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:::• uM~-::::::: Whdli~~~ service ISetvlcel h•.• rovlew~d j;~ •. Biologic • AssesL~t 
(BA) for the propose<f Ra;~ ioactive iquid waste Treatment Facility (Fac ltv) at Los 

Alamos National L~boratp y (LANL ., The purpose of the Facility Is tot at radioactive 

liquid waste generated a~ LANL .. T e proposed activities Involve the cl a ring and 

mov~maht of land fcJ,r th :I c.onstrud ibn of the Facility ( 1 0 acres) In one f two alternate 

locattons and the constr 9t1on oft o access roads (5 acres) in the pro) ct area; The 

project area is locate~ in \.J.ANL Op able Units 11 29 end 114 7, includl Technical 

Areas (TAS) 35, 50, ,55, nnd 63, L s Alamos County, New Mexico. . . • 

Your attached covedett~f. dated F bruary 3, i 1995, requested our revi w and · 

concurrence with LANL' determin tion that the proposed activities wo ld be unlikely 

to adversely affect any e dangered or threatened species or their critic 1. habitat. 

Potential impacts an~ ml i atlon m asures were Inadequately addresse In the BA, and 

therefore, the service ca ot cone r with LANL's determination. The r lationship 

between soil quality ~nd etural re ource management should be addre sed In detail for 

this project area. The 0 · artment f Energy should consider preparing n · 

Environmental Impact St ~ement (E S) or an Environmental Assessment (EA) that 

details t~e pote.ntlal1nv1T nmen~al ronseq~ences of F~cility constructio and location. 

The concentratrons o~ ra~ onuchde~ potentrally found rn the soli of the roject area 

were not discussed lh rei· tion to s~table habitat for any endangered sp cies. We are 

not saying that radlo+cti 
1 

contamihation exists, rather that the extent f any potential 

contarhlnatlon has nqt b~ n documented for the proposed and alternate sites. The 

service Is acting on tre l sis of the following available Information. Th Environmental 

Protection Group (19EJ3) ported (~age IV-46) a soii 11' .... 140Pu concentr tion of 0.043 

pCi/g. This ooncentr~tlo. 1 was me.ured at an undisclosed tocatlon In 50; no other 

data were reported f<)r sj
1

i s within~ep,roiect area (e.g., 1~ :rAs 35, 48 62~ 6~,: 63, or 

66J. Graf ( 1994) rep:orte an aver e 311
:" 

40Pu concentratiOn of 0.002 :rpC1/g m 

sediment that he con~lde d a "ba ground concentration." Therefore, iven no other 

site-specific soli quall~y I ormation· the Service would expect the pote · Ia I for project 

area soil concentratio,ns · 230 +
240P to be elevated; up to 20 times gre er than 

back9round conce~tr~tlol$. If the ~roject are~ soils were contaminated then the 

cleanng of contamma;ted ~nd and the excavatron of contaminated soil ould be 

considered a major f~tler li action. ·' · · , · · I ' 
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The BA does not address th contain nt measures necessary to prevent otentlal site 
soil contamination from !bee ing eco gically harmful. The BA stated tha • 
construction of the FacilhY ill involv the excavation and movement of 1 130m3 

· 

<2000 yd3
) of site soils, ~nd ~~·he clear! g of approximately 6.08 hectares (1 acres) of 

land (pages 1 and 2). The 8 also su ested that the resulting envlronme al Impacts 
would include disturban~e .;Jli hin a dr nage and on steep slopes that caul Initiate $oil 
erosion, resulting in loea'lizea sedimen tion of downstream wetlands (pag 20). The 
BA did not adequately a~dre~s wetlan mitigation measures (page 1, sum ry ,2); 
delineation of wetlands,!by i~rjelf, will ot ensure they will not be disturbed Presently, 
the BA only briefly mentions

1 
ow soli roslon might be ecorogloally harmfu 

' I 

Page 21 : .. Sail E(fOslpf ••. co 'd cause adverse impacts to nearby treams or 
water sources, thys ~'(ecting s orred bat potentiBI forBging areas." 

Page 22: "Nearb~ st~tBms. • • oulcl be damaged because constru 
1

ion of the 
facility would be irdfaHent to th wet/end. Dumping sail Bnd sedime t into the 
stream can also ;i/rer~!~Bter so,v ces and de~ troy or ci1Bnge the pote, rial habitat 
that exists downsrre~ of the ternete site, thus making the area u suitable for 
nesting or foraging o 7ycstche 'S." 

Page 22: "Removal 1 existing egetative cover could increase or I 
erosion and alter (lrai ge patre~ns both within the canyon bottoms 
stream channels) 'emd long the anyon slopes." 

Page 26: " .. •· v~get ion remo at Bnd baalcfilling of streams could 
erosion chat could a cr other · rural and outfell·related wetiBnds wn-
gradient. n i 

Tnmsuranic nuclides that ha~l been r~ . 1ased to the environment are likely 
bound to dust, soils and !sed ents (<31i f 1994). Erosional processes mov 
substantial percentage oT ra onucllde 1 ontamlnated soils on LANL from th slopes to 
the stream channels Wh~n s~ face run ff enters the canyon (Environmental Protection 
Group 1993, Graf 1994,; Ha~ nson et I. 1976, Hakonson era!. 1981 ). Be ause 
erosion and aerial redistdbuti

1 
n are th important processes affecting radio uclide fute, 

transport, and exposure,: the; A shoul present a plan for assessing any co tamination 
and controlling soil erosion, ; dlmenta on, and fugitive dust in tha project rea. An 
understanding of the pro)ect 1; rea soli oslon dynamics (e;g., contaminant 
concentrations, site geolpgy~. ite hydrology, aerial transport, changes In se !mentation 
rate, etc.) would be esse'ntia or deter~'ning the fate of project area soils a d the risks 
of wildlife exposed to any e . ected ra · ioactlvity. Perhaps site conditions n be 
determined (e.g., soil te*urel, moisture content, cohesiveness, density, &Is 
topography, vegetative covetJ relative umldity, etc.) and manipulated tore uce the 
potential impacts to the envi~nment. · ethods to prevent contamination o nearby 
wetlands from any radio~ucll e·contaminated particulates, soils, and sedim nts should 
be clearly specified. H,o~ev ,, bales o~.hay and drift fences, normally reco mended to 
control erosion impacts qurin the con ruction of federal facilities, would b 
inappropriate for the contain ent.of ~30 240Pu-contemlnated soils migrating rom 
cleared land to stream 'c~ann Is and w tlands. If stream channels and wetl nd habitats 
are contaminated by r~di~>nu Ides bee se of projecNeleted tw1ivitles, the there· 
would likely be adverse i'!'pa j s to wil ife; including migratory birds, and f erally 
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listed threatened or en.i daw' ~ered sp '••· The Service could not concur ot the ~oclllty 
construction would· have o advers . effects on any endangered or thre ened sp!!cies 
because the impacts· of a 

1 1 
site-sp iflc radionucllde contamination hav not been 

addressed. • ll , 
. • i I . I 

h f . i i~,r~rl I 

Pat ways o Exposure to 1.L:""''e 
An EIS or EA should addii s the po sible pathways of any site specific adlonuclides 
affecting wildlife, Cbf1Sid ng not o ly direct exposure, but dust inhalati n, soil and 
sediment ingestion, ahd i~ pacts to nd movement through the various ophic levels of 

the ecosystem. Jnfor"'at~ n on bot • wetlands 8nd terrestrial ecosystem should be 
assessed. For instan¢e, ~ .e local p nderosa pine trees experiencing 8 si ilar reduction 
in growth as demons,rat in pine ees studied by Sparrow (1962>? H w does a 
potential reduction ln;pro. ctivity a feet the terrestrial habitat quality of hreatened and 
endangered species and igratory irds7 What Is the level of radloactiv y found I~ the 
many wildlife specl~s! ide ified in t ~ project' area ·(BA, App~ndites A, 'C, and D), · 
and what are the risk$ to heir cons mers7 Migratory birds or threatene and 
endangered species t.,at ~side or lgrate through the project area, wou d be expected 
to breathe site·air and du , eat pia t materials, Insects etnd sediments 8 sociated with 
Mortandad and Ten S)te nyons, a d drink from nearby natural wetlan s and tliose 
created by effluent di~ch iges. Alt ough natural radiation sources acco nt for niost of 
wildlife annual average e 'l'osure, lo g·llved transurunics elevated in an rea pose a 
considerable hazard tb ex osed spe ies (Eisler 1994). Nesting birds, th lr eggs, 
fledglings, and all da~elop~i g or reg nerative organisms (e.g., amphibian , reptiles) and 
their tissues (e.g., teprod tive org ns, bone marrow) are much mores ceptible to 
the effects of ionizing· rad tions du. to the tendency of rapidly dividing ells to be 
more sensitive to radi~tio · damage than slowly-dividing cells (BEIR 199 ). If a 
migratory bird were tb inH; le plutonjum-contaminated dust particles (po ntially 
exacerbated by site a~tiv~t es) and Have them lodge in their lungs, the re ultant alpha­
radiation could lead tq lu~ cancer, isease, or other respiratory debilita on, and 

perhaps mortality ~f3p!end I g on the
1 

pecies' ~xp~sure. . . 

The Service suggests:that an ecolo 'cal risk assessment approach be us d to de~ide 
the amount of exposure ! d risks o ·any project area contamination to ildlife species. 
Perhaps this endeavot co d culmin te in :soil and sediment quality stan rds for 
radioisotopes, lncludl~g p tonium, hich could serve as guidelines for ean up, 
monitoring, and surve!illan e. This ocess could also utilize the Netural esource 
Damsge Assessment ~nd estoratl strategy defined by the Comprehe sive 
Environmental Resporlse, ompens ion, and Liability Act that attempts o balance 
wildlife injury against !tee otogical dvences in clean up, and the needs of the people. 
Until there is an clear :und rstanding about the amount of wildlife expos e and adverse 
effects from site ra<1h~acti 

1
itY, the tentlal for the long-term protection' nd recovery 

of threatened and eh~.ang ~red speci s on' any identified radionuclide-con mlnated 
habitats on LANL I~;~J;ds is uestlona le. · · 
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Specific Comments on the ~ 
1. Page 1. summory, ,lzL t etlands oundaries will be delineated within wo years of 
beginning construction In o,., er to ens re that these wetlands are not dlst bed." 
Delineation of wetlands;, by tself, will ot ensure they will not be disturbe Methods 
to prevent disturbanc~ tp w tlands sh uld be specified. 

2. P Pr :. n I . Wha' are the radlonucllde concentrations ~f the 
excavated soils and cleared nds? S I concentrations of radionuclides sh uld be 
determined and preseJ:lted i~ terms of otential risks to wildlife species, in uding 
migratory birds and thre~te1;d and en I angered species and their habitats. 

3. · '· n It Is unusual to discuss alt natives In a 
BA. Nprmally, a BA discuss s the env ronmental Impact of a preferred alt native on 
threatened and endangered ecies. e encourage the discussion of alter atives in Hn 
EIS (or EA), where the arno t of acti ty, their costs, mission, and relativ 
environmental impact e~n b detailed. To reduce confusion .about which sj es are 
being discussed, there shoul be a cle rer Indication as to which site .Is wh h. Perhaps 
the preferred site might ~e lied the ~ ortandad Canyon Site, and the alte ate site 
might be called the Mes~ de Buey Sit • When will the decision be made t determine 
which site will be used?! Th Mortand . d Canyon Site appears to have grea er natural 
resource value and the pote lal impacts to this area, If selected, would re uire further 
analysis. 

4. P e 14 T I 2 nd T e southwestern willow flycatcher (~i.IIC:.lli ~n~ 
1aillli extimusl (flycat¢h~rl s tus Is lis ed as FPE. The flycatcher was pro sed for· 
listing as endangered with c i!tical habi ton July 23, 1993 (58 FR 39495 The final 
rule was published on F~bru fy 27, 19 5; the liSting Is effective March 29 1995. 
Designation of critical·h~blta

1
.~was def red until ,July 19915, while the Serv e gathers 

further comments. com:me s on the reposed designation of critical habi t may be 
submitted until April 26,: 19 (60 FR 0694). 

The BA stated In footnotes ~t~ Table 2 hat ~exican' spotted awl "(hJsbitat xists in tire 
area, bur field surveys tqundio tndlv~ afs. 1 Furthermore, no Individuals a11 known ro 
occur in the general Bfeci.•" ch state ents should be supported by docu entation on 
what surveys were complet , when t ey were completed, the survey me lodology 
used, and their applicati~n. he result of these surveys end the replicetio of field 
nottss tHkem during tha S\Jrve s would e appropriate as an appendix to any BA •. 

. ! I l , ' 

5. ~I;W....I..l;C~~Io4W~~'-""!-..j!!!..!llU.~!.....I.1~ The BA stated·, ''(b]ecause the pfi posed 
project area Is In an area! of bance bordered by roads and techn cal sites 
with buildings and parkirl,g lo little possibility that this habitat wo fd support 

a of sufficient quantity and quality as not 
. n example of sufficient data would e to 
.conducted, including the time spen (depending 
nd habitat results in an appendix t .the BA. 

The ambiguous language used I this 
ns or adequately support the not II ly to 

he attached tover letter. The BAs ted, "{t)he 

004 
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alternative site, howe~er . uld have habitat, but the following specle:s 'fife being . 
dismissed from further co sideratio1 because (11 they are unlikely to 

1 

cur In the 
project area, (2) noqe:has ~een reco ded at this site, or (31 if the spec s were in the 
area, there would b(J ~ow [ no pate tial for impact if the project i:s co ducted 
according to the ptan.r T ese state· ents need to further explained f us to concur 
with the conclusions. : Th "likelihoo of occurrence" statement does ot answer the 
question: Do any thrQate i d or end ngered species occur in the proje t area or within 
Y.. mile of the project ~rea. oocum tatlon of threatened or endanger :d species 
surveys, the methodology1 sed, emd interpretation will need to be pro ,ded to support 
the determination tha' no pecles or . heir habitats are found in or near 'y the project 
area. The questions t~at 1eed to be addressed when determining pot tlal effects to 
listed and proposed speci are: ( 1) re threatened or endangered sp ies or their 
habitat found in or ne~r tti project ea7 (2) How was this determinat n made?; and 
(3) What are the pote~tiall mpacts o the proposed activities in relatio to these species 
and their habitat$? · ' ' ' ~ ' 1 • ' 

7. 

If you have questions )conf 
(505) 761-4525. . . i 

comments,: please call Joel D. L ; 

. I 

1 

. 11 

cc· : i • , I 
Regional Contaminant!Coo dinator, egion 2, Albuquerque, New Mexi 
Regional Environment8,1 0~ icer, Dep~rtment of the Interior, Albuquerq , New Mexico 
Director, New Mexico!DeR rtment o 

1 
Game and Fish, Santa Fe, New exico 

Division Chief, Forestry & a sources Conservation Division, Energy, M 
Natural Resources !O~per 1ent . · · . . · 

Bureau Chief, Su(faQe;Wa r Quality
1

. ureau, New Mexico.Environmen 
Santa Fe, New Me~l¢o ( ention! ' ' IP) . · . · · . , .·. · . · : ~ ' · 

Governor, Pueblo de San I efonso, anta Fe, New Me>e~co 
Section Leader, Water; Ou$ itY and H drology Section, 'Environrrien~al otection Group 

(ESH-8), Los Alamos: Nati nal Labo atory, Los Alamos, New Mex1co. 
Scientech, Los Alarrio$ Ar Office, os Alamos, New Moxico (Attn: T Ladlno) 
Section Leader, Blol~g~cal esources Evaluations Team, ESH·20, Los A amos National 

Laboratory, Los Ala~os, ew Mexico (Attn: MS M887) 
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