw~ apparently not
avd*leto ticwritimoftiis EK when it wnsdraftcd. Newdata intheabve+ited paper now
su~t b the drawdown of Par Pond appmntly atso had a negative affwt on alligxor
reproduction in addition to the previously %ported pmbtdde d=renu in the survivorship of
young alligators duetoalxkofemergent sho~linemacrophyte cover. Wlsnewlyvwd
effect was indicated by a lower qutity of young (8.sjudged by rcduti weight-length
relationships) hatching tiom eggs in nests which we= consnuctti during the drawdown.
Momver, as & shown in this same paper, most of tk resident bting female rdligaton in
Pm Pond did m I=ve the reservoir during the dmwdown but tier rcmtined in their de~aded
b~ing locations md expcden~ what wns almost certainly nege.tiveimpwts upn tieir

PK64.15F
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mprcductiveoutput. Thmefindingswouldsuggesttiatthe ptiiction inthe E1Stbatbti"g
alkigatonrmident in b- wouldsimplyleavethe drainedreservoirnndset-upbrdng
tcnitori- dsewhcm maynot h wmt, andwithoutfurtherresearchanddwumcntation,WIS
predictionmy 6igtdfiC~tfYUn&RSthte thePtentid imp=t of this actionon the nsident
rdligatom. Althoughno f-dwsus ofdligtiornestkg ~tivityh=Ft &nun&tienfor L-
Lake,that Nervoir nowhasa sizeableresidentpopulation of hmding-si~ adults nnd if
mpdu~ion iscwndy nott*kg plwotiere itdmost mtilywill intin-fitue, The
drnining of L-Lakethus has the potential to significantly reduce the overatl reproductive output
of thesite’s rdligator population asawholc. If&l tififlhm R*mhshouldbeund@en
during the coming YW to claly document the extent to which breeding activity is taking place
at bLake and in the ms.xiticd wetlands surrounding M weir and @iculmly downstrum
from the dm.

Because of their long life spans and high tmphfc levels, atligaton &o wnd m mumulak
cetincontaminants suchasmemuv. Asindictiti inthc Draft EIS, thedrawdown and/or
pericdic fluctuation of SRS m%rvoir water levels could significantly affwt the bioavailability of
meEu~htie _nSofsome oftieSltiek&. Asrdsodocumnted inyottc Drnft BIS, the
drawdown8nd retillof Par Pondaff=ti mercury leveI$in Par Pond fish. Memu.-y
concentrations in h muscle of Par Pond dligtiors, which may& legally hw=tcd u nuisance
animals and bewketed forhumcomumption ifthey should leave thesite, avera@about4
mti d~ m=, a ~ncent~tiOn a~ve ~ consid~d suitable for human consumption
(Yuochkoet ?.l., inpms). Afierthemfill, oneofhlugest ti@to~exrxoti hSouti
Carolina was found &ad of as yet unknown cau~ in Pm Pond md,m will be detailed later in
mother ltiter under sepm ww to your offim, Mys- reveatd an extremely high memuiy
concentration inthcliver oflbisindividud. Tbeseobsewations suggest thtimercury maybea
serious problem in Par Pond alligators, and that mercury dynamics may ke attercd by drawdown
andrctill. Uttleis known ofmntaminant levdsin L~ealligators, ortheptential
consequenc= ofmajor habitat alt.?rationsoncontiant dynatnics. Further work iscl~ly
ncdti to clarify the issues, md to prtiict the effec~ on those radmals that may n?mai” i“ the
area of the Steal Crwk corddor and watershed if L-me is tined.

Because h SRS alligator ~ukation hw a long histo~ of documenti study, md
hauw this population is uniquely situated at h nonhun limit of the spxies’ range in the
inlmd %uthea.stem United States, thse animtis represent an impo.-lant natud Rsou= whew
mspnse to the river watm shutdown proms should k carefully monitoti and evaluatd during
the course of any activity which may impact their Wpdation numbers, reproductive succ~s
mtior spatial distribution.

Uptake and Dfstiibutfmt of Wfanudlde Centamlw& by Upland Game Birds

Analyses have now been completad and a manuscript ~tten for submission to m
~, describing the uptake and conccntiion of t’adioccsium
(c~ium-137) by doves which were atmcti to old-field food ~sources which devdopzd .“ the
exW*dltie&d wdlmmmpdumd ~tiedmwdow oftie Pm Pond mwmoir. Ammpanio”
paper has also ken submitted to a toxicology joumrd, descdbing tk uptake and concentration of

2

OK. ” . . . .

I
7-02

L7-O

rr...-, .rb I
Comment L7. Page 30f6.

I

E-28

I



DOE/EIS-0268

heavy mews @these sme birds: The information contained in th= muscrips shou}d be
considered in my msessment of potentiti envimntnetuatimpacu msxitied with the pmposti
river water shutdown. Potentiul effects should be mla.tcdto the issue of impacu upon the well.
being of the buds tbemwlva and, even mo~ importantly, with =gti ta the issue of the
transptt of contaminants fmm the exposed Iakebed sediments to the hunting public who tight
consume such birds m fcmd(moumittg doves are legal gme birds ti South @otina, and they
w commordy harvested md eaten by the public in lands bordering the SRS),

Wliminary risk msessment mdyses undert~en by Drs. Joanna Burger md MichaeI
Gwhtield of the Rutgers University Consortium for Risk Evaluation with Stieholder
Pardcipation(CR~P), su~est that the risk of exting a 10” risk of excess Iifetime cmcer
could k exceeded by hunters consuming birds for every day of the Iegrd70.day hunting scuon if
them birds we= to cantain the av~e level of radiaccsium we found in dove meat during our
Pm Ponddovestudy. &r detailsmncemingthe aumptions andCQnsequenccsof this risk
assessmentcank obtined by mntiting our laborato~. Of ptiiculx impomce to the pre~nt
EIS is the potentiat for newly-expsed ~~e kttom timents to similmly attract doves which
might forage in w showing Wsibly even higher conwntrations of dcwsium than were
found in the case of the cbamdown PaI Pond~rvoir.

Radioce.sium Uptake by Migratory Waterfowl

Studiw which have not yet been published, fmm the waterfowl ins-h pmgrm at fie
Savnnnah River Ecology hbrntoty, have shownthat m umx~cd sudden incmse in
mditisium body burdens 0CCIU14in Ametfc$mcoats ~ foltowingtherefillof

thePru Pond ervoir. As discussed in a pmtation made to the Par Pond CER~ Naturat
Resource Tins*, coots were found to average u high as 2,774 ~uerels of radi-siutikg of
live weight in Jmuw-Febmw of 1P95. Possible mwbanisms of WISbcdy burden increase and
its relevm- to future wrvoir drnwdowns md =nciated management activiti- at the SRS
were discussed in a publisbed &tract and a poster presentation which W* ti at a nationrd
scientific meedng. The unexwtedly high increase in radiowium bcdy burdens of b
waterfowl sugg=ts the im~rtmw of continuing to mouitor both contaminant levels a“d the
sptiifdftcmpod movemmt patterns of waterfowl using SRSmobs. During the present
winkr (1P96-97) for exa~le, large concenh-af ionsof tintuing waterfowl have moved away
from PaI Pond to L1.ake which on one of our most recent dal mnsus couns, was king used
by more that 2~ waterfowl! The draining of b~e woutd mftainly displm these birds, many
of which would undoubtedly leave the site and thus be vuherable to hunter harvest md other
sources of disturbance which they woutd not notmally f% h the “sanctuary”of the SRS
wetlmds. Thepotendd for thepro~ed river water shutdown to impact rcgio.d populations of
winkring watu’fowl in this part of the &ntral Savannah River w (CSRA) thus dso needs to k
mnside~d, I feel, in my evaluation of propsed dkmatives for mscrvoir and wetland
magewt on the SRS. The exwordin~ importimm of the SRS reactor woling reservoirs %
a wintering site ad smctuary of mgionti importance for wintming waterfowl. Pardcularlydiving
ducks, and the ~tential for& birds to accumulate and transport radionuclide contaminants
offsite to the hunting PUWIC,have d~ kn weUd=umentd ina nu~r cdpublicationsfrom
ourlaborato&sresearchprogram (e.g., Brisbm et al.. 197X Mayer et d., 1986 Brisbin, lP91;

3

Dr. ” .. D,.

.7-04

.7-05

.7-06

, r--- ,.. U

Comment L7. Page 4 of 6.



DOE/EIS-0268
1

Stephens et al., in press). I feel Ibatpublications such as thm dewribing otisind detailed
resenrch findings should be cited by the Draft EfS, inadditiontothemoregeneralreviewnrticlm
whicharecunentlyrefe~nced.

Amndix B of tbe DraftEfSusesf~h+ating spwim for calculating mdiocesium dose m
birds. However, our data (Brisbin et aL, 1973) showed Ibat herbivorous avian s~cies (e.g.,
@ots) were tbe propr worse-case indicawr Spccia for radio=ium uptake, not the fish-eudng
urtdvorous avim swiw. The fish-cater model should rather & considerd m a worse use
indicator s~cies for other Cotandnants such as mercury impac~. Momver, this s~tion did not
refer to our publisbrd studies of mdionucliti contaminant levels and d-to wood duck w
_ egg~embws ~m tie SRS inclu~ng sites such = steel C=k, Pm Pondmd PondB
(Kennamcret al., 1993;Colwella d.. 1996).

4
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Response to Comment L7-01

The FEIS includes a discussion of the
recently-published study of the effect of the
Par Pond drawdown on alligator reproduction
and the implications of this study with respect to
the Proposed Action.

Response to Comment L7-02

The FEIS discusses elevated levels of mercury
inmuscle tissue of Par Pond alligators. This
issue wasnotaddressed irrtbe 1995
Environmental Assessment for the Natural
Fluctuation of Water Level in Par Pond and
Reduced Water Flow in Steel Creek Below
L-Lake at the Savannah River Site (DOE 1995)
or the DEIS because this information was not
available to the preparers. DOEyill also relay
this information to the South Carolina
Department of Natural Resources, the agency
that issues permits for the destruction of
nuisance alligators, to ensure that permitters are
apprised of the potential risk.

Response to Comment L7-03

DOE agrees that the SRS alligator population is
a unique and important resource and worthy of
study. However, inanera ofreduced funding
and intense scrutiny of all Federal expenditures,
DOE is not certain of its ability to provide
financial support for many worthwhile research
projects that have been proposed by cooperating
scientists.

Response to Comment L7-04

The FEIS includes a discussion of the recently-
completed Par Pond mourning dove studies, the
results Ofwhich were not availab]e when tbe
Environmental Assessment for the Natural
Fluctuation of Water Level in Par Pond and
Reduced Water Flow in Steel Creek Below

L-Lake at the Savannah River Site (DOE 1995)
and the DEIS were prepared.

The FEIS presents a discussion of uptake and
concentration of radiocesium and mercu~ by

doves feeding on vegetation in the Par Pond
Iakebed during the drawdowrr, Although levels
of both contaminants are lower in L-Lake than
Par Pond, these stndies are clearly relevant to
the L-Lake drawdown and merit discussion.

Response to Comment L7-05

As noted in the response to the previous
comment, the FEIS includes a discussion of
uptake and concentration of radiocesium and
mercury by doves feeding on vegetation in the
Par Pond lakebed during the drawdown.
Although levels of both contaminants are lower
in L-Lake than Par Pond, these stndies are
clearly relevant to the L-Lake drawdown and
merit discussion.

In a recently-completed study of mourning
doves that fed on vegetation in Par Pond during
the 1992-1994 drawdowrr Kennamer et al.
(1997) found that only one of 102 doves
collected from Par Pond exceeded the European
Economic Community limit for radioactivity in
“fresh meat” (human food). Based on the
maximum observed concentration of cesium-
137 in 102 doves collected during this study (22
picocuries per gram), no more than41 Par Pond
doves could be consumed by an individual
before the EPA accepted cancer risk of 1 x 106
is exceeded (one “excess” cancer per million
people). Based on the average concentration of
cesium- 137 in these doves (5.95 picocuries per
gram), no more tian 152 Par Pond doves could
be consumed by an individual before the EPA
accepted cancer risk of 1 x 106 is exceeded.

However, the authors of this study point out that
(1) no dove hunting is allowed on the SRS,
(2) doves collected from nearby control sites
contained only background levels of cesium-
137, and (3) radiocesium in edible tissues of
doves is quickly eliminated when tbe birds leave
contaminated areas. The authors suggest that a
dove’s entire body burden of radiocesium would
be eliminated in 12 to 15 days on:e it left the
SRS, due to the species’ small size and high
basal metabolic rate. When all of these factors
are considered, the risk to hunters from eating
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doves that are killed offsite after feeding in L-
Lake during a drawdown would be small to
insignificant.

Response to Comment L7-06

The FEIS contains more background
information on a more detailed discussion of
waterfowl usage of Par Pond and L-Lake than
the DEIS and presents a more detailed
discussion of possible impacts of the Proposed
Action to wintering waterfowl.

Response to Comment L7-07

The DEIS and associated “Ecological Effects of
Alternative” (Appendix B) Assessment focused

on fish-eating birds either because these species
were known to be sensitive to contaminants
(e.g., the osprey) or because they were species
protected by the Endangered Species Act (e.g.,
the wood stork and the baId eagle). The known
tendency of carnivorous species to accumulate
higher levels of (most) contaminants than
herbivorous species was also factored into the
selection of receptor species. Based on this
comment, however, a discussion of radlocesium
uptake and body burdens in birds has been
added to the FEIS.



DO~IS-0268

December 23,1996

Andrew R. Grainger
U,S. Department of Energy
sav8nnah RIVWOperatiom Office
P.O. Box 5031
Aikcn, SC 29804-5031

Dear Mr. Gt8inger

1wish tooffer a few comments on the W Environmental Impact Statement - “Shutdown of the
Riva Water System at the Savannah P.iver Site.” DO~IS-0268D Wovember 1996). I am very
interested in this b-use of my research over the past 15 yem on Pond B, Pa Pond,L-L&,
and otherreservoirson the SRS(seeattached references). My bliefs concerning the proposed
action (shutting down the river wati distihution SY-) are that

1. The environmental impacts to L-Lakewould be d-tic, and higfdy und=imble.
These include hss of fisheries, wildlife, and wetland habitat Inor+ed erosion
and sedimentation tiughout the Steel C=k corddoc IncreaA contaminant
movement downs- (mainfy “7Cs in ffoodpl~n sediments from high wter
flows~ Increased mntaminant awtunulation in L-Lake fish and wildlife due to a
dmreased water volme/flwdplain sediment ratio and rduced potassium inpufi
from the river water (ptisiunt reduces “7CSuptake).

2. “fhe environment impach to Par Pond would k more subtle, but they w b
expected to include redu~ biodivemity and inc-ed ‘3’CSuptakeby fish md
wildlife due to the cesmion of biotic and nutrient inputs from the rivv, and
fluctuation and possible loss of Ihtod zone md wetland hablta~ and exposure of
contstninated sediments, under drought renditions.

3. The oxp=ted cost savings 8s stated in the Drafl EIS= Iikelyto k heavily
oversbdo~ h the future by casts associakd tith the effwts of the water
shutdow. Three include aliment control, stabiliition or removaf of the Steel
Creek Dam, md the likely need under CERCLAfor remediafion (removal) of
mntaminated sediments in the Steel Cmk floodplain.
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Andrew R, Gtinga
Dmmber 23, 1W6
Page 2

Before a find &cision is mademnceming-inadon of tie river water distribution system at
the SRS, it is res~tfully ~u=ted that more tiorough and cnreful mnsideration & @vcn to:

1, Privting the pumpingand maintemce option of the systemin m effort to
~duce casts.

2. The inevitable envimmenti impacts of dloting LLake w dry up, such as loss
of aqdc and wetland babiw xdtiation of the corridor, ad expmm of tie
mntitiwd St&l C~kflmdplaim Keyscientitic references onsucb impacts
wm&velo~o nParPondw benitwas&wndom. ‘fbesemdothe.rs are
conspicuously miming in the Drfi EIS, and amtly were not considered.

3. me tme, mti cleanup rests, mvironmental and tietic dmnage, and work=
risks involvd, should the bLake drawdownexposesedimenkwith sufficient
levels ofCs-137 b wmrfint remedial action.

F. Ward Wbicker, Ph.D.
Pmfewr

FWW.jb
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Response to Comment L8-01

DOE acknowledges that implementing the
Proposed Action would profoundly affect
L-Lake and its plant and animal communities,
as the reservoir ecosystem that currently exists
would be replaced by a stream ecosystem. The
EIS discusses these impacts in Section 4.1.5.2.
These impacts include, but are not limited to:
(1) the elimination of most fish habitat in
L-Lake, (2) the loss of most wading bird
foraging habitat in L-Lake, (3) the loss of most
waterfowl wintering habitat in L-Lake, and
(4) the loss of bald eagle foraging habitat in
L-Lake. More subtle impacts that may result
from the Proposed Action are also discussed in
Section 4.1.5.2. These include increased
predation on amphibians, reptiles, and small
mammals Mat would be forced to venture
farther from shoreline cover to drink and forage
around reservoir edges.

As discussed in Section 4.1.5.1.3 of the EIS,
approximately 225 acres of floodplain wetlands
were inundated when the headwaters of Steel
Creek were impounded to form L-Lake.
Approximately 122 acres of wetland vegetation
have become established along the shore of
L-Lake as a result of secondary succession and
an aggressive planting program funded by DOE
and carried out by the Savannah River Ecology
Laboratory. Under tie Proposed Action,
L-Lake would gradually recede and could emp~
in as few as 10 years. As the reservoir recedes,
littoral (shoreline) wetland vegetation would be
lost, would become re-established during
periods (high rainfall) when reservoir levels
stabilize, and would be lost again during
drought periods when the reservoir level drops
precipitously, until the reservoir reaches an
equilibrium. These anticipated cycles of
dessication-revegetation-dessication are
described in Section 4.1.5.2.2 of the EIS. The
analysis in the EIS assumes that the old Steel
Creek channel would ultimately become
re-established in the L-Lake basin, with some
pooling of water just upstream of the dam as
described in Section 4.1,2.2 of the EIS. The
wetland acreage that ultimately develops would

be approximately the same as that which existed
circa 1983, before Steel Creek was impounded.
Thus, although there would be short- and
intermediate-term losses of wetland habitat as
the reservoir recedes, there would be no
appreciable loss of wetlands over the long tern.

There are no plans to increase flows in Steel
Creek dowstream of the L-Lake dam. The EIS
is based on a minimum flow in Steel Creek
below the L-Lake dam asrd in Lower Three
Runs below the Par Pond dam (during
drawdown) of 10 cubic feet (0.28 cubic meters)
per second under any of the alternatives (see
Chapter 3.0 of the EIS). Therefore DOE does
not believe that there would be an increase in
erosion and sedimentation or in contaminant
movement downstream. On the contrary, the
EIS asserts that stream flows below the two
dams would show less seasonal fluctuation and
less flooding, which could slow the movement
of contaminants downstream. Similarly,
because DOE has committed to maintaining
flows of 10 cfs in Steel Creek downstream of
the L-Lake dam, there is no reason to believe
that low stream levels caused by droughts would
expose contaminated sediments.

DOE is committed to restoring the stream
ecosystem and associated floodplain forest that
existed prior to the creation of L-Lake.
Although a final restoration plan has not been
prepared, DOE is currently drafiing a plasr for
restoration of the upper portion of Steel Creek
and its floodplain forest in consultation with
ecologists and foresters at the Savannah River
Forest Station and WSRC-SRTC. If DOE
selects the Proposed Action, the Record of
Decision for the EIS will contain a commitment
to prepare a Mitigation Action Plan as well as a
more detailed implementation plan that provides
a practical, step-by-step guide to restoring the
plant communities of tie ripariarr corridor and
floodplain that were lost when L-Lake was
created. As noted in Section 3.2.1 of this EIS,
DOE would apply appropriate measures to
stabilize the lakebed and minimize erosion,
DOE would also, in consultation with the
ecologists and foresters of the Savannah River
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Forest Station arrd WSRC-SRTC, develop a
reforestation plan that involves planting and/or
transplanting trees asrdshrubs that are likely to
suwive and propagate in the Steel Creek
floodplain.

Response to Comment L8-02

The 1995 EnvironmentaIAssessment for the

Natural Fluctuation of Water Level in Par Pond
and Reduced Water F1OWin Steel Creek Below
L-Lake at the Savannah River Site (DOE 1995)
assessed tie expected impacts of allowing Par
Pond to fluctuate from a full pool of
approximately 200 feet (6 1 meters) to 195-feet
(59.4 meters). The alternatives considered in
the Shutdown of the River Water System at the
Savannah River Site EZS would also allow Par
Pond to fluctuate between 200 feet(61 meters)
md 195 feet (59.4 meters). The alternatives
differ only to the extent tiat DOE would
maintain the operability of the River Water
System. The actions considered in this EIS, at
least in relation to Par Pond, have therefore
already undergone a thorough NEPA review.

Sections 4.3.5.1 asrd4.3.5.2 review tbe findings
of the 1995 EA and supplement them with the
results of a number of recently-completed
monitoring studies.

Response to Comment L8-03

The FEIS discusses a number of mitigative
actions (Section 4.1.5.22) that would, in
addhion to restoration, help control sediment.
These include: (1) lowering reservoir levels
slowly to minimize erosion mrd encourage the
establishment of pkmts around lake margins,
(2) planting grasses on exposed slopes to
stabilize bare areas and prevent erosion,
(3) planting pine trees in upland areas once they
have stabilized, and (4) plrmting hardwoods in
areas where survival is likely.

The comment also addressed the cost of
removing the L-Lake Dam. If DOE decides to
{mctivate the River Water System immediately
or after a period of stmrdby, DOE would leave
most, if not all of the dam in place after L-Lake

drains. See the response to Comment LI 0-14
for the regrslato~ basis for this plan.

The DOE response regarding the cost of clearrup
is fully covered in its responses to Comments
L9-03, -11, arrd -18. Basically, DOE believes
that the draining of L-Lake would not increase
the cost of a complete cleanup of contaminated
areas in the Steel Creek Watershed, including
cleanup of that portion of the watershed that is
beneath L-Lake.

Response to Comment L8-04

DOE has not ruled out privatizing operations
that would result in cost savings. Cmently, the
R]ver Water System maintenance asrd
operations requires eight staff representing
about one-third of the mrnual costs. DOE
believes that the system could not be operated
with fewer staff by another organization. Due
to the size of the system (pumphouse with 10
operable pumps, each witi traveling screens
measuring 60 feet tall by 6 feet wide,
discharging to lines that feed a 1 and 1/2 mile
stretch of very large pipe from which
distribution piping to the reactor areas
originates), it is likely that only arr organization
such as a power generating utility company
would have the experienced staff to operate and
maintain the pumping system asrd associated
lakes (L-Lake assdPar Pond). Another large
component of the operating costs is energy
usage, in fact, approximately one-fourth of the
costs. There is no apparent savings in energy
costs with privatization eitier. There are other
factors to consider, such as, required dredging
of the intake casrals from the Savarmah River
every ten years, and degradation of the 40-year
old piping system.

Response to Comment L8-05

As noted in the response to Comment 08-01,

DOE acknowledges that implementing the
Proposed Action would dramatically alter
L-Lake, as the reservoir ecosystem that
currently exists would be replaced by a stream
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ecosystem. The EIS discusses these impacts in
Section 4.1.5.2.

As noted previously in the response to
Comment 08-01, DOE does not believe that
implementation of the Proposed Action would
result in higher stream flows in the Steel Creek
corridor or in increased erosion and
sedimentation. There may be some losses of
soil as the waters of L-Lake recede and bare
Iakebed is exposed to weathering. As noted in
Section 3.2.1 of the EIS, DOE would apply
appropriate measures to stabilize the lakebed
and minimize erosion.

me EIS (Section 4. 1.2.2.2) suggests that there
could be increased sediment loading to Steel
Creek if the ponded area just upstream of the
L-Lake dam fills with silt and unusually-heavy
rainfall forces some of this accumulated silt
downstream. DOE believes that tiis is unlikely:
however, given the plans to stabilize the
exposed lakebed and the amount of silt that this
basin would be able to accommodate.

The EIS discusses the impacts of allowing
L-Lake to drain in considerable detail in

E-38

Section 4.1. DOE believes this constitutes an
adequate impact analysis, and one that satisfies
the requirements of NEPA. The NEPA
regulations (at 40 CFR 1502) make clear that
NEPA documents are intended to “.,.provide
full and fair discussion of significant
environmental effects...” and be “...analytical
ratier than encyclopedic,”

Response to Comment L8-06

As indicated in the FEIS, Section 4.1.8 and
Appendix A, the L-Lake drawdown is unlikely
to expose L-Lake sediments with sufficient
levels ofCs-137 to warrant active remediation
(e.g., soil cover, excavation). However, DOE
does anticipate the need for appropriate land use
and administrative controls, erosion control
measures, monitoring, and similar activities,
which can be accomplished at moderate cost
relative to cost savings realized from DOE’s
proposed action. Potential cleanup costs,
environmental and aesthetic damage, and
worker risk in the event remediation of
contaminated kikebed sediments is required are
addressed in Chapter 3 of this FEIS.
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ENERGY
RESEARCH
FOUNDATION

December W, 1SS6

Andrew R. Grainger
Engineering and Anafysis DNieion
SR NEPA Oomplience Officer
US. Department of Energy
Savannah Uwer Opetins Offfce
P.O. Sox 5031, We DRW
Mken, south Cerulina ~31

Attention M.VEIS

Dear Mr. Graingec

The attded five psgss contain the Energy Reeeerah Foundation’s comments
on the M Etinmti Impaaf statement, Shutdown of the Rtir Wster System m
the Ssvannah RMr She, (ME/EIS-02SSD).

Seyond tb apSClflcao-ms we’ve enumerated, we atrongiy ume decisiom
mskera at SRS to carefully reaenaidsr the proposed eatlon forming the b=a far this
DEIS end to took dwanffy @ craetively for alternatives thst would preserve L Lake
snd W extracrdlnerv end valuable -SVStem. We believe enactment of the Drowa
act!on ccutd result b the bee to the nation arsl the region of a rare end vslu~le
wlcg!cal mseume. We also believe the proposed action, aa presented, -en
unmcepfable risk to’federsl tsxpeyera in that the action may rqulre a aoaly and
orolomed envlronmantal remedletbn effort which WOUWbe unneceeew without the
pr~~ sotton.

We enaoursge SRS decialomma~ra to find ways to lower the pmjaated
maimenam and energy costs -Iafed with prcvkllno a steady flow of tier weter
-m of the L Me @m. We thiik th~ can be tie In weye the! eubatenmny
rsdu~ le~tm ccate while preserving the valuable ecological resource.

We abo encourage SRS decision-makers to consider thet the proposed aotion
runs the aonalder~ risk of davalcplw into .sdsbwle that would further undermine
the credibility of the national DOE envlmnrnental remadlatbn prugrem and the
environmental remedlatiin program et SRS in particular. To be blunt, alb%ng L Leke
to recede appears, #mOSfby design, to be penny wise snd Wlier foobh. Aren’t there
enough ccnfarnlneted arass S! SRS tMrequtre sctlvs remedlstlcn (not to memion
co~ SemPlin9 * a-) ~hoti PuwaeiY creating enatheti

We trust our comments on this matter Ml receive careful sftemtcn and thst
whatever d~o~ en- about the fate of the Rwer Water system, L Lake, end other
awa of this proposal will be msde tfroughtfuliy and withut haate.

‘hcer~ ~..
--MC, %*CW,.517Hti” S U,COlunh&SC29205.W311S6.7198,ti N3,256.9116

T,narm,,&& Bin-r. S.1016k M- %%.SWti. WA99204,=B38-ISW,(m~/624.9 188
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Dec. 27, 1996

Energy Research Foundation

Comments on DOE/EIS-02680, Shutdown of the River Water System at
the Savenneh River Site

Summary Comment% The Draft EIS anempts to frsme consideration fore dacision
on whether to shutdown the system for pumping river water from the Savannah Kwer
to reactor areaa at SRS. The sole stated purpose for the proposed shutdown is the
~teotial savinga in annusl operational coats aaaociatad with the tiwsr water system.
The DEIS estimates that maintaining the equtialent Capscity of the existing system
would coat just over $2 million annually, and that shutting tiwn fhs system would
result in coats of between $.5 million and $1.3 mllllon annualiy, depending on whether
the system is completely deactivated or maintained with capacity for restart. The
evidence presented suggests that a decision to completely deatiivate the system
would be irrespfmslble, so the annual coat savings projected under the proposed
alternative Is approximately $1 million.

The principle negative effect of the prowaad action is the gradual
disappearance of a 1,~ acre lake (L Lake), the loss of valuable wetlands associated
with the permanent drawdown, and the reauHingdeet~on of the abundant fish and
wlldllfe commurdty that has developed since the lake waa created in 1934. The
gradual disappearance of the lake under the prcpoaed actlcn would alao expose
sediments known to be contaminated wtih Cesium-137, a radlonuclide whh a half-l ifa
of approximately 30 years. Sy exposing these sadlments, the proposed actiin clearly
invites the poaaibilii that Sate and federal environmental regulators may require an
expanafve cleanup action. tf so, it is conceivsbla--perhaps probable---that the
objective of the propcsed action (coat savinga) could backRre. What is more certain ie
that in order for the projected coat savings to be reaiiied, regulator will have tc agree,
in advance, ~t to require ative remediatlon of the exposed soils.

L Lake was created on S!eel Cresk which is the most heavily contaminated of
all site surface streams at SRS because of large releases of c~ium.137 in the early
years of plant o~ration. Out of the estimated tctal inventory of 560 curies cf cesium-
137 released to SRS surface streams, a little mere than half (an estimated 2s4 Ci)
were released into steel Creek, Due to radioactive decay, the remaining inventory in
Steel Creek shculd now ba substantially leas than 2W G (the DEIS provides an
estimate of% G) but ttis is still a substantial inventory and one thal warranta mncem.
Not only would the loss of pumped river water resuii in the gradual Icss of the water
“covefl over the contaminated sediments, h would also result in an unfavorable
change in water chemistry wtih the fikely consequence of enhanoed uptake of cesium-
137 by Iargemoufh baas and ether aquatic organlsma.

Further, the loss of L Lake would require a decisicn abut the faie of the L Lake
dam: etiher removiW the large dam or maintaining t. Annual maintenance of the dam
is eetimetad at &OO,OOObut there is no c=cstprovided in the EIS for removing the dam,
Loaa of tha dam wculd, of course, result in the Iosa of an important flood mntro
mechanism for Steel Creek, a capacity that could be Imponant to avoiding epiwdea
where flcod watera suddenly mcve large amounts Cf contaminated sediments
downtiream toward the Savannah River and the sfie bcundary.
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Another negative factor is that deacdvating the river Water pumping system
would result in a loss of capacity to provide makeup waler to Par Pond. Without
capacity to pump water to Par Pond there is tha clear risk that, in the went of a
regional drought, the @nd watar Ieval would drop below 195 faat and result in
contaminated aoila bacoming exposed.

Under Section X of the SRS Federal Facility Agreement, DOE is r~uired to
prepare a Sie Evaluation (SE) rewri of L Lake and other sites listed in Appetix G of
the FFA. The SE r~rt is to be eubm”tied to EPA d SCDHEC for their approval.
tinsiderin9 the effect the proposed aCfiOnwould have on the condition of L Lake, it is
claar that taking the proposed action wit~ut aubmlaaion and approval of a site
evaluation r~tt would violste the spirit, and Perhaps the Imer, of the FFA.

Finally, tha propoaad action appeara to be in claar conflict with Executive Order
11990 for tha prot~mn of wetlanda and DOEa own Wlicy of preaawing afi
proteming SRS wetlati rssou%= in accordance with the national “no net loss” of
wetlanda goal. Indeed, the DEIS concedaa that there would be maior bases of prime
habtat for wading birds under tha proposed action. The EO requires steps to mitigate
loss of wstlatia but thare are no substantive plans to offset thaaa 10- includa in
tha DEIS.

SPECIFIC C~MENTS

Coat snd Afternatlvea: Given that the sole basis for the proposed action in this Draft
EIS Is the Wtenfial for sos savings, the final E!S should provide a better organked,
more thorough, and better dOCUrnamaddiscussion of the faCfOrSthat will ulfimstely
effect direct - indhect coats.

~ The only purportad benefits projected to accrue from the propoati
action ia the savings in direct coata by the ahuttiwn of tha rtier water pumpiW system.
The final EIS should include fumher analyais of possible approaches for reducing the
direct coats associated wrfh maintaining at laas that pari of the Riier Water System
that will Sffecfkeiy avoid the greatest Wtantiaf for ScQlogicaland human health
impacts--the IOS of L Lake. These approaches should include, but not be limited to,
such opIons aa the intiallafion of higher efficiency pumps, potential for reducing
energy cueta associated with pump operation, and the potential for working with
Independent contractors, independent conservation andlor wildlife foundations, and
other state and federal aganclea Moss mission lmolv~ the protection of nalural
wetland reaourcea. lt is at Iaaet conceivable, for esample, that the personnel coats
associated with maintaining the suppiy of river water to L Lake and the maintenance of
the L Lake dam could be donated by a privata or public foundafiin whh an intereat in
preserving the valuable L Lake ecosystem. If SO, this by tiaelf would reduce the
projectad cost of the No Action aiternattie ffom roughly $2 million annualiy to $.5
million annually. And still there should be a way to substantially lower these rests to
benefit the t~ayer.

Even wtihouf thase potential direct coat savings, it should be nolad that the
benefits of the No Action alternative aa prasented in the EIS would appear, on their
face, to be well worth the projected coats. Not Onlywould the L Lake habitat ba
preaawed but the No Action ahernafive would avoid the unawidable ati aubetantial
cotis to hth the Department of Energy end the U.S. Environmental Protection Agancy
for the additional Samling, analysis, etc., that would k rqulred in order to determine

“._
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what, if any, remedial actions are necessary to satisfy CERCLA requiramema aa L
Pond recades.

Indirect Cosk whatever the projected =vings in direct Costa under the
propsed action, this ~tential savings must be evaluated against the prospsct that the
proposed atiion will necessitate a @stly cleanup effort ss the declining level of L Lake
exposes aolla contaminated wih ratioactiie ctium-137. In our view, the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requiress thorough evaluation of the potential
ramediation coats thst are likely to reSUitfrom the proposed Stilon. The flnat EIS
should inc!ude this evaluation,

In addition to the legal issues of NEPA compliance, it would be plai”(y
irresponsible for the Department of Energy to proceed with this ~ion without having
obtained a aubafsntive anawer from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agewy that the
acton:

a) is untikety to subject SRS to immediate enforcement actions for violWions of
the Comprehenske Environmental Reaponae, Comperraaton and Liability Act
(CERCLA) and othar federal and/or state laws, and,

b) iS unlikely to ra.SUilin subsequent determinations by EPA that the
censaquences of the propsad action will naoeaaitate slgnlficanf cleanup aofions
i~olving substantial coata to enaure prot=tlon of pubtic heanh and the environment,

The prospealve erwironmenta! ramediatlon coats associated with the proWseff
action could actually resuil in a substantial nel loss to the t~ayer. In sddtion to fully
analyzing the potential environmental remediatlon cOSa, the final erwironmental
impact statement should thoroughly consider other Ptent ial indireots coats that may
be associated with the proposed aation and aifarnatives. For example, under the Shul
Down and Deactiiete option the substantial coat of femOVhg the current L Lake dam is
not factored into the cost equation and should be.

Finally, the EIS sbuld factor in the contingency Costaof maintaining surface
water outfalls which rece~e wster from the River Water System. Loaa of water in thaaa
mnals would inavtabiy lead to their becomiw clogged with new vegetation which
would either have to be removed on a regular batie or at a future time when
circumstances may require reactivation oft he system-either to aupmrt futura ske
missions or to mitigate unforeseen environmental effecte. The final EIS sho”[d ]~fude
the maintenme costs of keeping the canals clear and the one-time costs for future
canal clearing operations should use of the outfalle egain become necessary.

Human Health Risk The anslysis and dlacuaalon of human health rlaks
associated with the proposed action are inadequate in several reapeofa.

1) The Draft EISmntains only a few scattered clues as to what the extenstve
sediment analysis at L Lake, as referenced on page A-3, revealed. This data
(reponedly involving in.eitu measurements at over 90 Iocatlona) snd ks implications,
should be at the cenfer of the diacuaaion of the worker and publii health
Conaequencea of the propoaad atilon. Yet, the results of this sampliW aren’t providad-
‘apparently because the data ia rmrtad to be u~atldated. It la ERFe view that SRS
should not hsve distributed for comment a draft EIS without having taken the time to
validate such lmprtant data. it is puzzling and somewhat diaturblng that SRS would

,...
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publish a draft EIS whhouf hating validated this data for use in assessing the affected
erwironment. It is clear that Figure A-1 on page A-6 was comfmaad using this
unvaliiated data. This was Improper b-use if allows authors of the DEIS to present
a synthesis of data wfihout producing the underlying data that supports the
presentation. Furthermore, it was improper not to publish a disclaimer on Figure A-1,
noting the fact that t was wmwsed using unvalidalad data.

2) On page S-2 there Is a discussion of a much more Iimfied core sampling
efforf involving 8 sediment cores. Here if ie reported that Cs=l37 concentrations from
these mre samples ranged aa high as 103 picocuries per gram, with a mean
wncentration of 8.7 picocuriea. This, alone, should give SRS decision-makers pause
because one must, for the time being, make the conaetvative assumption that the draw
down of L Lake that will occur as a resull of the prowead action will esposa sediments
at or near this level of contamination. If se, there is a good Iikelihti that a major
ewlronmental remediation efforf will b r~uirti by EPA to deal with this
contamination. The cost of such a remadiation could e=ily nagate-avan exceed-
whatever coat savings are projected by ehutdown of the River Water system.

3) Figure A-1 on page A-6 should be recfrmpcsti using validatad data from
sadiment samples. The figure should, to the extent prmnable, provide the Iecatiins of
specific sampling locations so readers can get a clearer sense of how the daslgnatad
tipleths ara composed. It should also include a depiction of the areas greater than 2
pimcurles psr gram of sediment Ca=l37 becausa it la this Iwel of contamination that
would (assuming the formula being used in the DEIS for these cowerabns is
awurate) reach the Id risk level for the residential scenario, a more likely threahhold
for remediation than the 10-6 risk Iwel for the residential ccenarlo that is presented
(along with two worker scenario rick voi~ma) in Fiiure A-1.

Moreover, if ia important that the Depatiment’a decision-makers have a clearer
underspending of the polemial hazard that would be creatad If the Department pursues
the proWsaU action. At this pint if would be prudent for DOE to assume that EPA will
require remedial actiona for those areas where rlak Iwels are at or exceed the l&4
Iietime risks calculated at the 2 pCJgram level for Cs-137.

4) With the shutdown of the rker water system it is inevitable that the water
chemistry in L Lake and S[ss1 Creek wIII change. Among other changes, there will be
lower nutrient loading and a decline in ~ecifii Conductance. Aa was obsewad during
a recent drawdown at Par Pond, the decline in potassium (attributable to lower levels
of potassium in Qroundwafer and other natural inflows relative to Savmnah Rmar
water) resutis in increased biologlc mobllify of caaium-137. This change is Iike& to
increese the cesium-137 concentrathns in Iargemouth base and other aquatic
organisms not oniy in what remains of L Lake but in the entire Steal Creek syaem
down to the Savannah Rwer. This is significant because the State of South Carolina
(with SUPPORfrom the Ewlronmental Protection Agency’s Region IV office) has
already isued a fish consumption atiaory for the Savannah River new and
dcwnatream of SRS because of the relatively high concentrations of CS-137 in fish.
While this increaca in health risk may only be marginal, * does provide another reason
to carefully cona~er the environmental and human heaffh consequences of the
proposed action.
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Ecological Impacts, Risks and Potential Opportunities: OVerSll, the Drafl EIS
does a thorough job of detailing and explaining the real ad potential ecological
effeots of the pro~sed action and alternatives. The dfscueeion of the zoological affecta
of the proposed action should imlude an independent assessment of the value of the
L Lake ecosystem, such as estimates of the value of the Iake’e fishery, the value of the
emraordlnary wadim bird habitat, and the value of the lake in terms of maintaining the
site’s bald eagle population. The value of the L Lake ecosystem should be aaseaasd
within a regional mntext. For example, %would be useful to know the estent to which
ecosystems almilar in abundance and variety are found elsewhere in the Central
Savannah River Area and the southeast United States,

This discussion could also benefit by aaaeaaing the value of L kka as a
potential emlogical research area wkhin the mission associated with SRS’S
designation as a National Environmental Research Park.

Coordination with EPA and other Federat and State Agencies

Gtien the Ptential fOr increasing human heakh riska and the threatened I,JSSOf
a subata~ ial natural reaeurce fike L Lake, the Department of Energy must ensure that
its decision making is coordinated wtih the Environmental Protection AgeMy, the
South CarolJrra Department of Health and Environmental Centrol, and other federal
and sate agenciffi who may have a legitimate role to play in deciding the fate of L
Lake.

SpWifically with rqard to EPA, L Lake! steel Creek, snd other comaminated
areaa pOtentiailYaffected by the prOpOSSdacbon, are hated in Appendix G of the SRS
Federal Facifii Agreement (FFA) as sites r~uiring waluation under terms of the FFA,
DOE, is oblig+ to conduct actions at sites lied in ~rsfix G in accordance w~h
spec!fled requirements of the National 011and Hazardous SubataMes Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP). Thsee obligations include the submission to EPA and
SCDHEC of Removal Sie Evaluation Reports (SES) so these agencies can make
determinations as to what, if any, remedid actiina are required at the Ksed site(s),
Under Section X of the FFA, if DOE should dissgree with the response actions
recommended by EPA arrd SCDHEC, 2 can then submit the matter for dispute
resolution.

In our view, any decision to move ahead with the shutdown of the water system
at SRS whhout approval by EPA and SCDHEC of the SE for L Lake is a viotation of
the intent of Ssction X of the FFA. We therefore recommend that concurrent with this
NEPA process, the SE for L Lake ~uld ba prepared and reviewed by the agencies
under terms aet forth in the FFA. A determination on the required SE for L Lake should
be usad to inform the options set forth in this DEIS.

Executive Order 11990

The proposed action in this Draft Em6ronmental Impact Statement appears to
violate Executffe Order 1t 9S0, “Pmtetimn of Wetlsnda,” which rWuirea federal
agewies to avO”@impacta to wstlands if a practicable alternative exists. In addition,
faderal poticy ia to achieve the goat of ‘no net loss” of wetlands. In this case, 00E haa
Mt propsed a mitigation measure to -mpany the proposed aotkrn; the net Ioaa
would occur. More importsn!fy, a practicable aftemetive to the proposal action does
exist in the form of the “no action” alternative described in the DEIS.
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Response to Comment L9-01

DOE has carefidly evaluated the beneficial and
adverse effects of the action. Although DOE
acknowledges loss of L-Lske and approximately
189 acres of littoral (shoreline fringe) wetlands,
it is committed to restoring the valuable
ecosystem that L-Lake inundated, including 225
acres of bottom land forest wetkmds.

As indicated in this FEIS, Sections 4.1.8 and
Appendix A, the L-Lake drawdown is unlikely
to expose L-Lake sediments with sufficient
levels ofcesium-137 to warmnt active
remediation (e.g., soil cover, excavation).
However, DOE acknowledges that the final
decision on remediation would be made after
completion of the FFA process. DOE does
anticipate the need for appropriate land use and
administrative controls, erosion control
measures, monitoring, and similar activities,
which can be accomplished at moderate cost
relative to cost savings realized from DOE’s
proposed action. This EIS addresses potential
cleanup costs (see Appendix A), environmental
and aesthetic damage (see Sections 4.1.5 and
4.1.7), and worker risk (see Section 4.1.8) in the
event remediation of contaminated l&ebed
sediments is required.

Response to Comment L9-02

The small punrp layup scheme presented in
Section 3.3.2 could preserve L-Lake and save up
to $307,000 per year compsred to savings of up
to $797,000 per yesr for schemes that could not
preserve L-Lake. This range of la~p options
for the proposed action is presented to enable
the decisionrn~er to evaluate the tradeoffs
between three layup schemes. Section 3.3.2 has
been revised to clsrify that the small pump
layup scheme could preserve L-Lake.

Response to Comment L9-03

DOE believes that the reversion of L-Lake to
original Steel Creek levels would enhance the
efficiency of rather than jeopardize final
investigation snd if necessa~ remediation of the

Steel Creek channel and floodplain, which is an
Integrator Operable Unit (IOU) under the FFA.
Investigation would include the portions of
Steel Creek upstream, downstream, srrd beneatb
L-Lake. Clearly the reach of the Steel Creek
stream channel and floodplain that is currently
beneath L-Lake would be more cost effectively
investigated as the channel is exposed by the
drawdowrr of L-Lske.

Contamination in L-Lake exclusive of the Steel
Creek channel and floodplain is discussed in
Appendix A. Because there is little, if any,
additional contarrrination since DOE built
L-Lake, the concentration of contaminants in
this area is relatively low. Please see the DOE
response to Comment L9- 18 for details on this
portion of the l&e.

Response to Comment L9-04

Responses to Comments L9-03 and L9- 18 are
responsive to this comment as well. Also see
the DOE responses to the EPA letter (L1O).

If remediation is required in Steel Creek below
L-Lske, failure to remediate tbe portion beneath
L-Lake would cause continuing releases that
negate the remediation. If remediation is not
necessary above or below L-Lake it is doubtfil
that remediation would be required in the reach
that is presently beneath L-Lske. Although
there is considerable variability in contamirmrrt
concentrations from point to point in the
strearrrbed, the “hot spots” srrd average
concentrations are essentially equal in the three
reaches.

Neither DOE or its regulators would agree not

to require active remediation of the exposed
sediments until characterization and evaluations
under the FFA are complete.

Response to Comment L9-05

Ccntinued saturation of contaminated Steel
Cr ;ek sediments is expected under the proposed
action. As discussed in the EIS, aerial
radiological surveys conducted since 1974
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indicate that the radionuclides in tie Steel Creek
system have remained channeled in a zone that
correlates with the historic stream channel and
floodplain forthe creek. Additionally, studies
performed by DOE in support of the L-Reactor
Operation EIS (DOE 1984) indicate that most
contaminants deposited in Steel Creek stream
bed are in the upper regions of the floodplains.
Since the floodplains are likely to remain
unchanged under all alternatives (i.e., these
areas will remain saturated), incremental
impacts are likely to be small.

Response to Comment L9-06

If DOE decides to implement a shutdown
alternative, it would maintain both the Par Pond
and L-Lake Dams at an annual cost of

approximately $500,000 compared to
approximately $2,250,000 per year to continue
cooperate the R]ver Water System. After
drawdown and a decision to deactivate the River
Water System, DOE would not continue L-Lake
Dammaintenarrce. Itwould either breach the
L-Lake Dam or take the necessary actions to
ensure continuous, unobstructed flow through
the existing outflow structure.

It would be premature to make a decision on the
dam deactivation option to pursue, which would
not be implemented for approximately 10 years
after a shutdown decision. DOE believes that
this cost, in terms of present \vorth, is small
relative to tfre immediate and cumulative
savings that would occur under shutdown.

Response to Comment L9-07

DOE believes that Par Pond would not fall
below the 195 foot level unless there was a
catastrophic drought that would affect water
quality in other regional lakes and streams. In
calendar year 1996, a dryer-than-average year,
the lowest daily lake level was 199.21 feet.
Nevertheless, DOE prefers to maintain the River
Water System afier shutdown and, if necessary,
it would restart t] e system, pump to Par Pond,
and bring the water level to an appropriate level
above 195 feet. See Section 3.3.1.1,

Response to Comment L9-08

Section X of the FFA requires that if EPA and
SCDHEC determine fufiher response action is
necessary for an area, then DOE agrees to
amend Appendix C of the FFA to include such
areas and to conduct additional work at such
areas under terms of the Agreement.

To expedite the FFA process, DOE will not
submit a Site Evaluation Report for regulato~
review but rather will propose for the
assessment of L-Lake, with the performance of
further evaluations such as the completion of

appropriate stndies under the terms of the FFA.
This approach is consistent with the terms of the
FFA and supports ongoing initiatives to

expedite the FFA process (Johnston 1997).

Response to Comment L9-09

As discussed in Section 4.1.5.1.3 of the FEIS,

approximately 22S acres of creek bottom
wetlands were inundated when the headwaters
of Steel Creek were impounded to form L-Lake.
Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL)
scientists have estimated that there are
approximately 190 acres of jurisdictional
wetlands around the edges of L-Lake, These are
areas with the requisite soils and hydrology to
support wetland vegetation. Approximately 122
acres of wetland vegetation have actually
become established along the shore of L-Lake
as a result of secondary succession and an
aggressive planting program funded by DOE
and carried out by the SREL. Under the
Proposed Action, L-Lake would gradually
recede and could empty in as few as 10 years.
As the reservoir recedes, littoral (shoreline)
wetland vegetation would be lost, would
become re-established during periods (high
rainfall) when reservoir levels stabilize, and
would be lost again during drought periods
when the reservoir level drops precipitously,
until the reservoir reaches an equilibrium,
These anticipated cycles of dessication-
revegetation-dessication are described in
Section 4.1.5.2,2 of the FEIS. The analysis in
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the FEIS is based on the expectation that the old
Steel Creek channel would ultimately become
re-established in the L-Lake basin, with some
pooling of water just upstream of the dam as
described in Section 4.1.2.2.2 of the FEIS. The
wetland acreage that ultimately develops would
be approximately the same as that which existed
circa 1983, before Steel Creek was impounded.
Thus, although there would be short- and
intermediate-term losses of wetlands as the
reservoir recedes, there would be “no net loss”
of wetlands over the long term.

The FEIS discusses a number of possible
mitigative actions (Section 4.1.5 .2,2) including:
(1) lowering reservoir levels slowly to minimize
erosion and encourage the establishment of
wetland plarrts around lake margins, (2) planting
grasses on exposed slopes to stabilize bare areas
and prevent erosion, (3) planting loblolly and
longleaf pine in upkmd areas once they have
stabilized, and (4) planting hardwoods in areas
where survival is likely. Although a final
restoration plan has not been prepared, DOE is
currently drafting a plan to implement these
mitigative measures if DOE selects a shutdown
alternative.

Response to Comment L9-10

In addition to cost savings, DOE has considered
indirect beneficial impacts such as reduced
energy consumption, reduced entrainment of
fish larvae and fish eggs and impingement of
fish in the Savannah River, and restoration of
the pre-Lake ecosystem, including 225 acres of
bottomland forest wetlands.

DOE acknowledges that cost savings is the
predominant direct beneficial impact. DOE has
followed Council on Environmental Quality
regulations in its revision of Section 3.3 to
include costs of shutdown that “can be
supported by credible scientific evidence, are
not based on pure conjectrsre, and are within the
rule of reason.”

Response to Comment L9-11

DOE responds to this comment by its
components:

Avoid the loss of L-1ake

Higher eficierrcypumpslpotential for reducing
energy costs

DOE intends to operate a high efficiency pump
(5,000 gallons per minute) that will reduce costs
and save energy, Schedules indicate that
operation of the R]ver Water System with this
pump and issuance of this Final EIS are nearly
concurrent. Use of this pump would avoid loss
of L-Lake under the No-Action Alternative or
selection of the small pump Iayup scheme under
the Proposed Action.

Working with independent contractors

DOE has not ruled out privatizing operations
that would result in cost savings. It is doubtful
that a private contractor could provide personnel
with the required skills at less cost. Also, there
is no apparent savings in energy costs by
privatizirrg. DOE has an active vendor forum
program in place and has received no proposals
for privatizing the River Water System,

Working with independent conservation arrdor-
wildll~e foundations

DOE welcomes dialog with conservation and/or
wildlife foundations but has received no
proposals for involvement with the River Water
System during the first 10 months of this NEPA
process. DOE has revised the Foreword in this
EIS to invite such dialog.

Working with other state arrdfederal agencies

Other state and federal agencies have also been
informed of the action that DOE is considering.
It is unlikely that another government agency
woulds ~ek to increase its mission in light of the
reduction of budgets and downsizing that is
undeway.
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Donation by private or public foundation to
maintain river water supply and L-Lake dam

DOE welcomes such proposals and has revised
the Foreword to indicate its willingness to
consider donations for the preservation of
L-Lake.

Benefits of No Action alternativeappear to be
well worth the projected costs

Preserve L-Lake habitat

DOE believes that there are both adverse and
beneficial impacts in the loss of L-Lake. DOE
attempts to evaluate both the positive and
negative aspects of this issue in this EIS.

Avoid costs to satisfi CERCLA requirements as
L Pond recedes

DOE is awere of the costs of investigation and
potential remediation of the Steel Creek IOU
including the streern channel and floodplain that
is currently beneath L-Lake. It is not convinced
that the drawdown of L-Lake and inclusion of
the portion of L-Lake that is outside the stream
channel and floodplain will increase these costs.
Because the contamination of the channel and
floodplain occurred prior to the impoundment of
L-Lake, there is relatively little contamination
in the lake exclusive of the channel and
floodplain. The response to comment L9- 18
provides additional discussion pertinent to cost
for remediation.

Response to Comment L9-12

The DOE response regarding the cost of cleanup
is fully covered in its responses to Comments
L9-03, -n, and-18. Basically, DOE believes
that the draining of L-Lake would not increase
the cost of a complete cleanup of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA)/CERCLA units within the Steel Creek
watershed, including cleaaup of that portion of
the watershed that is b, neath L-Lake.

In accordance with NEPA, DOE has prepared
this EIS at the earliest possible time to insure
that planning and decisions on the operation of
the River Water System reflect environmental
values.

DOE has responded to the cleanup effort in the
manner recommended by its Office of Policy
and Assistance. Because the investigation and
potential cleanup of the Steel Creek watershed
is not ready for proposal, DOE treats it as a
connected action, with indirect effects. DOE
addresses this connected action in Appendix A
and Section 4.5, Cumulative Impacts but defers
alternatives for the connected action until
feasibility studies under the FFA are initiated.
If, at that time, the actions under the FFA call
for the procedural and documentation
requirements of NEPA, DOE would incorporate
NEPA values in the FFA documents or, after
consultation with stakeholders, could choose
separate but integrated NEPA and FFA
processes. This approach is described in L-Lake

Site Evaluation and Remedial Alternatives Study
in Section 1.4 and is fully compatible with the
applicable order, remmmendation, and policy
statement of DOE.

Response to Comment L9-13

DOE will comply fully with applicable Federal
and state laws in making its decisions on the
Operation of the River Water System. In
addition, DOE will coordinate as necessary with

EPA mrd SCDHEC to ensure that the decisions
it makes on the system as a result of this EIS are

compatible with potential remedial decisions it
will make for L-Lake under the SRS FFA,

In response to historic releases of hazardous
substances to the environrrrent at the SRS, EPA

included the Site on the National Priority List
(NPL) under Section 105 of the CERCLA. This

action became effective on December21, 1989.

A site on the NPL falls under the jurisdiction of

CERCLA, which bases control on risk.
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CERCLA requires decisions on site remediation
to go through a formal process under the FFA.
The proposed operational shutdown activities,
while supporting possible future SRS
operations, would also ensure the ability to refill

L-Lake if an interim or final remedial action

required the stabilization of exposed sediments.
DOE would coordinate proposed operational
shutdown activities with the activities and
commitments in the FFA.

Response to Comment L9-14

The DOE position on potential remediation
costs associated with the proposed action is
fully covered in response to Comments L9-03,
-n, and-18.

This comment also addressed the cost of
removing the L-Lake Dam. If DOE decides to
deactivate the River Water System immediately
or afier a period of stnndby, DOE plsns to leave
most, if not all of the dnm in place after L-Lake
drains.

DOE bases this plan on correspondence with the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers who, in turn,
notified other relevmrt State mrd Federal
permitting and resource agencies (i.e., U.S.
Department of Interior, Notational
Mnrines Fisheries Service, EPA, SCD~C, snd
the SC Department of Natural Resources).
Based on the information provided by DOE and
the fact that the agencies offered no comments
or concerns, the Corps of Engineers concludes
that DOE is not required to remove the
embankment.

DOE would select sn economical option that is

protective of hrsmsn health and the environment

such as breaching or ensuring unobstructed flow
through the existing conduit.

Response to Comment L9-15

DOE considers vegetation control in outfall
canals to be within the uncertainty of the

preliminary su~eillance and maintenmrce cost

ad one-time cost to restar’t presented in

Section 3.3.2. Further, my attempt to estimate
them would be based on conjecture because
DOE doesn’t kuow which outfall, if any, would
be used in the event of an order to restart the
River Water System.

Response to Comment L9-16

DOE believes that both the Draft snd Final EIS
clearly indicate what the sediment snalysis of L-
Lake revealed.

Validated data from 1996 sampling have been
used in the Final EIS for the evaluations of
humarr health and the environment, including
Appendix A. The in sizu gnmma analyses
represent scoping level analyses using special
methods. The detailed results of these studies
ae available in the DOE Reading Room.

DOE believes that it was appropriate to use
invalidated datrrduring prepsration of the Draft
EIS while the validation process was undeway.
Validation was compIeted just prior to issuance
of the Draft EIS, and DOE determined that the
validated data did not negate mry of the
evaluations in the Drafi EIS, DOE has added a
description of the ssmpling data sets used in the
Final EIS (Appendix F) and has expanded mrd
revised all affected sections based on validated
1996 data for L-Lake (see Sections 4.1.5 snd
4.1.8 arrd Appendixes A, B, C, and F).

Response to Comment L9-17

As per guidance provided by the DOE Office of
NEPA Oversight, EIS analyses are based on
reasonable exposure conditions such as those
represented by average concentrations. Using a
maximum concentration to assess exposures

would present the highest consequences but
would not represent concentrations found
throughout the dried lnkebed. Both the human
health and ecological impact analyses in the
FEIS nre based on validated data from extensive
snmpling of the entire lnkebed.

E-49
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Response to Comment L9-18

In support of the EIS, DOE has undertaken a

study to identify and evaluate the likely range of

remedial action alternatives that it might

ultimately consider under the FFA with respect

to the contaminated sediments within L-Lake
exclusive of the Steel Creek stream channel and
floodplain. A summary of the study results is
presented in Appendix A. Based on these
preliminary evaluations, DOE believes that
institutional controls to prevent residential use
of this area for a period that allows for natural
radiological decay to safe levels maybe the
most reasonable remedial optiorr. Natural decay
would reduce cesium- 137 (the primary
contmrrinant of concern) to near background
levelsin 100yems, Duringtbatperiod,onsite
worker exposure levels would be well below the
current SRS occupational standards for radiation
protection. ~Is evaluation suggests that
institutional control, and potentially no action,
would be adequate to ensure protection of
public health and tbe environment. Costs
associated with those remedial options would
not be great. For example, approximately
$15,000 would be required for si~ placement
and deed notification under the institutional
control option.

Response to Comment L9-19

DOE included Figure A-l in the FEIS to show
data points upon which the remedial options
study is based. The revised remedial goal
option for the onsite worker scenario at the 10-6
risk level presented in the FEIS is not

representative of 10-4 risk level for the
residential scenario as was the case for the
DEIS. Therefore, the FEIS was revised to
separately evaluate the onsite resident at the

10-4 risk level in the remedial options analyses
presented in Appendix A,

Response to Comment L9-20

DOE found that calculated Iidiation doses to
minnows in Par Pond, L-Lake, and Steel Creek
were 1.3 x 10-5, 4.9 x 10-5, and 5.2 x 10-5 rad

per day, respectively, well below the DOE
aquatic organism limit of 1.0 rad per day. In
addition to minnows, the Final EIS analyzed
radiological impacts to largemouth bass. The
calculated total radiation dose to largemouth

bass in Par Pond was 3.9 x 10-4 rad per day,
virtually all of which was due to exposure to
one isotope, cesium-137. The calculated total
radiation dose to Iargemouth bass in L-Lake was

slightly lower, 2.1 x 10-4 rad per day, nearly all
due to cesium-137.

Response to Comment L9-21

The FEIS presents a detailed description of the
existing bLake ecosystem, with discussions of
water quality, plankton, fish, wading birds,
waterfowl, amphibians and reptiles, semi-
aquatic mammals, and Federally-1isted species,
such as the bald eagle, that forage in and around
the reservoir. The FEIS emphasizes L-Lake’s
ecological “value” as wading bird habitat,
wintering waterfowl habitat, alIigator habitat,
and bald eagle foraging habitat. The importmce
of L-Lake as habitat for Federally-listed species
is in a regional, as well as local, context in
Section 4.3.5.3.

DOE has designated 30 areas on SRS totaling
more than 14,000 acres as National
Environmental Research Park (NERP) Set Aside
Areas. These Set Aside Areas are undisturbed
natural areas (e.g., Carolina bays arrd mature
hardwood forests) that are protected to promote
biological diversity locally and regionally and to
provide baseline data to evaluate impacts of
development on the SRS. They also serve as
examples of how ecosystems should look and
function after contaminated areas are
remediated and restored, L-Lake, which is a
man-made impoundment and has historically
been influenced by SRS operations, would not
be a good candidate for protection under the
NERP Set-Aside program.
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Response to Comment L9-22 measures, DOE agrees that continued operation
of the River Water System is a reasonable and

DOE believes that submittal of a Site Evaluation practicable alternative within the meaning of
Report for regulatory review under the terms of NEPA as it was evaluated in the EIS with the
Section X of the FFA is unnecessary, and same scientific rigor and thoroughness as the
proposes further assessment of L-Lake under the other alternatives. However, the No-Action
FFA for consideration of early and final Alternative does not satisfi the purpose and
remedial actions. This approach is consistent need for agency action (see Section S.2 and
with the terms of the FFA snd supports ongoing Chapter 2 of the EIS), which is to identifi
initiatives to expedite the FFA process. (See the SUWIUSinfrastnscture such as the River Water
responses to Comments L10-01 and L9-09.) System and develop an action plan for its

disposition, This assumes that the River Water
Response to Comment L9-23 System has no mission snd will become

The response to Comment L9-09 addresses the
increasing y expensive to operate in tie future.

“no net loss” of wetlands issue and mitigation

E-> 1
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#&ni UNITEDSTATESENVIRONMENTALPROTEC~N AGENCY

~.~:

REG[~ 4
ATIANTAFEDERALCENTER
100WAMA STREET,S,W,

ATMTA,GEORGIA~03-3104

Dmmber 30, 19%

EAD/OEA.mh

Andrew R. Chainger
SRNEPA Compliance Ofticer
U.S. Deptiment of Energy
PO. Box 5031
Aiken, SC 29804-5031

SUBJECT Drsft Etironmti Impact Ststerttent (DO=IS-0268D) for the
Shutdown of the Rivti Water 8ystom at the Savannah ttivm Site (SR8),
Aiken, South Ciuolinn

Detu Mr. OTainger

We havereviewedthe subjectEnvimnmerti Impact Statems!tt @IS) in accordance with
S@on 102(2)(C) of the Nstional Environmental Policy Act WA) a“d SetiOn 309 of tie
Clean Air Act. The proposed sctionis to shutdow the SRSRver WaterSystemmd to placeall
or portions of the $@m in a standby rendition. OveAl, the D& E3S is well writtenmd
illustrated. We agree that the format used enhanm the cltity of the pressrtsation ofdy~
(peg. 4-I). Our detsiled comments we provided ss m Sttnchtnent,

This NEPA sction should k coorduted to the fullest exteot psgiblc ti~ Fede~
Facilities Agreement (FFA) activities, This coordination could be tieved in two WaYS
(1) a joint EIS~A Record of D@ision (ROD); or, (2) expediting the FFA process so thst
implementation of the preferred Sttemtive under tbe EIS ROD a be coordimted with the
nwwm FFA rmedinl action. It is EPA’s opinion that coordinating the NO dmisions codd
bcs Wllitate implemmtstion of cleanup and operations.1shutdow Sctivjdes

Bnsed o“ our reviw, we rate the Dr& EIS “EC.2’,; thst i%we hsve ~n~ometid
concerns about the project sod more info-ion is nded to fully8SWS the impacts. In
psrtiti, the issue of ecological risks ws!’rsntsfurther discussion in the FinrdEIS,

Comment L1O. Page 1 of 7.
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If you have questions about tiese mnmmm, PI- contaciMarion Hopkins of my M at
4M1562-9638. The EPA RmediaJ Project Manager for SRS is J& Crane. If you have questions
specific to the FFA prows% you may conmct him at 404/562.8546.

Sinwrely,

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
Officeoffitinmuml hemat

Amchment

PKe4-22P

Comment L1O. Page 2 of 7.
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PWe One of Five

C0mntent8On
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Shutdown of the Wver Water Distribution System st tIIe
Savannah River Site

(DO~IS-0268D; November 1996)

1. ASsummarized in TA1o S-2, the prefmed attemative wotdd restdt in the potential for
incr~d exN9.tre to contamination due to three primarychang~ in the physical-e of
the environment

Reduction of firealwtent of impounded watet would expow underlying
contaminated seditttenb and thereby

1) Incr- exposure to wnttination by terrestrial faun~
2) Increase mobiliition of mntatninated sdimats due to runoff erosion

md tind disp=sioq and,
3) Deareased b~ flow of stieams rweivins bh -t w= nnd non-pint

source discharges (e.g., wnmnbd ground water rectisjng streams)
catdd &ect m increase in canmninmt c.ntmtrations within the stre.qm

The re~ting increases of contarnti exposure under tbe preferred alternative should be
mrdinated with a mnsid=ation of e.pproptiateaction under the terns of the FFA. ‘fhe
EIS provid~ a thorough docummtadon of the premce of LLake contantimtion.
Therefore, in light of the thorough evdtmion of L-Lake in the EIS, the L-L&e Site
Evfduation under the mm! of S~on X of the FFA ap~s to be redundant
dowmcntation and unnecessary for the purposes of Section X of the FFA. The draft EIS
provides sufficient infomtntion to add L-tie to Appendix C of the FFA for cotidmation
ofear~ d ~ rentedielactions.

AdditionaliT,Appendix A to the EIS is m excellent resource for scoping the 3WFS for L.
tie, The tbor.aufiess of the MS documentation for L-Ne should suppon m
exp~,td documentation pmcas for a tin81remedy %l~on for L-hke

2. ~ The disatssion of the FFA remedy seltion prmss OV-U
the level of complexity and time neceq to yield cleanup decisions unda the terms of
the FFA. Tertns such ~ “rigorous dtenmives mta~i”, “long and involved” maybe me
for DOE internally; however, such terms are not implicit in the cl~up prowss under the
FFA.

Comment L1O. Page 3 of 7.
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Page Two of Five

The reference to a “near-term operadonal d~tion., .,in lightof a long.term ptenti~
rcmdld nction” is misleading. w31ereasa remedial action for L-Lake maybe a Iong-term
mlution, the evaluation md decision making pmcew leading to a rentti action, as
wired under the FFA,maybeexptited. DOE shotid be capable of acmlemdng i
remdia,l action decision for LMe if DOE is intctestcd in such m acceleration. fn fret,
m smted in General Comment 1 above, effofi should be mede to coordinate a cleanup
decision md $hepreferrti e.ltemti. This ~rdination codd be achieved k two mys

1) a joint EIS/FFA ROD or,
2) mpediting the ~A process so that implementation of the pm rdternative

undm the EIS RODcm becmrdimted withthe nw~ FFAretndld
action.

It shoadd& recognizedunder the two scmarios above thm the end state objecdva of the
EIS ROD and the FFA ROD are similar (i.e., protti human b+ and the environmmt),
although the cause for the RODSunder the two prow differ con$idhly (i.e.,EIS is
om~Ons driv~, FFA is ~~UP dfim). Thaefore, it is DOES r~nsibility to pursue
the approach which will best ensure pint-n ofhuw htith and the environment while
effdvely mtig its resources to aampiish the objecdves of kth its operating
pm- and olmp program, It is WA’S opinionIbt cmrtitng the two decisions

codd hst Mlitate implementation of cleanup md operadond shutdown activiti~ which
ndtimk tiding needs for documentation md meet the mnuno” obj~ves ofhth
proms.

3. ~ - Currmtly, L-L* is a site included on Ap@ix G of the FFA.
Appendix G i~lud= ~t@ fiich my rwfim fifiher inveti@on for considmtion of
rcmediti mdon, DOE’s prefetred tierrmive of wdby is supported based on fiture site
missiom requiring watw and the potitial need to refdl L-Lake w a CERCLA remedial
action. RefillingPar Pondw chow m m interim rc.ntedialaction to stabilize the
exposed scdirmnts 8round the ptiplmy ofPat Pond, FM rmedial actionobjtiiv~
havenot been w forPaIPond.Therefore,it appears ine.pproptitely presumptive at this
time to dcfmd the pref~ed dtemrdive of the EIS (i.e., standby) on the potendal for
establistdng find rdial action objectives for L-Lake which require mndn”ed o~ration
of tbe river water distribution system. Rather than base the EIS decision on a potentird
CERCLA ROD, the EIS and CERCLA pro~atns shoutd be combined’to strdine
dmmenwtion ~iwents and to titi an titetne.tive which is cantistent tith the
objdves of the two pm~m.

m,. . . ..-

L1O-O4

L10-05

L10-M
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1. ~ - Reference is made to”. ..apply othm masures to tinitttize potential
advme eflects of exposed timts, which Contis cantamimnr~ in the I&e bti? It is
a%untd ti this is a reference to mcazures deemed nwq under the tmns of the
FFA ~s refaenw shotid be clarified by expressing the ex- approach, including
schedutig, under the WA

2. ~ A table illustrating the historic, current, and expected fintre flow rata
to a!l w~ays wotdd help to convey the ifimtion presented in this %ction.

3, -11..14 It apx that the reductionof flowthroughthe dver water
disoibution system from 23,M0 gpm to.5,000 gpnt could redt in elwaf~
conmtrations of contafittmk in pordons of somestrcmtsdue tOa ~~tion of b~
flowratestith point source (e.g., ~DES discharges) and non-po,ktsour- (e.g.,ground
water conumin~ plume)diwhitrgesrtining constnnt,The appmpriatmas ofthe

categoricalexchsioq wn.sidet’ingthe reducedflow tztespotentitdimpactto ztremn
con~t Ievfdz,shotid be more thom”gldy dewriw.

4. ~ The second to last pzra~h of this section (L-Lake Site Evnluntion..,)
states the b~ for the EIS decizion is vtious human bdh cxpowre wtios. Exposure
to ecological meptors is a Pfirnarydccizionfnctor ~1 the actions under mnsideradon md
zhould be ticluded in this discu~on.

6, ~ The l~t paragmph of tis section (L-LakeSiteEvdufion.,,)
zununarizes the approach to considering htnnm health exposure and risk uuder the two
decizion ting proce~$. Again, =ologid risk is not mmtioned, Additiomlly, w
mentiond in %ere.1 Comment 2 Ave. ~dinting the decisiom un&r the two
pmpe.ms could b=t tiilitate &he we of DO& WW=. Such a coor6mti
titzion must inchde the CERCLA risk evaluation methcdolo~ for remedy seltio”,

7, ~ See Specific Commmt 3 be. Irre.spdve of the appropriatmezs of
the WA proms for mnzidaing impactz to site strw,mzfor reducing base ~a flow
by a totai of 18,000 gpm, implementation of the reduced pumping scmacio (i.e., 5,000
gpm) should be evaluated under the temtz of the FFA for conzidemtion of rund!zl acdon
to offset such an cfiti. Currently, the FFA mechanism for such wmidcration would be
docummtcd in tie Runcdid Investigation N work plzns for the Inte~tor operable
Units for the afimed ztreams, However, dtning of the dwelopment of tbue work plans
and the ztartup of the reduced haze flow my nffiendtate m e8rlier wtideration of
aPPmPritite~A action to offset reduced stream base flow, A3~tively, devdo~ent
md mbmiswon of the appropriate l“tegrator Operable Unit Rf work plans to docuntmt
the cimz.idtiation of mch ewly raedird actions wuld be ~dited,

PKM-24PC
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Page Four ofFive

Additionally, impact of redu~ flow for non-pint source discharges should be mnsidered
under the State’s NDES Program. It appearsthat the wend to l=t sub-ion
(Wa.stcwater Oiscbarges...) addresses this iwue. A figure would be helpful to show the
lwation of the permitted d~brirges. Atablewculd be helpfulwhich lists the streams, the
reduced flow per stream md the dischwge pints per stream

9. ~ Presentworth mst oftbe altwiv= would more tirlypotiny tk

implicationsof life-cyclerestsofthewtiom due tovariations in long-km maintenmce
rests (e.g., Shutdown Dmctiv8te may not ~uirc long-term tint- of the LLake
dam).

10. ~ - Thefourth sentenceMing “~nation of rive,Mter fromthe
gmlogic systmI could stimulate m whqunke...” Is this correct? 3fso, please elaborate

11. ~ This wtion ref.. the reader to ?,~on 4. I for details of
commitments of natural r~urw aswckited with the loss of L-Lnke Giventhat Secdon
4. I is eighty-five pages of mtiti it may be more appropriate to summarize the toss of
natud ~urces in Section 4.8.

12, ~ This Aon st8tes that “Natural Resourw Tmstees are
responsible for evaluating ntid XSOUIMinjuries md for -wing damages related to
such an injuy,” The EIS would benffit from a di-sion of wbotbe Tmsta are and
whattheirinputin the propo~d action has b~ m date

13. ~ The introduction ste,te~that WOE antici~ that it tiII be ~e~
yews Wore dedsions forL-Lakew be made.”DOL asthe kd Agencyunder
CERCLA, has the ability, and obligationunder its new4’10Yew Plan”, to pursue
amlmtion of FFA tities. ~is don imppropriately dwrib= the ~A schedules as
being inflexibleend e.ppnrentlyinapable of dation, Se OeIIere.1Comment 2.

14. ~ Although there are intiequacies in the wduation (e.g.,
ecoIo@d risk based ROOS,preli- RAOSwhich include 55 years of mcavatio” at ~
cost of 1,7 biltion), AppendixAmdprtiom oftheEISarem excellmtresourcefor
scopinga stid!md ~S for L-me in a -m consistent with the “S-
MethodoloW.”

15, ~ EPA agrees whh the final two Smtenms of ti opmins
paragraph to this section. Additionally,EPA believes that mpirtg the WS for L-Lake,
utilizing section A,2 as a smting point and follotig the “S~ methodolo~ may
WPPOmcOnsid=abie W-rig Offie mS for M ~te. This s~i may negate
the neti for developing sitiftcmtly more detailed infomtion beyond W which e.lrdy
exists, m expressed in the oWning smtence to this pnragraph,

. .. . . . . . .
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16, ~ Thelackof m -logical tik assement is a findammtalgap
in thisanalysiswhichwould have to be addresd in scoping a fim.1remedial @on for L-
Ne.

17,
,.~ Aweleradng h RIiFS for this site to h coordinatedwiththe

EIS acdonshould neme the need for additiond “Mitigtion Plm” documentation
identified in Odssection.

PKU-251
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Advance Delivery of Comments Included in
Letter L1O

DOE received a letter from EPA by facsimile
transmission on December 13, 1996. DOE
addresses the comments in that letter, which
was from Jeffrey L. Crane to Brian Hennessy, in
the responses to EPA’s formal comment
transmission in Letter L 10.

Response to Comment L1O-O1

DOE is committed to coordinating NEPA
actions being considered in this EIS with SRS
remediation activities planned and conducted in
accordance with CERCLA under the FFA, and
has initiated discussions with EPA and
SCDHEC to determine reasonable means of
expediting the FFA process to achieve
appropriate coordination.

As a first measure to expedite the FFA process,
DOE has compared data on L-Lake
contamination used to support the NEPA
analyses presented in the EIS with criteria used
under the FFA for Site Evaluations to decide if
additional characterization and, if necessary,
remediation, is needed (i.e., to detemrine if the
site should be included on the RCRA/CERCLA
Units List in Appendix C of the FFA). On the
basis of this comparison and discussions with
EPA and SCDHEC staff, DOE has proposed to
assess L-Lake under the FFA and bypass
preparation and review of a Site Evaluation
Report. DOE a~ees with EPA that available
data are sufficient to expedite the FFA process
for scoping additional studies to characterize
and, if necessary, remediate L-Lake.

DOE also intends to coordinate this NEPA
action with FFA activities by ensuring that data
obtained in the context of NEPA evaluations are
appropriately utilized in FFA activities. In

addition, DOE will continue to ensure that its
operational decisions regarding the River Water
System made on the basis of this EIS are
consistent with potential remedial decisions for
L-Lake that may be made under the FFA, as
demonstrated by the analysis presented in

Appendix A of this EIS and by the fact that its
prefemed action in this EIS presewes the option
of refilling the lake in the event that such action
is detemrined to be necessary under the FFA.
Fuflher, if DOE selects a shutdown alternative,
DOE would implement measures to limit
potential risk from contaminated lake sediments
that are exposed as lake drawdown occurs.
These actions may include implementing
institutional rind/or administrative access
controls, monitoring exposures to workers and
visitors, implementing measures to control
erosion of exposed lake sediments by wind and
water, and smveying and monitoring of exposed
sediment to further characterize the area and to
ensure risk levels are at or below predicted
levels.

DOE proposes that these and other potential
measures to coordinate tJreNEPA arrd EIS
processes be considered in the context of
ongoing discussions being conducted under the
FFA, which provides the appropriate framework
for planning L-Lake remediation.

Response to Comment L1O-O2

In response to this comment, DOE has provided
fufier evaluation of ecological risk in
Appendix B.

Response to Comment L1O-O3

DOE will continue to consider appropriate
remedial actions under the FFA in response to
increases in contaminant exposure that could
result if the DOE decision is implementation of
its preferred alternative. DOE is encouraged
that EPA feels that the documentation process
for L-Lake remedy selection can be expedited
due to the thorough analysis provided in the
EIS. DOE agrees that a formal Site Evaluation
prepared under the terms of Section X of the
FFA is unnecessary, and be further assessed
under the FFA. (See response to
Comment LIO-01,)
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Response to Comment L1O-O4

In response to this comment, DOE revised
Appendix A and the referenced statements in
Section 1,4. DOE’s experience indicates that
the level of complexity and time necessary to
yield cleanup decisions under the FFA can vary
widely depending on the complexity of the site,
availability of appropriate cleanup methods, arrd
other factors. In the case of L-Lake, DOE
believes that the decisionmaking process can be
expedited considerably with respect to some
actions. As noted in response to
Comment L1O-O1,DOE believes that existing
malyses are sufficient to allow for further
assessment of L-Lake under the FFA (i. e., no
Site Evaluation Report is needed) and to initiate
the process for scoping additional studies that
may be necessary under the FFA. Such actions
would be relatively uncomplicated and
expeditious.

However, DOE believes that a final cleanup
decision for L-Lake under the FFA would be
premature at this time. This belief was
established in view of the possible need for
additional characterization, risk determination
and prioritization, and appropriate furrding, and
the fact that the impoundment is an importarrt
site to be considered in addressing remedial
decisions for the Steel Creek IOU. There is a
probable need for more detailed characterization
of the kikebed sediments, which DOE could
most cost-effectively conduct as sediments are
exposed during drawdowrs (if DOE selects a
shutdown alternative). In addition, final
remedial decisions for the lake should be made
in consideration of remediation options for the
Steel Creek IOU, tie determination of which
will be based on comprehensive review of data
available for component streams and
contributing sources in the watershed (including
submerged stream channel and floodplain areas
withlrr L-Lake) and appropriate risk evaluations,
This process will take considerable time and
resources.

Response to Comment L1O-O5

In response to this comment, DOE has revised
Section 3.3.1.1 to confirm its commitment to

remedy the unlikely drawdown of Par Pond in
the near term until final CERCLA remedial
actions are implemented. It has also revised
Section 3.3.1 to clarify its intent in providing
the three restart examples.

Respnnse to Comment L1O-O6

As indicated in response to Comment L1O-OI,
DOE believes that documentation requirements
for L-Lake remediation can be streamlined by
initiating the scoping process under the FFA
without submittal of the Site Evaluation Report,
This EIS demonstrates that a timely operational
decision to implement its proposed action would
be cost-effective, protective of humsrr health
and the environment, and provide for orderly
consideration of relative risk and associated
funding priorities under the FFA, The proposed
action would also preserve the capability to
supply cooling water in support of future site
missions, refill Par Pond, or to refill L-Lake
until final decisions are made with respect to
these matters.

Respnnse to Comment L1O-O7

As indicated in response to Comments L10-01,
measures that DOE would apply to limit
potential risk from contaminated lake sediments
exposed as a result of lake drawdow may
include institutional and/or administrative
access controls, monitoring exposures to
workers arsd visitors, erosion controls, and
surveying and monitoring of exposed sediment
to firther characterize the area and to ensure
risk levels are at or below predicted levels. In
accordance with its NEPA implementing
regulations at 10 CFR 1021,331, DOE would
detail these commitments in its Record of
Decision and, if necessary, would explain how
these measures would be planned and
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implemented ina Mitigation Action Plm. DOE
worddcoordinate with EPA and SCDHECto
ensure such measures are consistent ~i~
actions that may taken under the FFA regarding
L-Lake and the extent to which such measures
could be implemented under the FFA in
consideration of such factors as scheduling.
However, DOE would take appropriate
measures to limit risk as part of NEPA actions
considered in this EIS and the NEPA Record of
Decision, irrespective of its obligations under
CERCLA and the FFA.

Response to Comment L1O-O8

In response to this comment, DOE prepared the
suggested table. See Table 1-1 in Section 1.1

Response to Comment L1O-O9

In response to this comment, DOE revised
Section 1,1 to include a more thorough
description of the process and the
appropriateness of the categorical exclusion for
operation of the 5,000 gallon per minute pump.
DOE reviewed this categorical exclusion
considering tie reduced flow rates and increased
concentrations in onset streams and determined
that incremental adverse impacts would be very
small (Section 4.2.2 compares September 1996
concentrations to those that will occur when
operating the small pump and those that would
occur under shutdown).

Although the streams are not used as a source of
drinking, exposures to involved workers are
assumed to occur due to incidental ingestion of
sediments and through dermal absorption. It
should be noted that the increase in contaminant
concentrations in the streams would not result in
incremental adverse impacts to uninvolved
workers or offsite populations.

The first table in Section 4.2.8.2 has been
revised to indicate the incremental risk for the
involved worker resulting from small pump
operation under the No-Action Alternative.
Table 4-26 presents the tritium concentrations
that relate to the stream (Pen Bmrrch) with the

largest increase in concentrations under this
alternative. The values presented in this table
represent very small increases in risk that would
not result in measurable adverse impacts to the
workers.

The hypothetical maximally exposed offsite
individual and the drinking water population at
Beaufort, Jasper, and Port Wentworth withdraw
drinking water from the Savannah River.
Because contaminant discharges would remain
constant and the flow in the Savansmh River
downstream of the discharges of Fourmile
Branch and Pen Branch would not change,
concentrations in the Savannah River would not
change and would remain well below drinking
water limits. Further, Section B.6 demonstrates
that ecological effects from contaminants are
unlikely under each alternative, including the
No-Action Alternative and its discharges of
5,000 gallons per minute to onsite streams.

Response to Comment L1O-10

In response to this comment, DOE has revised
the referenced paragraph to include the fact that
exposures to ecological receptors, as well as
human receptors, are evaluated for realistic
exposure conditions. Appendix B has been
revised to more tlrorou~l y evaluate risk to
ecological receptors.

Response to Comment L1O-11

DOE acknowledges that ecological risk is mr
important component of decisionmaking on the
Rkver Water System and has provided detailed
evaluations in Sections 4.1.5,4.2.5, and 4.3.5.
These evaluations are supported, in part, by the
revised and expmrded discussions in
Appendix B.

As the responses to Comments L10-01 and
L10-04 indicate, DOE will coordinate the
decisionmaking processes of NEPA and
CERCLA to the fullest extent practical.
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Response to Comment L1O-12

As indicated in the Response to Comment
L1 0-09, DOE does not expect adverse impacts

from this operational decision. It will rely on
the prioritization arrd scheduling processes of

the FFA to deternrine the need for expediting
Integrator Operable Unit Rf work plans. DOE
believes that if it is necessary to reduce
contaminant concentrations, the preferable
method would be to reduce the discharge of
contaminants by a customary method such as
closing arrd capping the source rather than to
augment the flow in the affected onsite streams.

Response to Comment L1O-13

DOE agrees that the suggested figure arrd table
pemrit a quicker understanding of the SRS
wastewater discharge paths and will include
them in tie Final EIS, Non-point source (e.g.,
ground water contaminant plume seepline)
discharges are not regulated under South
Carolina’s NPDES prograrrr. Nonetheless, the
impact of reduced stream flow on such
discharges is being evaluated by DOE aud the
results will be discussed in the Final EIS,

Response to Comment L1O-14

DOE considered expressing the present worth of
costs of tie Iayup and restart expenditures in
these tables. However, it decided that such
presentation would be confusing due to the
unknowrr need to restart and the period of layup,
Further, in the absence of detailed project plans
for layup and restart options, such “fine tuning”
is not justified, If DOE decides to shut dow
arrd maintain the River Water System, it would
prepare detaiied project plans to further assist in
identi&ing the prefemed Iayup option.

Section 3.2 confirms that under the shutdown
and deactivate alternative, maintenance of
L-Lake dam would be discontinued after the
lake is entirely drained.

Response to Comment L1O-15

Elimination of river water from the geologic
system could not stimulate an earthquake. This
statement has been corrected in Section 4.1.1.2
of the document.

Response to Comment LIO-16

Section 4.8 has been revised to include a table
summarizing the irreversibly and irretrievably
committed natural resources.

Response to Comment L1O-17

A goal of NEPA is to provide the public, state,
and Federal agencies and other interested parties
an opportunity to present their views aud
comments on a proposed Federal action and its
alternatives through tie public scoping process
and the document review process. DOE
acknowledges the Natural Resources Trustees as
one of many stakeholders with an interest in the
Proposed Action aud its impacts. In their role
as primary Federal Trustee, DOE notified the
SRS Natural Remurce Trustees of the proposal
concerning the shutdown of the River Water
System in March 1996 aud presented the
Trustees with additional information at the
June 11, 1996, meeting where comments were
solicited. The roles and responsibilities of the
Natural Resource Trustees in the evaluation of
natural resource injuries and the assessment of
damages related to such an injury are authorized
in Section 107(~ of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). DOE
conducts these activities under the authority of
arrd in compliance with the requirements of
43 CFR 11.

Because the role and responsibilities of the
Natural Resource Trustees vested in CERCLA,
DOE expanded the section of primary interest to
the Natural Resource Trustees (Section 4.8,
Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitment of
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Resources), DOE believes that additional
discussion within the text of the EIS is not
warranted.

Response to Comment L1o-18

DOE does not intend to imply that FFA
schedules are inflexible and incapable of
acceleration, and has revised the in~oduction to
clarify its intent to explore reasonable means to
streamline the remedial decision process with
respect to L-Lake. DOE remains committed to
pursue acceleration of FFA activities under its
10-Year Plan. (See response to Comments LIO-
01 and -04.)

Response to Comment L1O-19

DOE agrees that infornration presented in the
EIS will assist in streamlining the RI/FS process
for L-Lake consistent with EPA’s Streamlined
Approach for Environmental Restoration
(SAFER) methodology. (See responses to
Comments LIO-01 and -04.)

Response to Comment L1O-2O

DOE agrees that information presented in tbe
EIS will assist in sceamlining tie RI/FS process
for L-Lake consistent with SAFER methodology
and that the SAFER methodology will be useful
in determining additional data needs, if any.
(See responses to Comments L10-01 and -04.)

Response to Comment L1O-2I

See response to comment L1O-O2.

Response to Comment L1O-22

As noted in response to Comment L1O-O1,DOE
would implement measures to limit potential

risk from contaminated lake sediments that are
exposed if its operational decision results in lake
drawdown, These actions may include
implementing institutional and/or administrative
access controls, monitoring exposures to
workers and visitors, implementing measures to
control erosion of exposed lake sediments by
wind and water, and surveying and monitoring
of exposed sediment to further characterize the
area and to ensure risk levels are at or below
predicted levels. In accordance with its NEPA
implementing regulations at 10 CFR 1021,331,
DOE would detail these commitments in its
Record of Decision and, if necessary, would
explain how these measures would be planned
and implemented in a Mitigation Action Plan.
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Response to Comment L1l-01

The description of SRS natural communities in
the DEIS has been exparrded in the FEIS to
include a discussion of upland pine
communities that are managed for timber
production and the enhancement of wildlife
habitat.

Response to Comment LI1-02

The FEIS makes clear that portions of what is
now L-Lake fomerly supported mixed upland
forests of loblolly pine, Iongleaf pine, and
several hardwood species. Asthe lake level
recedes, these native pine assdhardwood species
worddbe allowed torec.olonize upland areas, It
may also be necessary to harrd-pkmt some of
these species to accelerate the process of
revegetation.

Response toComment L1l-03

The FEIS notes (in Section 4.1.5. 1.2) that
40,000 bluegill and 4,000 Iargemoutb bass were
stocked in L-Lake in 1985 asrd 1986 to speed the
development of a Balanced Biological
Community. The FEIS also describes (in
Section 4.1.5. 1.3) the planting of wetland
vegetation in L-Lake, also part of the effort to
establish a Balmced Biological Commmrity.

Response to Comment L1l-04

The soil scientists who prepared these figures
used readily-available aerial photographs and
soils suweys, rather than relying on other SRS
organizations for the production of GIS layers.

Response to Comment L1l-05

The entire discussion in this section is on plant
nutrients; the plant nutrients in question are the
aquatic macrophfies and phytopkmkton of the
reservoir. This is implied by the discussions of
primary productiviw [which Odum defines as
“energy stored by Ihotosynthetic md
chemosyrrthetic activity of producer organisms
(chiefly green plants)”] and eutrophication (a

trophic condition in which a body of water is
rich in nutrients and high in plant productivity).
This section of the FEIS has been renamed
‘Nutrient Loading” for the s&e of clarity and to
prevent any possible confusion.

Response to Comment L1l-06

A number of studies have been conducted to
determine mercury levels in the fish of Par Pond
and L-Lake. Most of these studies, particularly
in recent years, have determined that mercury
levels are higher in Par Pond fish than L-Lake
fish, A 1996 SREL study of potential wood
stork prey (small sunfish arrd bass) also showed
that levels of mercury were higher in Par Pond
fish tharr L-Lake fish.

Response to Comment L1l-07

The aquatic plant communities of L-Lake were
described in considerable detail in the DEIS. A
brief section describing the terrestrial plant
communities surrounding L-Lake has been
added to the FEIS.

Response to Comment L1l-08

The FEIS contains an exparrded and updated
discussion of waterfowl usage of L-Lake and
Par Pond.

Response to Comment L1l-09

The FinaI EIS contains a thorough discussion of
the development of the zooplankton community
in L-Lake over the 1986-1992 period. The
journal article mentioned by the comments
(Taylor et al. 1993) focuses on the effects of
heated reactor effluent over a short period
(1986-1 989).

Response to Comment L11-10

Collins and We in ( 1995) is now tie basis for
some of the discussion in Section 4.1.5.2.2, as it
suggests species that will recolonize the lakebed
as the reservoir recedes.
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Response to Comment L1l-11

The FEIS presents sources for this assertion.

Response to Comment L1l-12

This statement in the DEIS is simplistic and
somewhat misleading. The FEIS is less
simplistic, explaining that L-Lake provides
many amphibians, reptiles, and semi-aquatic
mammals with critical habitat needs (e.g.,
breeding and nesting habitat) as well as food
and water.

Response to Comment L1l-13

The FEIS discusses the two “end points”
(reservoir ecosystem and stream ecosystem), but
does not attempt to quantifi the amount of fish
and wildlife habitat that would be present in the
interim stages. This is intentional, because it
would be difficult to predict the rate of reservoir
withdrawal with sufficient accuracy - the rate of
change would be lnrgely dependent on seasonal
and annual cycles of rainfall. Clearly, these
cycles would be impossible to predict.

Response to Comment L1l-14

The “Wetlands Ecology” section of the DEIS
has been reorganized and heavily revised, based
on this and other comments. As noted
previously, Collins and Wein (1995) is now the

basis for some of the discussion in
Section 4.1.5.2.2 of the FEIS, as it suggests
plant species that would recolonize the lakebed
as the reservoir recedes.

Response to Comment L1l-15

See the response to Comment 11-14.

Response to Comment L1l-16

The FEIS describes the results of a number of
fish studies in the Steel Creek drainage
conducted over a number of years. Subtle

E-70

differences in interpretation of the same fish
population studies would not affect in a
meaningful way the predictions of impacts
associated with the Proposed Action.

Response to Comment LI1-17

The DEIS makes clear that Steel Creek is a
highly disturbed system, noting that it began
receiving thermal effluent from P- and
R-Reactors in 1954. Clearly, a return to
conditions that existed prior to the creation of
the Savannah River Plant (or even prior to
agricultural development in the watershed)
would be preferable to some semi-disturbed or
altered state. The FEIS is even more explicit,
explaining that pre-1984 conditions are not the
desired endpoint, but rather a condition in which
historical stream flows are restored and the

kinds of plant and animal communities that
existed under historical (pre-SRS) stream flows
and conditions (before cooling water and
contaminants were introduced) are restored,

Response to Comment L1l-18

The DEIS has been revised and the offending
sentence removed. The FEIS makes clear that
species such as alder, willow, and cottonwood
will likely colonize wetter areas and species
such as sweetgum, red maple, and Ioblolly pine
will likely colonize drier areas.

Response to Comment L1l-19

Section 4.3.5.1.3 of the FEIS has been revised
accordingly.

Response to Comment L1l-20

The FEIS attempts to place the reservoir and its
plant nod animal communities in more of a
regional context, as the commentor
recommends. For example, its regional
importance as a wintering area for waterfowl
(diving ducks in particular) is stressed.
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Mr. An&w R Ginger
Engineering & Attalysis Division
SR NEPA Cnmptice tic.u

;a&=&:g:mce

Aiken, SC 29S’04-5031

Janw 3, 1PP7
807 E. RollinNd Rd
Aiken, SC 29801

FAX 725-7688

Am,: RWEfS

Re: Commen& on November 1996 DEIS, “Shutdown of the River Water
System at the Savannah River Site.”

mti youfor theoppamnity m_nt m theDA ~, “ShutdownOfthe RiVCIWater
Systemat the Savannti Rivu Si~” Mycommentsm latertbm theestab~mhedcomment
mod but1hope you will fmd than wful md be aMem rcspnmf to thun in YOU
p%pmtion of tie *at EIS.

1wotdd like tn provide four genaid comments and my _endation m how I w tie
ES d~isio?. Theya in he sxtion m &neral Co-ns. in addition1am providing
wunt SPFC comnts.

.

.

.

~e prep-action d@W in& Wbtic mting on fkcem~ 4 and intieM
EIS -to b ixtconsism~ In the public meeting, the pmposcd action was snzed m
& shutdom the wati system 8nd titi it so it mdd & rcs~cd in a relatively
short $-. In tie draft BIS, h description of rbc wd action is m~h less
dcfinimvc. The EfS shotdd & mom switic on the mnsidcrntio” on m pmpd
wnon. As I unda~d the draft SIS. 1support the shutdown pottion but not tie
tititing so~ PW for the capabiliw m mp m Par Pond al L--- orw

rsupponsomeuns~lfi~ futuremission. ascduwn ticinformationgiven inthe
D~, tie* of noxiing water for par Pond or L-UC is quite low and Wc.pra,ble.
@uipmcnt ~timt -st and dmc to rcstari tie system is minimal d would k
available ti.m wtim H tni~ion cows to SRS i? the fu~ and Tuti~ the

Wat=. ‘fhe 1~ ~nUd savings bm shutdown justify this risk,

~ qu=rion OfriV~ wti righ= Cm up at b public meeting but no answers wac
avtible a! rbe meenns ~ EISshotdd inoIu& inforrnadon on problems (political,
@tdng, etc.) tiat may & encounteti in mtfxdng rivu water withdrawal if it is
S- aS Pm Of~IS E1g’sd=l~On. &e tb= my wawr rights issues?

Jncrmti ~undmter me should k mom clearly dcfiti intieHS if it is required
to rcpIwe rivm water. ~e 51S contis statcmnts about i-scd ground water
usage in various places in tbe EIS and &dws the conclusion tit tie 200 @rein

PKW-291
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gmundwater in K md L-A* will not result h ti quifer condition changing (p. 4.
31). Dis~A duougbnut tie report, connmnua made abut incrti gound
wam usage. No where Cotid I find this subject mtem m a reasonable mnclwion
could k ~chcd on the impact of the inm~ ground water usage caud by
dcc~a~ river w- usage. ~wPles of som of hew groundwam uwgc ~
compre~r cooling watu Equucmnts (p. 1-8).fm protection quhments for L &
K-Areas (p. 1-4), smim waste water-cnt usage, etc.

. Some of the ms and schdtdes identifudin theDF!IS= inconsiswncwih sw
acdonsin other ME %pQm.Forexampleonpage 1-8 the swment is de rhat
DOE irmnds !0 deactivate P-At’caby wly 19P7. The ~E draft 10-Year Plm
identifies R, P, md C-has umsition to hng Tcnn Monitoring in 2001, 2w2, md
2M3 mspvely. ~ tcnns and schedules used are differmL

. The lead-in smumnt on page S-1 cting out Table S-2 does not &rib the intentof
therable.

. Tables S-2 md 34 and o,therecolo ‘d sections usc unfamiliar W* such as
‘~ilimnion.” “hno-o”Ve!c.$atw”oti.cltidi”tieglos~,

. The paragraph on page 1-7on CSRCLA tiologica,l analyses cliff-m from those
in the DEIS n- to te expandd to say why thex two approaches m diffmt and
what is the rctationship bcIwcuI them. Why is tie issue iaiscd?

. Tables S-2 and 3-4 cnuies shod & reviewed to mmre wotding pmvti ~
undemmding of therr,ladveconqumces of he no action and tie shutdown
altmadvw,

. I presume tie “affffl” rcfe~ti under esthetics on Tabls S-2 md 3-4 is in%nded to
say “viewti by”.

llItis again for rhc opwnuity to review this bft EIS I hope ticsc cmntm~ will help
DOE make the appmfiate dcchion,

Sticetiy

&Q&
W. k Poe, Jr. ,

2
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Response to Comment L12-01

DOE did not intend to convey a different
understanding of the proposed action at the
public meeting. The proposed action must
provide flexibility in choosing Iayup options.
Under the proposed action DOE presents in
Section 3.3.2 a wide variety of layup options
that vary in the time to restart (from 1to 30
months), the layup scheme (e.g., maintain in a
dry pipe condition), and cost,

DOE has revised Section 3,3.1.1 to confirm its
commitment to remedy the unlikely drawdowrr
of Par Pond in the near term until final
CERCLA remedial actions are implemented.

DOE has also revised Section 3.3.1 to clarify its
intent in providing the three restart examples.
Basically, DOE does not wish to imply that it
expects to actually need to restart the system for
the situations presented but has selected them to
cover a rarrge of actions that maintenance in
standby would support (i.e., pump to L-Lake,
Par Pond, or a new facility).

The example that was presented for a new
mission was Accelerator Production of Tritium
(APT). Other potential missions fiat might
require enough cooling water to make the use of
the River Water System a viable option include
Tritium Extraction Facility, International
Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor, arrd
Mixed Oxide Fuel Manufacturing Plarrt.

Response to Comment L12-02

There are no current river water rights issues
(e.g., permitting) associated with restarting the
River Water System which would likely cause a
problem at restart. A permit is not required to
withdraw water from the river. [See response to
L15-2 for detail on regulatory issues which may
need to be addressed, including a possible
Section 3 16(b) study]. Likewise, there are no
“water rights” regulations governing SRS’S use
of Savamsah River water. It is not anticipated
that downstream users of Savannah River water
would be affected by the shutdowrr or

potentially a restart of the River Water System.
Any use of river water for other missions (e.g.
APT) would be addressed in an EIS addressing
that project.

Response to Comment L12-03

DOE revised Sections 1.4, 4.1.3,2 and 4.8 to
clarify potential increased groundwater usage.

Response to Comment L12-04

The quoted dates for long-term monitoring from
the DOE Drafi 10-Year PlarI are correct
(DOE 1996). However, the P-Area sanitary
wastewater pkmt was discorrrsected in
November 1996. Because it is a package unit, it
is being maintained for potential use at arrother
location.

DOE has revised Section 1.4 to identi@ this
shut down action in 1997 rather tiars
deactivation of P-Area by early 1997.

Response toComment L12-05

DOE has revised the lead-in statement to Tables
S-2 and 3-6 to describe the intent of the table.

Response to Comment L12-06

DOE has expanded the glossary to include
epilimnion and other unfamiliar words that had
not been previously included.

Response to Comment L12-07

As stated in the EIS, CERCLA radiological
asralyses report impacts in terms of cancer
morbidity (incidence) while impacts under
NEPA are reported as latent carrcer fatalities.
Cancer morbidity is calculated by applying the
EPA ingestion, inhalation, or external exposure
slope factor to the lifetime committed effective
dose equivalent. The fatal cancer risk is
calculated by multiplying the lifetime
committed effective dose equivalent by an ICRP
fatal cancer lifetime risk, health-effects
conversion factor. The two risks are not directly



I

DOEiEIS.0268

related; however, the fatal cancer risk can be Response to Comment L12-08
approximated by multiplying the cancer
morbidity risk by the ratio of the fatal cancer DOE reviewed Tables S-2 and 3-6 and

lifetime risk health-effects conversion factor to determined that the wording, as supported by

the total cancer lifetime risk health-effects the introductory bullets, provides an

conversion factor. understanding of the relative consequences of

the no action and the shutdown alternatives.
The differences between the two types of
radiological analyses are discussed so that the Response to Comment L12-09
reader understands that the risks reported in the
Occupational and Public Health sections of this The aesthetics sections of Tables S-2 and 3-6

EIS are different than those risks reported in have been revised to state that the action “could

Appendix A or other documents related to on- be viewed by 1,800 SRS workers who pass by

going CERCLA activities for L-Lake. daily.”
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DOE/EIS-0268

January 3, 1997

Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
Attn: Mr. -drew R. Grainqer, SR NEPA Compliance off Leer
P,O. BOX A
Aikec, SC 29802

Shutdovn of the River Water System at the Sava==ah River Site; Dra fc EIS
Environmental Review

Dear Mr. Grainger:

We have reviewed the above referenced EIS received Novetier 13,
1996. The South Carolina Department of Health and Environwntal control
Bureau of Watez Pollution Control administers applicable regulat ions
pertainir.g to water quality standards and claasification~, inclucing
wetland protection, in accordance with the South Carolina Pollution
Cent rol Act, the South Carolina Con.titution, the Federal Clean water
Act, and associated Kegulatione for these BtatuteB. Weare providing the
fc.llc.wingconnnentaaddressi~g impact. the proposed action will have to
water quality, aquatic ecology and wetlanda ecology in L-Lake, Par Pond,
Steel creek, Lower T!uee Rune Creek and other stream systems on che
Savannah River Site.

surf.oe water

Wazer qnalicy in Par POEO would revert to that typically found in
reservoirs due to reduction of nutrients from the Savannah River, h~wever
DOE co<ld resume gumping co Par Pond if conditions warranted. me
Department is of the opinion that existinq water aualitv would be
ma~ntained or improved.

L-Lake would gradually recede and revert to stream conditions with
potential for lake bed erosion and turbidity increaaea, The
implementation of bet management practices may be appropriate if r.avdral
vegetation iB not quickly established and ero,ion become% a pr~blem.
These Dractices wv include uae of mulches. hay bales. eilt fences. or
other tievicescaptile of preventing erosion and”migration of wedimiits.
In addicion, exposed lake bed subject t. er..ion should h stabilized
wicb.vegetative cover which my include .priggir.g,trees, shrubs, vines
or ground cover. During lake drawdown, a reduction in qutriente will
retace productivityy, with the result that the reservoir may shift to a
less eutrophic or even mesotrophic condition =ntil drained. A reduction
in dissolved ,oxygen, temperature and .?c~eased acidity in the epilimic.n
and hypolim>on of the lake .8 also antxcxpated, however these conditions
will be temporary (laetlng ,Jntil the lake is dra=ned) and should not
contravene water quality szandards nor change existing risesof L-Lake.

Existing NPD!6Spermits for discharges into L and K areas must be
reviewed by tbe Department and will be subjecc to NPDES regulations. The
EIS r.porrs that an alternate compliance rnechod (eeptic tanks) will be

L13-01

L13-02

L13-03

L13.o4

PK64-30PC
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Page 2
Mr. Andrew R. Grainger
January 3. 1997

rewired for ,the exiat,ing L-ties Sanita.rY Wastewacer Treatment Plant.
Septic tank LnBtallat~o. must be pexmltced by the Department Lowex
Savannah Health District.

Steel creek may be impacced by siltation below the L-Lake dam as
potentially concaminaced sediments are scoured fron the lake bed and
tranopo.ced do~a~ream after the lake is drained. It is anticipa.tedthat
transported mater.al WX1l be detained in a small impomaded area until
filled w~th sediment, after whicti point Che material could move
downstream Into Steel Creek during storm event, . Although contaminants
(e.g. cesium-137) are also Present in steel Creek sediments downstream
of the L-Lake dam, tbe Department is concerned about tbe transport of
addiciOM.1 contaminated sediments in the lake. Sediment mterial
collected in the impounded area adjscent co the L-Lake dam should be
periodical ly tested, removed a“d disposed of in accordance with the
mnartment Bureau of Solid and Hazardous Waste re.auirements to avoid
dokstream migration.

Aquatic Bcolcgy

The proposed draining of ,L-Lake wou,ld not rewire any state or
Federal pennies; however, SRS .s responsible for insuring that water
qual.ty standards are not violated by this change. Certain precautions
such as draining during coolex weather and releasing water from the
surface of the lake will minimize adverse effecta downstream. The
prOpOBed drainin9 Of L-Lake will rePlace a 1000-acre rese~olr ecosystem
with a wmall etream ecoeyat em. The SRS has put considerable effort into
demonstrating a balanced biological C?munity i. the lake by constructing
artif,clal fish.?abl:acs, plantang lzttoral vegetation and implementing
an intensxve monitoring program. Thus, an aqw.tic life use of the lake
has Been established. Although this rese=oir Cormnunity habitat is
significant, it does not represent the natural stream camvnity and
,Watic 1Ife uses Of steel cr@ek Prior tO constm.tion of the Lake.
Therefore, the Department eupports stream restoration,

Wet1andB

The draining of L-Lake “ill result in the eventual lose of

aPe,OximatelY 122 a.,.= Of littOr*l,cO~=iCY cOn=i B:in9 Of s~er9ed,
emergent, and floating-leaved aqu%t.c plant species. However, the slow
rate at which the lake is expected to recede should allo” this community
to migrate in shoreline areas 8nd revert, through succession, to a stream
wetland com.nity. Re-establimhnent of the stream reach should xesult
in the eventual regeneration of much of the approximately 225 acres of
botcomland hardwood foreeced wetlands that were 10Bt when L-Lake was
constructed. The Department eupport. Che reestahliehment of tbe natural
(pre-impoundment) wetland ayatem ameociated with Steel Creek. Stream
wetland restoration may require regrading to pre-impoundment Cent.aursand
planting appropriate species in adequate densities co assure
reestabli~haent of a stream associated wetland comunicy,

The EIS reporte that the proposed action should not .esulz in other
impacts to streams or lakes on the SRS In addition, the Deparzmenr ie
of the opinion that the proposed action will not change rhe existing

PK64-20P
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Page 3
Mr. Andrew R. Grainger

January 3, 1997

status of navigation in waters on the Site. We appreciate the
opportuni~y to comenc on this E1s. Please call Mark Giffin at (803)
734-5302 lf you have any ~estiona.

Sincerely,

~ C&&
sally c. Knowles, Director
Dlvlsion of water Quality

sCK :MAG

-.. .,..-
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1
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Response to Comment L13-01

DOE agrees that changes in Par pOnd water
quali~ would be expected following a
prolonged reduction of nutrient input> including
that pumped from the Savannah River, and has
documented this conclusion in the CERCLA
Interim Action Proposed Plan and the
environmental assessment that was prepared in
response to public comments on the Interim
Action Proposed Plan (DOE 1995).

If the No-Action Alternative or the Proposed
Action is selected, DOE could resume pumping
ifconditions warranted. DOE could continue
pumping if it selects the No-Action Alternative
or resume pumping if it selects the Proposed
Action. Your comment that SCDHEC is of the

Opinion that existing water quality wOuld be
maintained or improved is noted.

Response to Comment L13-02

DOE intends to implement best management
practices. The FEIS discusses a number of
possible mitigative actions (Section 4.1.5.2.2
including: (1) lowering reservoir levels slowly
to minimize erosion and encourage the
establishment of wetland plants around lake
margins, (2) planting grasses on exposed slopes
to stabilize bare areas and prevent erosion,
(3) planting loblolly and longleafpine in upland
areas once they have stabilized, and (4) planting
hardwood in areas where survival is likely.

Response to Comment L13-03

DOE agrees with the SCDHEC comment. To
aid restoration, DOE would allow L-Lake to
drain slowly and naturally over what is expected
to be about a 10-year period.

Response to Comment L13-04

DOE agrees that existing National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permits for
discharges into L-Area must be revit wed by
SCDHEC for compliance with National

E-78

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
regulations.

DOE would obtain any permits required for
implementation of the selected alternative
(e.g., permit for septic tank installation) to treat
the L-Area sanitary wastewater. Section 5.7.2.2
was modified to clarify this point.

Response to Comment L13-05

DOE will take appropriate measures to mitigate
the passage of any impounded sediment
downstream of the darn. Any sediment removed
from the area will be managed in accordance
with applicable regulations.

Response to Comment L13-06

Under CERCLA, DOE will investigate restoring
the stream ecosystem and associated floodplain
forest that existed prior to the creation of L-
Lake. Although a final restoration plan has not
been prepared, DOE is currently drafting a plan
for restoration of the upper portion of Steel
Creek and its floodplain forest in consultation
with ecologists and foresters at the Savannah
River Forest Station and WSRC-SRTC.

If DOE selects the Proposed Action, the Record
of Decision for the EIS will contain a
commitment to prepare a Mitigation Action
Plan as well as a more detailed implementation
plan that provides a practical, step-by-step guide
to monitoring, mitigation, and restoration of
plant communities of the riparian corridor and
floodplain during the drawdowrr of L-Lake.

Response to Comment L13-07

See response to Comment L13-06.
Additionally, it maybe necessary to do some
minor re-contouring of the basin (i.e.,
ehmoving) to ensure that stream flows are
unimpeded by silt and sand that may have
accumulated in certain areas and to encourage
the stream to follow its historic, meandering
channel (to the extent practicable). DOE will, in
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Q consultation with the ecologists and foresters of involves planting and/or transplanting trees and

the Savannah River Forest Station and shrubs that are likely to survive and propagate

1.

WSRC-SRTC, develop a reforestation plan that in the Steel Creek floodplain.

I
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January7, 1~

Mr. Andrew R Grafnger
SR NEPA Compliance Offic-
%v-ah River ~atiom Office
Pwt Office Box WI
Aikm, south Camlim 29s04-s031

Project Name: Dmft Environmental fmpact Statment Shutdon of the River Water
System at the Savannah River Site 00E/EfS-OMD (tiken, %.th Carolina)

Project Numkn E15%l120-OZO

Dear Mr. Grainger,

The Grant %rvice Unit, Office of the Governor, has conducted an intergovernmental
review on the above referend activity as provided by W=idential F.xecutive Order
12372, AU comments ~ived as a remft of the review are endmed for your use.

The State ApplicationIdentifier number indicatedabove should k used in any future
correspondence with this offim If you have any questions call me at 0303) ~5,

Sincerely,

q~R P. G le
Gr -ces Supervisor

Enclosures

.x-..,., ..-.-,

Comment L14. Page 1of 10,

E-80



I
I
I
Q
I
1
I
I
I
1
i
I
I
I
I
i
i
I
I

DO~S-0268

uff]ce of the Govemol ● Grant Services
South Carolina Project Notification and %view

‘~rz~i:,=
Jearmie R. Kelly
S.c. coastal council D=oc~y

The Grant SeAces Unit, Office of the Governor is authorized to operate the South
Carolina Proj% Nofication and Review System (SCPNR8). Through the system
the appropriate atate and local officials are given the opportunity to review,
cornraent, and be involved in efforts b obtain end use federd aasi~~nce, and ~

aaae~ the relationship of proposals to their plans and programs.

Please review the at~ched information, mindful of the impact it may have On your
agency’s goals and objetives. Docmnent the restita of your review in the apace
provided. Return your respom h us by the suspense date indicated above. Your
comments will be reviewed and utilized in making tie official state recommendation
concerning the project. The reconunendation wiU be forwarded b the cognizant
federal agency.

“DShodd you have no comment, please return the form sign d and date {

LIf you have any queationa, call meat (803) 734.0495. ‘. ‘“ y %$2’ ~. - ,.

❑ Project.c
,,,:. . . .-

onsiatent with our gosh and objee ‘-”’ ,

❑ ReFe.kacotiemncetodtiscommenti. ~

❑ ~~~&~~~~~~~fi@prOjec~ tithtimCFDA#ti

❑ . omments on proposed Application is as follow

I 7

Comment L14. Page 2 of 10
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Beth McClure
S.C. Department of

Office of the Governor *Grmt Services
South Carolina Project Nottilcation and Review

I Suspense Dats
12/20/96

‘Parke, Recreation and Tourism

The Grant Services Unit, tice of the @vernor is authorized to operate the South
Caroline Project Notification end ~view System (SCP~). Through the system
the appropriate state and local offiaala are -Sven the opportunity to review,
comment, and be involved in efforts b obt.am and use federal assistance, and ti
aeae~ the relationship of proposafa to their pIane and programs.

Please review the attached information, mintil of the impact it may have on your
agenc~s goals and objectives. Document the results of your review in the space
provided. Return your response to us by tbe suspense date indicated above. Your
comments will be reviewed and u~zed in making the official state recommendation
concerning the pmjed. The recommendation will be fo
federal agency. w L~d~~:r
Should you have no comment, please return the form signed”tia~.

If you have any questions, call me at (803) 734-0495. Gwyw~$q

❑ Projectia

.

coneistint with our goals end objectives.

❑ Requeetac nfo erence to discuss comments.

EC ‘--”ommenta on proposed Application is as follows
~wq

,.-.-,

Comment L14. Psgc 3 of 10.
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DO~IS-0268

~ Office of the Governor” Grant Services
A South Caroljna Project Notification and Review

1206 Pe&On -: I
Room SW

I

Stats Ap
Wdti se W201 EIS-961120

L/>~~2-

Bruce E. ~ppQ@.U
south Carolin

------
la Archaeologist

a
The Grant Ssrvicea UniL Ofiice of the Governor fi authorized to operate the South
Caroline Project Notifimtion end Review System (SCPNRS). Through the system
the appropriate titi and local 05-are given b opportunity ti review,
comment, d be involved in effofi to obtain and uee federal Smdstsnce, and to
-em the relationship of prupoaala to their plane and programs.

Plesae review the attached information, mindful of the impact it may have on yom
agenc~s goalc and objectivsa. Document the reeulta of your review in the space
provided. Return your response bus by the auapenae date indicated above. Your
commanta will be reviewed end utilized in making the official state recommendation
concerning the project. The recommendation will be forwarded b the cogniz=t
federal agency.

Should you have no comment, please return the form signed and dated

If you have any questiona, call meat (803) 734-0495. bdney Grizzle

“Wti. ., .,’,.
..W.-r.

Comment L14. Page 4 of 10
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Office of the Governor* Grant Services
South Cmlina Project Notification and Review

=

5dku w-+ $ bm~

The Grant servicm unit, ~ce of the Governor is autboi-ized b operate the South
Camlins Project Notification and Review System (SCPW). Through the system
the appropriate etats and local officiaIa are given the opportunity to review,
comment, and be involved in efforts h obtain and use federal assistance, md to
assess tie relationship of proposals to their plane and pcogmms.

Please review the a~ched information, mindful of the impact it may have on your
agen&s goals and objectives. Document the resd@ of your review in the apace
provided, Return your response h ne by the suepenaa date indicated above. Your
comments will be reviewed and utilized in making the official stite recommendation
concerning the project. The recommendation will be forwarded to the cognizant
federal agency.

*=QShould you have no comment, please return the form si

If you have any questions, d meat (S03) 734-0495. Nw G*.

a G~T-S~VicEsProjest is wnaistent with ow goals and objectives.

❑ Requeata nfco arence te discuss comments.

❑ ~~%ficeforretiew
discontinue sending projects with h CFDA# to

❑ Comments on pro~sed Application is as foUows

TitJe Phone
I

Comment L14. Page 5 of 10.
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Stave Davis
S.C. Department of

Office of the Governor* Grant Services
%uth Carolina Project Notification ~d Review

“:’: m

‘Health and Environmental Control

The Grant Services Unit, Office of the Governor is authorized h operate the South
Carcdim Project Notification and Review System (SCP~). Through the syetsm
the appropria~ state and local officials are given the opporttity b review,
comment, and be involved in efforts h obtain and use federal assistance, and b
aases the relationship of proposals to their plane and programs.

Please review the attached tionnation, min~ of the impact it may have on your
agenc~s goals and objectives. Document the resul~ of your raview in the space
pmtided. Return YOW reeponsa to us by the suspense date indicated above. YOU
comments ti be raviewad and utied in making the official state recommendation
concerning the project.. The raco-endation will be forwarded to the cognizant
federal agency.

ShouId you have no comment, please return the fom signed mr~.
-3

If you have any queationa, call meat (803) 734-0495. Saduey.%. . . .

❑ ~~~ficeforreview.
e dtintinue sending projects with this CFDA# to

Title Phom

-,,. . . .

Comment L14. Page 6 of 10
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A95 AGENCY REFERRAL LIST Referrals M#led:

EIS-961 120-020

Project Number
EIS-961 120-020

Project Name:
Draft Environment Impact StSteMSnt Shutdown of the River Water System at the
Savannah River Site DOE/EIS-02~D (Aiken, South Carolina)

ContactName
Mr.Andrew R. Grainger

Project Address
SR NEPA Compliance Officer
Savannah River Operations Office
Post Mice SoX 5031
Aiken, South Carolina 29804-s031

Project Phone
1.800-242-6269

Coastal Council
SC Dept of Natural Resources
Wtldlife& Marine Resources
Land Resources Commission
DHEC
SC Dept of Commerce
State Development Board
Pa*, Recreation & Tourism
State Potis Authority
Adjutant General EPD
State Archaeologist
Human Affairs Commission
Lower Savannah COG (Dist. 5)
BCD COG (Dst. 9)

,... .”

Comment L14. Page 7 of 10.
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-b 20,1996

OuaI@a BUISCS
OImt ~
ORia of the *.x
Ecm~:~mB?~g, Room 329

Cnllunm Sc 29201
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OffIce of the~o;emor*Grant Setices
South Carolina Project Nottication and Review

“’’’:” mF t
Dr. James A ‘rimme~, Jr.
South Carofina Wildlife and Marine Resoumes Department

The Grant Services Unit, OfSce of the Governor is authorized tn operate the South
Carolina Projeet Notification and Review System (SCPNRS). Thruugh the system
the appropriate stite and local oficiale are given the oppofinity to review,
comment, and be involved in efforts to obtain and nse federaL assistance, and to
aeseea the relationship of propoeels to their pbme snd programs.

Please review the attached information, mindfi of the impact it may have on yonr
agency’s goals and objectives. Docnment the resdb of YOWreview in the space
provided. Retnrn yo~ response ~ us by the suspense date indicated above. Your
comments will be renewed and uttizd in making the official state r-mrnendation
concerning the project. The recommendation will be forwarded to the cognizant
federal agency.

Should you have no comment, please return the form seed and dated.

If you have any queatione, cslI me at (803) 734-0495. 8ndneyGtie

❑ Projectie consistent witi our goals and objectives.

❑ Request
RE~~fi~D

a conference to discuaa comments.
i; EC 3 II ~996’

{)

—- Date: /a/20/%-
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Response to Comment L14-01 importance to Native American tribes. Should
the potential for impacts become apparent or if

Because the alternatives, including the Proposed impacts, unexpected as they are, were to occur,

Action, would not require any construction, DOE would noti& the State of South Carolina
there would be little if any risk of damaging Office of the Governor or the State Historic
historic or archaeological resources or areas of Preservation Office.
cultural resources of areas Of cultural
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Response to Comment L15-01

DOE agrees with the recommendation by the
Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) to place the
River Water System in standbfi it is the DOE
prefemed aItemative. In response to the
recommendation by the CAB, DOE has
expanded Section 3.3.2, Layup Options, to
provide a standby condition that would be
responsive to the potential future mission of an
accelerator for the production of tritium (APT)
at SRS. The wide variety of laynp options
presented for the decisionmaker depend on the
time required to restart the River Water System
(from 1 month to 30 months) and the Iayup
scheme (keep portions of the piping system
pressurized by operating the small pump or a
still smaller jockey pump, or maintain those
portions in a dry pipe condition). The minimum
cost starrdby condition is the dry pipe scheme,
which would require 30 months to restart the
system. This option would cost about $650,000
per year of starrdby; the additional cost to
include surveillance md maintenance of the
portion of pipe that the APT would use is
approximately $10,000 per year (dry pipe layup)
or $35,000 per year (wet pipe laWp). The
decisiomrraker will review the “minimum cost
with system available for possible future
missions” option in light of the recommendation
by the CAB and the kuowledge that repair and
restart costs would be borne by the new mission.

Response to Comment L15-02

DOE has investigated the legal requirements
and Savannah River water ~ithdrawal
restrictions that might be associated with
reactivating the River Water System. In
consultation with SCDHEC, DOE determined
that these Savannah River water withdrawals are
not subject to allocations or pemrit constraints.
DOE will continue to report on a quarterly basis
to SCDHEC the surface water usage, including
any chages in Savannah R]ver water
withdraw als associated with the alternatives
considerc d in this EIS. These repnrts, which are
voluntary, were submitted to the South Carolina

Water Resources Commission prior to
consolidation of that agency with SCDHEC.

Possibility exists that firther environmental
review (e.g., a Section 316(b) entrainment and
impingement study) may be required in
conjunction with a fiture decision to restart the
River Water System. Historically, the River
Water System has withdrawn as much as
586,000 gallons per minute (37 cubic meters per
second) from the Savannah River. As indicated
in Section 3.3.2, the projected pumping rates
associated with maintaining the system for
potential restart of this system are significantly
less; therefore, DOE believes that the cost and
time of a Section 316(b) study, if any, would be
minimal. DOE does not anticipate that such
review, if necessary, would result in the
imposition of constraints on SRS river water
usage.

DOE acknowledges, however, that it would
interact and negotiate with EPA and SCDHEC
concerning the use of existing river water
intakes. If new intakes or other mitigation
requirements were needed, the cost would be
substantial and proportional to the mrmber of
pumps to be restied.

Response to Comment L15-03

DOE intends to coordinate NEPA and CERCLA
activities regarding L-Lake as appropriate to
minimize costs and ensure protection of human
health and the environment. This coordination,
including the extent to which remedial activities
for L- Lake should be expedited, will be
discussed with EPA and SCDHEC in the
context of ongoing discussions being conducted
under the FFA, which provides the agreed-upon
framework for remediation planning, including
consideration of such important factors as risk
to human health arrdthe environment,
budgeting, and scheduling. (See responses to
EPA comments, letter L1O.)
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Response to Comment L15-04

The remedial action process for L-Lake might
be included within the Steel Creek Integrator
Operable Unit. The FFA process includes
detailed RCRA Facility Investigation/Remedial
Investigation and a baseline risk assessment,
which as a matter of procedure, considers

potential risks to ecological receptors as well as

human ones.

DOE prepared a revised and expanded
ecological risk assessment in Appendix B. This

analysis focuses on the proposed action in this
EIS rather than remediation alternatives but
might assist the preparation of the ecological
effects portion of the baseline risk assessment in
the FFA process.

Response to Comment L15-05’”

As stated in Section 1.4, this EIS analyzes
realistic exposure conditions for the current
facility worker, the collocated worker, the
hypothetical maximally exposed offsite
individual, the offsite population, and
reasonably foreseeable future conditions, which
are consistent with the SRS Future Use Report
and include a future facility worker and public
access for recreation, but do not include a future
resident. Section 4.1.8 describes these risks for
L-Lake.

Although the decision process for L-Lake
remedial actions under the FFA is not in the
scope of this EIS, DOE believes the fiture land

use recommended by the Citizens Advisory
Board and other stakeholders is a primary
consideration in all cleanup decisions under the
FFA. This is consistent with CERCLA, the FFA
Implementation Plan, and DOE responses to
earlier CAB recommendations on land use.
Baseline Risk Assessment protocols include
estimates of risk at a site, as is, to b~othetical
receptors including a future resident, but risk
management (cleanup) decisions must be
consistent with the reasonably expected future
use – in this case, the use recommended by the
CAB and the SRS Future Use Project Report.

Response to Comment L15-06

The response to comment L 16-05 provides

details of the relationship of the Natural

Resources Trustees and this EIS. Section 4.8
has been expanded to provide a more explicit
comparison of irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources under the alternatives
in this EIS.

NEPA requires separate consultation with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service relative to
threatened and endangered species under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.
Formal consultation is in progress, and if DOE
decides to shut down the River Water System,
the Section 7 process would be accomplished
prior to shutdown of the system. The Section 7
consultation process is described in greater
detail in Section 5.10 and in responses to the
Department of Interior comments (L-16).
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICEOF THF:SECRETARY
b .s’ Wash,,~,(>”.D.C.20?4,,

In &ply Refer To: TJAN31 w
ER 961742

Mr. Andrew R. Grainger
SR WPA Compliance 0f6cer
U. S. ~p~ment of Energy
SavanmhRiverOpentiom Ofice
Post O~LCe BOX5031
.Aikem South Carolina 29804-5031

ffe: DraflEnvironmentalImpactSlalemenl,ShIIZti of the Riwr Water System al the
Sa.omti River Site, Aiken, South CaroIina (~mrS-02d8D)

Dear Mr Graingc

TheU, S.Deptimmt of the Intior~mment) bsA+tbakve-rtierend dowment
mdprotides tie followingumunentsforyourcom"daation. Weareatremely mmmed about
the Proposed Action, its environmental conauemcs, and the inadquacy of the ~
Entironmentat Impact Statement (33ElS) asnowtitten. The Proposti Action mayhaveverj
significanteffats on the Department’s trust resau- under the tigment juridlctic,n of the
@artment,s Fish and Wildlife Sefice (FWS), including endangered and thratmed species.

~ TkWver Water SysCem(RWS) atthe DePmentofEnergy's (DOEs)Savmmh
River Site (SfLS)includes three pumphouses, two on the Savannah Siver and one on Pm Pond.
When the reactors were operating. the two pumps on the Snvannah River delivered 179,000
Sallons per minute (gum) to each reactor W- plus makeup waer for a toti of about 380,W0
gpm(23.9cubic mecerspersewnd). Water bodies receiving etTtumtsfrom there.actors included
L-Lake and Steel Creek, Par Pond and Lnwer Three Runs, Founnik Branch, and Pm Bra”c,h.
Due toshutdom of theramors, DOE placedoneof tie Savam8hRiver pumphousui“ lay up 5
lP93and dcacdnted mdabmdoncd the Par Pondpumphouw inl995, Atthattimc, DOE
decided to discharge a minimumflow of 10 cubic fet per secand (cfs) to LQwerThre Runs and
to allow Ihe water level in ParPond to fluctuate mturatly betw=n its normaloperatingIcvelof
200 feetabove mcan*level (msl)and 195 fectabovemsl. Inaddiion. DOEdetided to reduce
the flow to L-Lake as long as the lake wm titained at its normal operating level of 190 f~t
abovemslandflowin SteelCr4klow LLakedid not fallbdowl Ocfs. Thewmdotk minor
system requiramts aremmently satisticAbyopemtingone of the IOavailablepumpsintbe
remainingSavanmhfdver pumphousewhich pumpsapproximately28,000gpm.

-,.. . . . .
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According to the DEIS, mflent operalion Ofone pump provides approximately 23,000 @m more
water thn is needed. DOE hasIhusdecided to replace this pump with a 5,000 gpm pump which
will keep L-fake at it normal operating level md provide a minimum of 10 cfs to Steel Creek,
Currmt discharges to Fo.fmile Branch tia Castor Creek (approximatdy 0.5 cfs) and to the
headwaitersof Steel Creek (6.5 cfs) would be eliminated md flow to Pen Branch would be
reduced from around 12.7 cfs to no more than 068 cfs. DOE h~ det-ined that the action of
installing the sdl pump iscateaoridy excluded hm requirins eithe$ an Environmental
Assessment or an EIS under tie National Entiromnenti PolicyAct(NEPA). It is the operation
off he smatl pump, to be opmtional by Spring 1997, md not the curr.mtly used pump, which
DOE uses w the basis of its No Acdon rdternativein tis DEIS.

Entironmentd contamination at SRS and ongoing investigations and wtions complicate DOE’S
proposal shutdownof the SRS RWS. L-fake is currently undergoing a site evaluation in
accordance with the Fderal FacilityAgremIent(FFA)amongDOE, theU. S. Environmental
Protection Agmcy (F.PA), and the South Carolin8 Deptiment of Health and Environmental
Conlrol (SCDWC). This agreement integrates DOE’s responsibilities under the Comprehensive
Environmenlat Respn=, Compensation, and Liability Ad (CERCLA, Supefind.Act) and the
Resource Conservation and R=overy Act @CRA) for investigation of the nature and ment of
contamination at SRSandfor identificationmd implementationof necessa~remedial,or cleanup,
actions. If the L-Lake site evaluation recommends further investigation, L-Lake will be placed o“
the CERCL~CW Units List and will be subject to the remdlal action process defined by
CERCLAIRCRA. As stated in this DEIS, that pro-ss would k “long and involved” under the
current FFA.

Par Pond has alrady been placed on the Supefind list. Mile it has the fourth highest h-d
score at SRS,the FFAdls forDDEto begininvestigationsin 2004 and to begin remedial
actions, if required, in 2008, Fourmile Branch, Pen Branch and Lower Three Runs =e atso on
the CERCL~CRA list and are to r~ive &tire evaluation md potential rermdial actions.

~ ~Es Proposal Ationmd Prefemed Mtemative istosbut dowthe RWSmd
toplace dlorportiom of thesytieminstmdby. Thecessation ofriver water input to LL?.ke
would result in the gradti disap-ce of the 1000-acre bk, mposureofconttimted
sediments,andpotentia[ dowstrem transpon ofcontaminated &iments (Steel Creek and the
Savannah R,ver). DOEksapptiently aiready cMwdpumping river water to PwPondmdis
allowing ''natural fluctuationv' Ofwater leveisOv- itscOnttitti sediments. ,Mtintenance
flows to Lower~~ Runs below Par Pond would me under the ProposedAction.

1. EmectsonFshd W1ltife Wwwws TheDEISadquately ide.ntifiesthe bbitat losses
that would o~ur under the Pmpowd Action and the positive entironmwtal impacts
assocktcd with rcdud entrainment md impingement of fish eggs, Imae, juveniles, and
adult fishes of the Sa_3dver. StiI1,the DEIS fails to adequately evaluate theeffmts
ofrhe Proposed titonontishmd wildliferesources. ‘fheunderlyin gbasiso fthisfnilure
istheconcluSon mnitindin Ap~&x B, “Ecological ticctsfrom contarnimntsi” Par

PKm..clc
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Pond, L-bke, Stml Crd, and Lower Thrct Runs are untikely regacdlc.ssof the wus of

theRiverWater Systa. ”

We strongly disagree with this statement. As noted in a June 2, 1992, letter to ME from
rhe ~S in which it did not concur tith tk DOES m=ment of “o effti on tie wd
stork and the bnld =gle relative to the 1*1 emergency drawdown of Par Pond, the
documented Imets of mmcutyin fih inPar Pondfarexceedlevelsknownto cm%
adverseeff-s on sensitiveatian species.L!mitcddata presentedat a woodstork meeting
at SRSin 1996 indimte mercury Icvels in fishes in L.Lake are higher thm those i“ Par
Pond. Contrary to the conclusions pmscntti in Appendix B, available data indicate
dtmen~ in LN% ParPond,SteelCreek,andLow= ThreeRum Iikeiypresent
significantrisk to exposed fish and wildlife populations, pardcularly avian spties
including the endangered wwd stork md threatened bald mgle. Furtherinvcstigatio”s
intothe natureandtient of contandnadon msociati with the= water bdies and
apprOp~te ~te s~fic =OlOs’c~ ri* w==en= arc ncceq to filly assess the
ecolosid effects -ted with cantmts in these water bodies. These&to are
needed before the mvironmenti impcf.s of the Propose dActionw be adeguatefy
evaluated and comi&red h lhe &cis”omnakingprwem

While not a pm of this DE3S, the plmned reduction i“ cumnt pumping Rom 28,OOOgpm
to 5,000 gpm may d= have a significant effect on tmst rtsourca associated with the
receiving water bodies. Under the ptmned &uctio” which DOE hs detenni”td to be
categoritily wcluded kom requiring either an Environmmtal Assessment or an EIS
underNEPA,currentdischargesto FourmileBranchvia CastorCreek(approtimtely 0.5
cfs) and to the hetiwaters of Steel Creek (6.5 cfs) would be eliminated and flow to Pen
Branchwould be reduced from around 12,7 cfs to no more than 0.68 cfs. Strtiow
reductions rtsult in wam and riptian habitat losses wiih potentiat adverse imp~s o“
fish and wildlife populations, In tidition, at SRSreductionsin streamflowmaydso result
in the expwre of cotimnlcd scdimenrs and additional mpowre pathways fbr atia”
and terrestrial tildlife. The DEIS should cantain same discussion of the impacts of the
planned stre.amtlowreduction%at a minimum, there shouldbesomeexplmtion of DOEs
determinationthat this actionis ategorically ex=l”dedfrom review underWA

2. Endmgered Spcci~: While the DEfS stat= tkt DOE directed the preparation of~
biologid assessment to evaluate the &eas of the proposed action on endangered and
threatend spmies, the FWS has not been provided a copy of that assessmmt. The DEIS
finher states that DOE “plw to initiate formal conmltation: fod consultation “nd~
Section 7 of the Endangered Spwies Ati is required if the biototicfd a~essmcnt m“cl”des
the proposed action may tiect endangered or threatened species. Under forrml
w nsultation, the FWS must prwae a B,otogicd OpX1onre~ding the project and its
impacts on endangered and threatened spti=. The evacuationof Proposed Action
impacts cannot be completd until Section 7 consultation is completd, thus affecting the
Fil!alEfs completion.

3. Natural Rsource Damages The DEIS co”!ains a di~ssion of nat”rat rcso”rce dmages

PK64-40F
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(Section 5.5.2.4 and Section 4.8), and in panicular the effect of a determination in m HS
that cenaincmurws areimeversibly ?.ndirretrievablycomndtted. Thediscussion inthese
sections is not CIW however, it impliesthat DOE’s idendlimtion in the DE2S of any
resource as irrwersibly md irretrievably committed will preclude natural resource
damages iiabilityarising komlhepropod action. Section 107(f) of CERCLArquires
that damages to mturd resources be specificallyidentified, that a permit or license be
issued and the decision granting the permit or Iicense authorize the commitment of
resources, md that operations becanducted n'ith!n thetmsofthe permit or license, Itis
notapparent from the DEIS that alla ftheconditions of the Section 107(0 exclusion
would be met. Fuflhw, even ifthwantition$ were M,itisrnot clWthatthe S=tiom
107(~ exclution would apply to a situation involting rele=s or contami”atio” occurring
prior tothepreparation of the EIS. AWrdingJy, bascdon theinformation mnttinedin
the DEIS, itisour viewthat the Section 107(f)exclusion fiomliability would not apply.

The Department appreciates tbeopponunitylo provide thammments. Anyqu~tionsor
comments should be d[rected to Ms. Diane Dunw Environtnenti Contaminants Specialist,
U. S. Fish and Wlldiife Service, P. O.Box 69, Wadmataw Island, So.ti Carolina 29487, (803)
559-7909.

Sincerely, ~

@&d+
Director
Ofice ofEnvironmental Policy

and Compliance

PKs440P
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Response to Comment L16-01

Section 4,3 .S.3, as revised, presents a thorough
evaluation of the affected environment and
environmental consequence on threatened and
endangered species due to implementation of
the proposed action or arr alternative. This
evaluation is supported by a Biological
Assessment and an Ecological Risk Assessment
(Appendix B),

DOE appreciates the advice and cooperation of
the Fish and Wildlife Service that is leading to
the successful completion of the consultation
process as required by Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act.

Response to Comment L16-02

DOE acknowledges that documented
concentrations of mercury in fish in Par Pond
and L-Lake in some cases have exceeded
0.1 mg~g (ppm). However, it should be noted
that the 0.1 mg/kg concentration of total
mercury in prey items (fish) that is generally
cited as protective of fish-eating birds (from
Eisler’s oft-cited 1987 mnnograph A4ercu~
Hazards to Fish, Wi[dll~e, arrdInvertebrates) is
very conservative, and has been the subject of
some debate in scientific circles. Moreover, this
0.1 mg/kg (ppm) standard is within the range of
normal background mercury levels in fish in
many streams, lakes, and reservoirs in the U.S.

For example, freshwater fish (bottom-dwelling
species and predators) were sampled at more
tharr 100 stations across the U.S. in the 1970s
md 1980s as part of the National Contaminant
Binmonitoring Program managed by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. Mean concentrations
of mercury in these fish samples were 0.11 ppm
in both 1978-1979 sud 1980-1981. The EPA
National Study of Chemical Residues in Fish
(EPA 823-R-92-008a) presents data on mercury
concentrations in fish collected from 1986-1989
at 374 locations (a mix of contaminated and
background sites). Generally sp !aking,
concentrations were highest in the northeast and
southeast and lowest in the midwest, southwest,

arrd interrnountain west. More than 60 percent
of the water bodies contained fish with mercury
concentrations greater tha 0.1 mg/kg (ppm).
The concentration of mercury in fish tissue from
21 background sites ranged from not detected to

1.77m~g (ppm) with a mearr of 0.34 mgikg.
This mean value is three times the Eisler
standard of 0.1 ppm.

Mercury concentrations in fish in Par Pond have
on occasion been higher than the 0.1 ppm
concentration, but are not au imminent threat to
fish arrd wildlife. Any effects would be subtle
to imperceptible; there is no evidence to date of
reduced survival or reproductive success in any
of the sensitive species known to forage or nest
in the area (such as the bald eagle and wood
stork).

The “limited data presented at the 1996 wood
stork meeting” do not indicate thatmercury
levels in fish in L-Lake are hi@er tharr those in
Par Pnnd, nor are these data indicative of
“significant risk to exposed fish and wildlife
populations.” These limited SavarrrrahRiver
Ecology Laboratory data show that mercury
concentrations are roughly twice as high in Par
Pond fish than L-Lake fish. Mercury
concentrations appear to be slightly elevated in
largemouth bass and four sunfish species in Par
Pond. Mercury concentrations in L-Lake fish
are indistinguishable from background levels,
with the exception of one species, the redbreast,
which appears to contain elevated
concentrations of mercury. It should be noted
that sunfish from isolated SRS wetlands
unaffected by facility operations often contain
mercury levels as high or higher tharr L-Lake’
aud Par Pond, depending on the particular
wetland’s soils and water quality (pH,
hardness/alkalinity, arrd total organic carbon).

The value presented in Eisler (1987) of 0,1 ppm
should be viewed as an initial indicator of
potential risk to sensitive bird species. This
value is not species specific, and does not take
into account site-specific physico-chemical
parameters or the ecology of the avian receptors
that use a given site (e.g., Par Pond and
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L-Lake). The Eisler value, therefore, should be
viewed as a starting pOint or screening level tO
investigate potential risks when fish have body
burdens of greater than 0.1 ppm total mercury.
The FEIS contains an expanded ecological risk
assessment that evaluates potential risks to the
wood stork and bald eagle (among other
species) that is based on site-specific and
species-specific parameters.

Response to Comment L16-03

The FEIS contains an expanded discussion of

possible impacts to fish and wildlife from
reductions in streamflow (Section 4.2.5), as well
as no explanation for DOE’s position tiat this
action is categorical y excluded from review
under NEPA (Section 1.1).

Response to Comment L16-04

On December 23, 1996, the DOE NEPA
Compliance Officer at the Savannah River Site,
Mr. Drew Grainger, sent a copy of the
Biological Assessment to Mr. Roger L. Banks
of the Charleston, S.C., field office of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. The cover letter that
accompanied the Biological Assessment noted
that

The biological assessment concludes that
the proposed action may affect the bald
eagle, which nests on the SRS, and the
wood stork, which occasionally forages
on the SRS. As a result,... DOE would like
to begin the process of consultation
pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act...

DOE believes that it has fultilled its obligations
with respect to the consultation requirements of
the Endangered Species Act,

Response to Comment L16-05

USFWS states that the discussion of the
irreversible and irretrievably committed
resources and the effect that such a
determination in an EIS has on natural resources

damage liability is not clear. USFWS further
asserts that all the conditions of the CERCLA
Section 107(fl exclusion would not be met by
the DEIS as it is currently written. Under
Section 107(f) of CERCLA there is exclusion of
liability for an injury to, destruction of, or loss
of natural resources if

...the damages to natural commitments of
resources complained of were specifically
identified as irreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resources in an
environmental impact statement, or other
comparable environmental analysis, and
the decision to grant a permit or license
authorizes such commitment of natural
resources, and the facility or project was
otherwise operating within the terms of its
pemrit or license, so long as, in the case of
damages to an Indian tribe occurring
pursuant to a Federal permit or license,
the issuance of that permit or license was
not inconsistent with the fiduciary duty of
the United States with respect to such
Indian tribe.

In Section 4.8 of RWEIS, the discussion of the
resources that would be irreversibly and
irretrievably committed has been clarified so as
to satisfy the requirements of both NEPA and
CERCLA. A discussion of the potential natural
resource damages liability resulting from this
action as addressed in Section 107(~ of
CERCLA is not appropriate at this time and has
been eliminated. It is premature to pursue a
decision on a Section 107(fl exclusion on
natural resource darnages liability for the
current action at this time.

In the USFWS comment, it is not clear, but

seems to be implied that a permit or license
must be issued in order to fulfill the
requirements of Section 107(fl of CERCLA
with regard to obtaining an exclusion for natural
resource damage liability, In the case of the
actions under consideration, a permit is not
relevant to the activities involved and would not
be necessary. Alternative remedial actions
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I under CERCLA are not ready for decision at cannot be implied that invocation of the Section
this time and are not included in this Final EIS. 107(0 exclusion covers the urior releases and

B contamination. These prior releases are
Finally, USFWS raises the question of currently being addressed through the CERCLA
applicability of the Section 107(0 exclusion as remediation process with input from tbe

‘I

it applies to reIeases and contamination Savannah River Site’s Natural Resource
occurring prior to the preparation of RWEIS. It Trustees.
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