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Mr. Robert H. Slay

Chairperson

Savannah River Site Citirzens Advisory Board
P.O. Box 192

Beech Island, SC 29847

Ms. Ann Loadholt

Co-chairperaon _
Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board
P.O. Box 3&5

Barmwell, S5C 298172

Subject: Savannah River Site

Citizens Advisory Board (CAR)
Recommendations B, S, and 10

Dear Mr. Slay and Ms. Loadholt:

This ie in reply to three (3) Savannah Eiver (SR) Citizens
Advigory Board (ChB) formal recommendations of
September 26, 1995, regarding future land use, remediation in the
F&H Areas, and strategic planning for cleanup. The 1.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Scuth Carolipna
Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) are
pleaced in the Board’'s meaningful and significant contributions

to the envirommental restoration process at the U.S. Department
of Energy (DOE} SR.

The CAB's recommendations are a significant contributicn to
consensus development for environmentsl remediation of DOE-SRH.
Our detailed review comments for each of these recommendations,
a8 well as a discussion of BPA and SCDHEC's ongaing efforta to
fully address the issues raised in these important
recommendations, are enclosed.

We generally concur with Recommendations 9 and 10 as
ogutlined in the enclogsure. However, there is a discussion of
several points in Recammendation 8 for which we do not conour.
Nevertheless, EPA and SCDEEC will consider Racommendation 8 at
each remedy selection phase.

EPA and SCDHEC have two chief concerns about Recommendation
8. First, precluding consideration of future residential use,
while at the same time encouraging inereased recreaticnal uses,
which could entail similar exposures, does not appear to be an
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internally conaistentc approach. Indeed, from a riak
communication perspeective alone, this position may be difficulc
for the ChBitu explain, EFA and SCDHEC believe that an "
effectiva ¢ 8k management Btrategy for SRS cleanup of waste gites
ghould include consideratricn of future regidential use. i
bringing residentisl land use into focus during xemnqga-eleutiun
e, regulatory agencies and rhe public may becoma

ormed decision makersg regarding impacts (budgatary and

otherwise). This does pot mean that EPA or SCDHEC will

necessarily require cleanup of all portiona of SRS to remidential
gtandards,

Importantly, apart from the specifics of each
recommendation, EPA, SCDHEC, and DOE must promptly and
simultaneously addregs igsoues that thege recommendations will
undoubtedly raise. Epa and SCDHEC's concerns regarding Ffuture
land use are based in the broader goal of environmental
Protection for bhoth bumans ang ecological communities.

EPA and SCDHEC congratulate the CAB for taking a common
Sense approach to better riak management and decision making.
EPR believez that the CAB ig increasing citizen involvement at

SRS and that this ean only lead to improved envifonmental policy
and better decimiong.

regarding these matters, please contact Camilla Bond Warren at
EPA at (404) 347-3016 or Keith Collinsworth at SCDHEC ac

(B03) 896-4055.
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- Hankinson, Jr.
Regional Administrator
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E. Lewie Shaw, P_E.
Deputy Commissicner

tal Quality Control
SC Department of Health
and Environmental Contral

Encloaure

©C: Mario Fiori, DOE-Sreg



" Pocommendsrion Hao. 8

Comment to Part 1

If national needs are "unforeseen®, it is difficult to
imagine how they can be planned for. "“Unforcgaen® 3.
national needs probably ghould not be conmidered to be
inconsistent, with the conaideration of cleanup to
levels protective of future residential use.

Although it is possibly true for the site am a whole,
the comment on fair market wvalus would Probably be

difficult to substantiate through independent economie
analysis, for all areas on SRS,

Comment to Part 2

EPA and SCDHEC has no commentc on thia part of
Recomnendation 8.

LComment to Parg 3

The CAB's prohibition of residential land use is not
sufficlently justified from = risk management/risk
communication perspective. Tr appears that rthe
recommendation i based upon a concern that including
an evaluation of future residential exposure Lo waste
units will necessitate costly and potentially
inappropriate cleanup to residential levels. This
dpparent concern is mot accurate and should not be the
basis for precluding the consideration of more
protective cleanup goals (i.e., reasidential ar
recreational). Puture land use is an uncertainty thatc
should be considered in all risk managemant decisions.
This uncertainty should be effectively managed and
communicated to the public in an ovarall effort to set
cleanup goals which are not aassumed to be based on
requiring or precluding regidential cleamup goals.
Rather, waste unit-specific factors {e.g., waste
type/quantity, migration potential, waste-unit
location), remedial actien evaluation criteria (e.g.,
cost, effectiveness, permanence) and a *two-way" risk
communication strategy effectively incorporating lic
input should all be carefully considered in

the risks and the inherent uncertainty of these risks
(including the uncertain risks of future land use) .
This approach could aid the CAB in explaining an
appropriate waste unit-gpecific remedy selection. The
CrB's future land use expectations, along with other
stakeholder s expectations, shall be an important
congideration in any final remedy selection decision.



In summary, fedaral faciliries ara mo longer
Decessarily more PeImanent than g Private facility, and
consldaration of a *ange of furure land ufes mist be a
Bignificant Part of the Cleanup decision for DOE sitces,
including sps. Ultimately, DOE has 2 long-term

L 0nmeEn
Therefore, it 4ig important not eao limit consideration
of future land use, including residential use, so that
uhare,praenicuble, 8ome SRS aites may be remediated to
more protective Cleanup lewvelg, Finally, this approach
ghould improve risk management /communication with
Teapéct to implications of furture land uses in the
roemedy selection process.

Comment to Pare 4

EPA and SopDHeEr have no comment on thisa part of
Recommendation B. -
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EPA and SCDHEC cannot Separate considerations of
ecological risk ang buman health from futyre use
considerations. por Instance, roughly 20% of the SpRS
Caroclina Bays (sensitive wetlands) are being placed in

a. Alligators and agquatic turtles (especially
gofc back and Snapping turctles) have not been
included in thig risk 8creening. Even though
these apacies are known to be harvested by
local fishermen, creel Burvey-type data on
thege edible game species have not been
located to date..

b. Another gpecles of special interest are
Catadromons

Wn. Some of these eels have bean found om
=4 Savannah River Site, Epecifically in Par
Pond. However, to date, EPA (or Ga
Department of Natural Resources or SCDHEC)
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