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l
Mr. Larry D, Kirkman E
Acting Area Managet
Los Alamos National Labaratory
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544

Dear Mr. Kirkman: i ;

The U. S. Fish and Wiidli¢ Service|(Service) has reviewed the Biologica Assessinept '
i

(BA) for the proposed Radioactive Liguid Waste Treatment Facility (Facity) at Los
Alamos National Lab’ora:b y (LANL). The purpose of the Facllity is to trpat radloactive
liquid waste generatéd atiLANL. Tfie proposed actlvities Involve the cldaring and
movement of land for the|construction of the Facility (10 acres) in one pf two alternate
locations and the constrution of tivo access roads (5 acres) in the projpct area. The
project area is located inlLANL Opdrable Units 1129 and 1 147, including Technical ;

Areas (TAs) 35, 50, 55, gnd 63, Lgs Alamos County, New Mexico.

Your attached cover ‘@latté)‘, dated February 3, 1995, requested our revigw and
concurrence with LANL’g |determingtion that the proposed activities wolld be unilikely
to adversely affect any efjdangered| or threatenad speclas or their criticgl habitat.
Potential impacts and mitigation mgasures were inadequately addressed in the BA, and
therefore, the Servicé cannot concyr with LANL’s determination. The r Blationship
between soil quality and patural resource management should be addregsed in dbtall for
this project area. The Department f Energy should consider preparing pn :
Environmental Impact St <rment (E}S) or an Environmental Assessment|(EA) that

detalls the potential anvirgnmental tonsequences of Facility constructioh and location.

' i 1 ;

The concentrations of radionuclide  potentially found in the soll of the gdroject area

were not discussed in relgtion to suitable habitat for any endangered sppcies. We are |
not saying that radioﬁlcti\l contamihation exists, rather that the extent bt any potential
contamination has not bé‘ n documented for the proposed and alternate|sites. The

Service is acting on the hasis of the following available Information. Thp Environmental
Protection Group (1 993)} ported (page IV-46) a soll 230+240p; concentrdtion of 0.043
pCi/g. This concentrationi was mea: ured at an undisclosed location in BA 50; no other
data were reported for soils within he“})roi!ect area (e.g., in-TAs 35, 48} 52, 65, 63, or
66). Graf (1994) reported an average ****°Pu concentration of 0.0024-pCi/g in

sediment that he consldered a "background concentration.”. Therefore, given no other
site-specific soll quality information, the Service would expect the poteiy
area soil concentrations df 2°*2*%Pulto be elevated; up to 20 times greater than
background concentrations. If the project area soils were contaminated} then the
clearing of contaminated Jand and the excavation of contaminated soil Would be
considered a major federgl action, t - n Co S
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soil contamination from becoming ecolpgically harmful. The BA stated tha
construction of the Facility the excavation and movement of 1430 m*
(2000 yd?) of site soilg, and|t g of approximately 6.08 hactares (1p acres) of
land (pages 1 and 2). The B ested that the resulting environmerftal Impacts
would include disturbam;e within a dr nage and on steep slopes that couldfinitiate soil
erosion, resulting in localized |sedimenthtion of downstream waetlands (pagef20). The
BA did not adequately address wetland mitigation measures (page 1, sumnfary 12);
delineation of wetlands, by 'FFE“ will fot ensure they will not be disturbed] Presently,
the BA only briefly mennons ow soll grosion might be ecologically harmfu

Page 21: "So/fl ero.s: .. CO

water sources, thus

The BA does not address th£ contain

d cause adverse impacts to nearby gtreams or
orted bat potential foraging areas.”

Page 22: "Nearby stt%ams . » . kould be damaged because construcgion of the
facility would be aa'/’abgnt to th wetland, Dumping soil and sedimet into the
stream can also after water soufces and destroy or change the poteqtial habitat
that exists do wns:rreg of the- ternate site, thus making the are4 upsuitable for
nesting or foraging of, flycatchefs." :

Page 22: "Remoi'a/ \ existing vegetative cover could increase or inftiate
erosion and alter drainage pattetns both within the canyon bottoms (including
stream channels) and|glong the kanyon slopes.” ’

Page 26: ".. véget fon remoyal and backfilling of streams could gause:
erosion that cou/d a ct other Ratural and outfsll-related wetlands dpwn-
gradient.” : ‘

Transuranic nuclides that ha been re ased to the envnronment are lzkely dsorbed:or
bound to dust, soils and sed =
substantial percentage of ra

the stream channels When S face rungff enters the canyon (Environmental{Protaction
Group 1993, Graf 1994, Hax

erosion and aerial redlsmbutl n are th important processes affecting radio uclide fate,
transport, and exposure, the BA should present a plan for assesslng any cofitamination
and controlling soil erosion, gedimentatjon, and fugitive dust in the project grea. An
understanding of the projectT rea soil eyosion dynamics (e.g., contaminant
concentrations, site geology, site hydralogy, aerlal transport, changes in sedimentation
rate, etc.) would be essential for deterrhining the fate of project area soils apd the risks
of wildlife exposed to any expected radioactivity., Perhaps site conditions chn be
determined (e.g., soil taxture, moisture{content, cohesiveness, density, als

topography, vegetative cove” relative umidity, etc.) and manipulated to refluce the
potential impacts to the envitbnment, -Methods to prevent contamination of nearby
weatiands from any radionuclide-contaminated particulates, soils, and sediments should
be clearly specified. Howevat, bales of,hay and drift fences, normally recothmended to
control erosion impacts durin "the construction of federal facilities, would b
inappropriate for the conteinment.of ¢ %pu.contaminated solls migrating from
cleared land to stream channgls and wdtlands. If stream channels and wetland habitats
are contaminated by radionu¢lides becduse of project-related activities, ther} there
would likely be adverse impa¢; i i




.. o198 : » NEW MEXICO ECO. SERU. OFH
: Sleat RREEETE L TT mee e m Y e

Mr. Larry D. Kirkman

ened spacies

construction would have no adversq effects on any endangered or threa
not been

because the impacts of any site-spegific radionuclide contamination hav

listed threatened or ebdariq ered splies. The Service could not concur
addressed.

Pathways of Exposure to TVildlife

An EIS or EA should addrpss the popsible pathways of any site specific Jadionuclides
affecting wildlife, considering not odly direct exposure, but dust inhalatign, soil and
sediment ingestion, and i mpacts to and movement through the various ¢ ophic levels of
the ecosystem. Informatign on both wetlands and terrestrial ecosystemg should be
assessed. For instance, gte local pdnderosa pine trees experiencing a si , ilar reduction
in growth as demonstrated in pine ffees studied by Sparrow {1962)? Hew does a
potential reduction in prodlctivity affect the terrestrial habitat quality offkhreatened and
endangered species and migratory birds? What is the level of radioactivity found in the
many wildlife speclas identified in tije project area (BA, Appendices A, §'C, and D),
and what are the risks to [their cons{imers? Migratory birds or threatenefl and
endangered species that rgside or miigrate through the project area, wou d be expectaed
to breathe site-air and dust, eat plarjt materials, Insects and sediments asociated with
Mortandad and Ten Site Canyons, ahd drink from nearby natural wetlangs and those
created by effluent discharges. Aithough natural radiation sources accolnt for miost of
wildlife annual average exposure, lohg-lived transuranics elevated in an grea pose a
considerable hazard to exposed spe¢ies (Eisler 1994), Nesting birds, thpir eggs,
fledglings, and all developing or regdnerative organisms (e.g., amphibiang, reptiles) and
their tissues (e.g., tepjrod\i tive organs, bone marrow) are much more s sceptible to

the effects of ionizing radjations dud to the tendency of rapidly dividing gells to be
more sensitive to radiation damage than slowly-dividing cells (BEIR 193Q). ifa
migratory bird were t6 inhale plutonjum-contaminated dust particles (potentially
exacerbated by site activities) and have them lodge in thelr lungs, the rekultant alpha-
radiation could lead tg lung cancer, isease, or other respiratory debilitatjon, and
perhaps mortality dependinig on the species’ exposure.

.

The Service suggests that jan ecological risk assessment approach be usgd to decide
the amount of exposure and risks of-any project area contamination to vyildlife species.
Perhaps this endeavor coyld culmingte in soil and sediment quality standgrds for
radioisotopes, including plitonium, which could serve as guidelines for cjean up,
monitoring, and surveillange. This
Damage Assassment and [Restoratioh strategy defined by the Comprehegsive
Environmental Response, iCompensation, and Liability Act that attempts o balance
wildlife injury agairist technological #dvances in clean up, and the needstof the people.
Until thers is an clear undarstanding{about the amount of wildlife exposyre and adverse
effects from site radioactivity, the pptential for the long-term protection:pnd recovery
of threatened and endangBred specigs on'any identified radionuclide-confaminated
habitats on LANL lands is &uestiona ‘ :
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1. ' " Wetlands pboundaries will be delineated within gwo years of
beglnnfng constructlon In 0 Eer to ensyre that these wetlands are not d/st |

Mr, Larry D. Kirkman

i
Specific Comments on the 44

Delineation of wetlands, by self will
to prevent disturbance to wetlands sh

determined and prasentqd in terms of
migratory birds and thre:aterWd and en

BA. Normauy, aBA discusss the env, ‘ronmental Impact of a preferred alte

threatened and endangered ;
EiS (or EA), whera the a;mo )t of actility, their costs, mission, and relative

the preferred srte mlght be dlled the Mortandad Canyon Site, and the alterpate site
might be called the Mésa de
which site will be used?: Th
resource value and the pote
analysis, -

4, Page 14, T
traillit extimus) (flycatcher) [
listing as endangered with ctitical habi
rule was published on Fabrualy 27, 19
Designation of critical habitat was def
further comments. COmjmer#s on the

ton July 23, 1993 (68 FR 39495% The final
5; the listing is effective March 29,
red until-July 1998, while the Servi
roposed designation of critical habith
0694)

_-,_—m

submitted until Aprit 28 1995 (60 FR

The BA stated in footnotes stg Table 2
area, but field surveys faund o ndivi
occur in the general area.” ﬁ ch state
what surveys were compieted, when t
used, and their applicatign. filhe results:
notss taken during the surveys would

pm/ect area is in an area of
with buildings and parkrng fo
any breeding TES wildlife sp
been presented to support thi p
discuss surveys and habitat .conducted, including the time spent (depending
on species), and 1o presant the survey ind habitat results in an appendix tojthe BA.

this
ly to
ted, "{tlhe

The ambiguous language used |
ns or adequately support the not like
he attached tover letter. The BA stg

section does not address Se
adversely atfect conclusion r
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24

alternative site, however ¢puld have|habitat, but the following speciesfare being
dismissed from further co sideratior] because (1) they are unlikely to dgcur in the
project area, (2 none has|been recokded at this site, or (3) if the spec bs were in the
area, there would be low or no poteqtial for impact if the project is confducted
according to the plan.” These statefients need to further explained fof us to concur
with the conclusions. | The|"likelihoofl of occurrence™ statement does fot answer the
question: Do any thréatei d or endjngered species occur in the projegt area or within
% mile of the project area? Documentation of threatened or endangergd species
surveys, the methodol}ogyI sed, and]interpretation will need to be provjded to support
the determination that no |specles orftheir habitats are found in or nearpy the project
area. The questions that heed to beladdressed when determining potehtial effects to
listed and proposed specie$ are: (1)lAre threatened or endangered species or their
habitat found in or near the project grea? (2) How was this determinatipn made? and
(3) What are the potentiallimpacts of the proposed activities in relatior{ to these species
and their habitats? . | PO LT e T : ‘

et

; ". .. If this area were eliminated] the peregrine
hunting sites within Los Alsmos County. Thereforg, because the
utside the alternative site is good, and could replace
tion of thls profect, no special mitigation measures are

The argyment that the loss of foraging habitat is not
raging argas are available is not sufficient t9 support a "not

iinding. v

7.
could find alternate
quality of foraging habitat
foraging lost from constr

required for the peregtine.
important because other f
likely to adversely affect”

If you have questions EconJ:am_ing oull comments, please call Joel D. Lubk at

(605) 761-4525.

[P

Sincerely,

d
‘ iferFOwler-Pro
- State Supervisor

tc: ’
Regional Contaminant Coordinator, Jegion 2, Albuquerque, New Mexi :
Regional Environmental Officer, Depé’rtment of the Interior, Albuquerque, New Mexico
Director, New Mexico Department ofi Game and Fish, Santa Fe, New exico
Division Chief, Forestry & [Resources}Conservation Division, Energy, Miheral, and
Natural Resources Deparitnent 1 i ,
Bureau Chief, Surface Water Quality Bureau, New Mex}co}fiznvimr\'men{'Departme'nt,
Santa Fe, New Mexi¢o (Attention: AIP) .~ ., ';} , :
Governor, Pueblo de San t{defonso, Ganta Fe, New Mexico , -
Section Leader, Water, Qu‘? ity and HYdrology Section, Environmental Plotection Group
(ESH-8), Los Alamos Natipnal Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico.
Scientech, L.os Alamios Argp Office, Los Alamos, New Mexico (Attn: TJLadino)
Section Leader, Biological Resources Evaluations Team, ESH-20, Los Alamos National

Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (Attn: MS M887)
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