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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This environment~ Msessment (EA) has been prepared by the Department of Energy
(DOE) to analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with implementing a
wetland mitigation b~k program at the Savmnd River Site (SRS), located near Aiken,
South Carolina (Figure 1.1). The proposed action is embodied in an interagency
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between DOE Savannah River Operations Office
(SR) and several Federal and State regulatory and resource agencies. The proposed
action would include both the general mitigation (e.g., restoration and enhancement) of
SRS wetlands and the management of the resulting site wetland mitigation bank program.
The proposed action would enable DOE-SR to gain credit for wetkurd restoration work
that would not otherwise be accomplished through alternative pro~arns or actions.

This document was prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, as amended, the requirements of the Council on Environmental Quality
Regulations for Implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), and the DOE Regulations for
implementing NEPA (10 CFR 1021), as amended. NEPA requires the assessment of
environmental consequences of Federal actions that may affect the quality of the human
environment. Based on the potential for impacts described herein, DOE will either
publish a Finding of No Significant Impact or prepare an environmental impact statement
(EIS).

1.1 Background

Since the period of early colonial settlement, it is estimated that the United States has lost
through draining and filling activities approximately 30 to 40 percent of the total wetland
acreage present within the nation’s boundaries. This habitat destruction has continued in
this country at a rate of 121,410-202,350 hectares (300,000-500,000 acres) per year,
although the ongoing loss of wetlands has slowed markedly in the past two decades
(Brumbaugh and Reppert 1994).

In 1972, Congress passed the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments, afso
known as the Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972. Section 404 of the CWA established a
permit program regulating discharges of dredged and fill material into waters of the
United States. This program is jointly administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(COE) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). In addition, the U.S. Fish
and W]ldlife Service (USFWS) of the U.S. Department of the fnterior, the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NfvfFS) of the U.S. Department of Commerce, the Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and
State resource agencies have important advisory roles in this regulatory program.
Initially, this program’s jurisdiction was limited to traditionally navigable waters,
including adjacent wetlands, but excluded many small waterways and most wetlands. In
1975, a Federal district court directed COE to revise and expand its regulations to include
these others waters. In 1977, COE issued final regulations on the Section 404 permit
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program which explicitly included “isolated wetlands and lakes, intermittent streams,
prairie potholes, and other waters that me not part of a tributary system to interstate
waters or to navigable waters of the United States.” At present, all unavoidable losses of
wetlands are replaced by compensatory mitigation under the Section 404 permit program.
Mitigating the adverse impacts of necessary development actions on the nation’s wetlands
is a central premise of this Federal wetland regulato~ program. The Section 404
regulatory program relies upon a sequential approach to mitigating these adverse effects
by first avoiding unnecess~ impacts, then minimizing environmental impacts, and,
finally, compensating for remaining unavoidable damage to wetlands and other waters
through mitigation activities. Such mitigation typically involves the creation, restoration,
or enhancement of replacement wetlands on or adjacent to the development or project
site.

hr paraflel to the development of the Federal wetland regulatory process, a variety of
documents and orders were issued by Government agencies toward furthering the
protection of the nation’s wetlands. Jir response to the continuing loss of wetfands on a
natiomd scale, the EPA issued a policy statement to preserve wetland ecosystems and to
protect them from destruction. Within that statement, the Agency mandated that its
policy would include protecting wetlands from adverse dredging and filling practices
(Ruckelshaus 1973). Four years later, President Carter issued Executive Order 11990 on
the protection of wetlands (Carter 1977). That Executive Order, issued in the furtherance
of NEPA, directed Federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible the long- and
short-term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of wetfands
and to avoid direct or indirect support of new constmction in wetlands wherever there is a
practicable alternative. In the late 1980s, the Bush Administration established the
national wetland goal as “no-net-loss” in wetland acreage and function in the short term,
to be followed by a net gain as the long-term goal (Conservation Foundation 1988;
Shabman et al. 1994). Within the DOE complex, this national goal of no-net-loss of
wetlands received further support through a Secretary of Energy policy statement issued
on June 12, 1989 (Watkins 1989). In 1993, the White House Office on Environmental
Policy issued a policy statement on a proposed approach for protecting the nation’s
wetlands resources. This approach, described a.s “fair, flexible, and effective,” fully
endorsed the use of wetland mitigation banking as a compensatory mitigation option
under the Section 404 regulatory program (WHOEP 1993).

Wetkurd mitigation barrking is a relatively new natural resources management concept,
which provides for advance compensation of unavoidable wetland losses due to
development activities. Mitigation banking is achieved through the creation, restoration,
enhancement, or, in certain defined circumstances, preservation of other wetland areas of
equivalent value which are generally located outside of the immediate area of the
project-specific impacts. Wetland mitigation banks are typically relatively large blocks of
wetlands whose estimated tangible and intangible vafues, termed “credits,” are managed
in a crediting-debiting system analogous to that of a financial bank account. As
development takes place, credits equivalent to the estimated unavoidable wetland losses
are withdrawn or debited from the bank to compensate for the losses incurred (Reppert
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1992). The use of these banks for advance compensation of such losses is accepted by
the regulatory agencies as a viable method of mitigation. Forty-six operating and 64
proposed wetland mitigation banks were identified in the United States as early as July
1993 (McElfish et al. 1994; Environmental hw Institute 1994).

SRS has a higher percentage of wetland acreage within its boundmies than any other
individual site within the DOE complex. Future SRS proposed actions such as the
environmental remediation of existing waste sites and the repair/replacement of bridges
will likely impact some wetland areas. Because of these circumstances, the establishment
of a wetland mitigation bank at SRS would enable DOE-SR to locate, restore, monitor,
and receive credit for mitigation activities accomplished prior to tie realization of any
potential wetland impacts.

The MOA entered into by DOE-SR on February 20, 1997, established the basic
components and inner workings of the SRS wetland mitigation bank. The signatories to
the MOA included DOE-SR and the following regulatory and resource agencies: COE
(Charleston District); EPA (Region IV/Atlanta); USFWS; NRCS; the South Carolina
Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC); and the South Carolina
Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR). The NMFS will continue to coordinate with
SRS wetland impact and mitigation issues, but was legally prohibited from becoming a
signatory party to this MOA. The MOA f~her established the use of a mitigation
banking review team, an interagency group designated to review and consult with
DOE-SR regarding compensation proposals. This team consists of the agencies which
signed the MOA, and the NMFS.

Based on the MOA, the SRS wetland mitigation bank program would gain “credit” for
current ad future wetland restoration work not required as pti of any existing Mitigation
Action Plan (MAP), and in expectation of future mitigation needs at SRS.
Implementation of the proposed program would save DOE-SR both time and expenses by
not having to conduct wetland mitigation on a project-by-project basis.

1.2 Purpose and Need for Action

The purpose of the proposed action is to provide SRS with a timely and cost-effective
means of compensating for unavoidable wetland losses due to site projects and
development activities. DOE needs to implement a site-wide program at SRS to provide
comprehensive support and further the achievement of the established national goal of
“no-net-loss” of wetlands (Conservation Foundation 1988; Shabman et al. 1994). By
establishing a wetland mitigation bank prior to such impacts, DOE-SR can incorporate
mitigation efforts required for new projects in a timelier manner. For future remediation
and construction projects that require compensatory wetland mitigation, the bank would
save the time and money needed to locate a suitable wetland for restoration and to obtain
approval for its use.
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Proposed Action

DOE proposes to implement a wetland mitigation bank program at SRS. The complete
scope of the proposed action is embodied in the MOA, which is provided in Appendix A
of this EA. This wetland mitigation bank would be a dedicated bank to be used for SRS
project needs only. This use would be limited to compensation of wetland impacts or
losses from environmental restoration and construction projects on SRS. Use of the
bank’s credits for compensation relative to resource injury due to the release of any
hazardous substance as defined by the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) must be approved by the appropriate Natural
Resource Trustees as designated pursuant to CERCLA. In addition, the proposed action
would be implemented in conjunction with the landscape-scale land use planning effort
that is currently being developed at SRS (DOE 1998). The existence of degraded
wetlands such as drained Carolina bays, charmelized streams, and thermally impacted
swamp forests provide DOE-SR the opportunity to develop a wetland mitigation bank
with a high probability of success.

The scope of the proposed action would encompass both the general mitigation activities
on SRS wetlands and the overall management of the resulting site “banking” program
(Figure 2-1). However, other than the general conceptual aspects, the debiting portion of
the bank and the activities associated with debiting the bank credits are not included in
the scope of the proposed action in this EA. Separate NEPA reviews would be prepared
for any future SRS actions which would require debiting the bank for wetland mitigation
purposes.

In such instances, the use of bank credits by DOE-SR to offset unavoidable impacts of
either individual or Nationwide Section 404 permits to wetlands resources would be
allowed only after demonstration by the applicant to the satisfaction of COE that wetlands
have been avoided and impacts to affected wetlands have been minimized to the
maximum extent practicable. Further, it must be determined that there is also no
possibility of feasible onsite mitigation to compensate for the proposed wetland impacts.
Compliance with appropriate sections of CWA 404(b)(1) guidelines would also be
required before the use of tbe bank could be considered. The banking credits cannot be
used to offset impacts to Federally protected species. Similar] y, the bank cannot be used
to absolve cultural resources impacts requiring consideration under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 USC 470). In addition, special cases
involving adverse impacts to certain anachomous fish species would also preclude the use
of the bank.

The Mitigation Banking Review Team (MBRT) is an interagency group designated in the
MOA to review and consult with DOE-SR regarding the implementation and operation of
the SRS wetland mitigation bank. The MBRT is composed of the agencies signatory to
the MOA and the NMFS. The MBRT will:
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Figure 2-1. Schematic illustration of the scope of the proposed SRS Wetland

Mitigation Bank Program encompassed in this EA.
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. Review and have approval authority over the site-specific management plans for
proposed mitigation projects;

● Review annual reports on the monitoring and success of these projects;
. Review and have approval authority over the amount and input of credits to the

bank and
. Review and have approval authority over the debits taken from the bank.

The responsibilities of this interagency group will afso include: conducting field visits to
SRS project sites as needed; providing advice and input to SRS regarding techniques for
restoration, monitoring, and success; and provide input on and concur on any remedial
actions deemed necessary to ensure the success of a mitigation project.

A number of SRS organizations would also be participants in implementing the proposed
action. The SRS Wetlands Task Group (WTG) was chartered in 1990 to enhance
communications and understanding among onsite organizations concerning wetfand
research and management. Membership consists of representatives from the land
management and research organizations on SRS. The WTG reports to the SRS Natural
Resources Coordinating Committee (NRCC). The NRCC was established in 1991 to
enhance cooperation among SRS organizations by providing a forum for discussion of
onsite natural resources issues and to provide tecfmicat advice and policy
recommendations to DOE-SR in order to effectively manage natural resources at SRS.
The WTG will be responsible for reviewing afl mitigation banking activities and
forwarding recommendations on to the NRCC, which would then pass these on to
DOE-SR. Various organizations, including the U.S. Forest Service Savannah River
Natural Resource Management and Research Institute (SR~, NRCS, Savannah River
Ecology Laborato~ (SREL), SCDHEC, SCDNR, and Westinghouse Savannah River
Company (WSRC) would be responsible for identifying suitable mitigation areas and
submitting these to the WTG for consideration. The SRI, NRCS, SREL, and WSRC
would also be responsible for implementing and conducting the various mitigation
projects on site.

The SRS wetland mitigation bank would involve the restoration and enhancement of
smafl isolated wetlands, as well as major wetland systems scattered throughout the site’s
nonindustriafized area (Figure 1-1). The primary goal of the bank would be the
restoration and enhancement of degraded Carolina bays and streamside bottomfand
hardwood forest on SRS. Mitigation opportunities within the industriafized area may afso
be explored to provide mitigation sites where feasible. A key advantage for establishing
the bank at SRS is the presence of experienced land management and research groups on
site. The combination of available land and onsite knowledge would lower the total cost
of the proposed action and ensure its success.

To fulfill the regulatory agencies’ mandate for “onsite, in-kind mitigation, the proposed
action would inchrde most types of wetlands found on SRS. A number of SRS wetlands
have been adversely impacted by past site operations, and provide opportunities for
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restoration, Restoration is emphasized over creation because of the high cost of creation
and the greater opportunisty for a creation project to fail; hence the preference for
restoration by the regulato~ and resource agencies. Examples of restoration projects of
isolated wetlands (e.g., Carolina bays) and adjacent wetlands (i.e., ripariarr or stream
systems) are provided in Appendix A. Site-specific management plans (e.g., Appendix
B) would be developed for each approved restoration project and would include specific
information on the type and amount of baseline data that would be collected before
restoration started. The management plans would also include details on the site-specific
monitoring, success criteria, and remediation contingencies. A buffer zone would be
established around all mitigated areas to minimize any potential adverse impacts and
protect any restored/enhanced wetlands.

These efforts would initirdly concentrate on Carolina bay restorations. Since the
impacted Carolina bays on SRS vary as the type and extent of damage incurred, it was
decided to conduct restoration efforts on a small number of impacted bays to better
identify potential techniques and strategies to use for future mitigation actions. Through
a compilation of databases and notes from researchers at both SREL and SRI, a search
was performed for Carolina bays on SRS that had the potential for restoration.
Approximately 70 Carolina bays or bay-like depressions in the size class of 0.75-3.00
hectares (1.85-7 .41 acres) were identified as having at least some potentird for this type of
mitigation. Site visits were made to each of these bays or bay-like depressions. Each site
was photo documented, a variety of site habitat notes were recorded, and a restoration
potential value (i.e., 0-10, with 10 having the highest restoration potential) was assigned
to each site. The restoration potential was based on visurd inspection of ditches and other
field indicators that are related to the extent of darnage (e.g., water marks on trees, litter
color). A subsequent visitation was made in January 1998 during high water conditions
to 30 of the bays or bay-like depressions that had restoration ratings of 5 or higher. The
results of these subsequent visits confirmed the restoration potential of 20 of the sites.
The bays or bay-like depressions that were observed draining during this latter visit and
that are considered to have a high restoration potential include the following bay/site
numbers: 5, 108, 118, 124, 126, 147, 5001, 5011, 5016, 5017, 5036, 5055, 5071, 5092,
5128, 5135, 5184, 5190, 5204, and 5239. The locations of these bays/sites are provided
in F]gure 2-2. The results of these trial restorations would be evahrated and any useful
techniques that were identified would be employed in future bay restoration efforts.

Each mitigated wetlands unit would be monitored to determine potential success.
Hydrological control structures (i.e., weirs, drop log structures, or dhch plugs), that are
used to restore the natural hydrology of the wetlands, would be monitored annually for 5
years. Hydrophytic vegetation, either regenerated from seed sources in the degraded
wetlands or planted, wou]d be monitored once a year for 5 years, and every 5 years for an
additional 20 years, unless determined otherwise in the site-specific management plan.
The results of the monitoring would be reported to the MBRT in an annual report
submitted by DOE-SR. Projects would be judged successful 5 years after the
hydrological control structures have stabilized and maintenance is no longer necessary,
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and when the desired hydrology and plant community have become established as
envisioned in the site-specific management plan.

The method used for valuation of mitigation credit is a matrix system developed by COE
and currently approved for use in South Carolina (COE 1996). The specific matrices for
calculating credits and debits are provided in Appendix C of the attached MOA
(Appendix A). Based on information in the site-specific management plan, credits would
be determined using these matrices and added to the bank’s accounting system. DOE-SR
would be responsible for the accounting of the bank credits. Separate accounting systems
would be established for isolated wetlands and adjscent wetlands to facilitate the use of
the bank on an in-kind compensatory basis. The withdrawal of credits (i.e., debiting)
would be allowed as compensation activities occur and interim success criteria are met.

The SRS wetland mitigation bank would be implemented in a phased manner. To ensure
conservative credit withdrawrd during the initial period of wetland
compensation/crediting to the bank, no more than 15 percent of the available credits
could be debited during the first 3 years of the bank’s operation. Mitigation measures
would be reviewed by the MBRT after the initial 3-year period to determine usage. If
success criteria are being met, no restrictions would be placed on future transactions.
DOE-SR would provide data sheets and a summary for each creditidebit transaction to the
MBRT member agencies at 1-year intervals.

2.2 Alternatives to the Proposed Action

In accordance with NEPA regulations, DOE examined the following alternatives to the
proposed action:

● No action, continue to implement mitigation on a project-by-project basis

● Implement a variation of the proposed wetland mitigation bank program

● Purchase offsite mitigation credits for compensation

2.2.1 No Action, Continue to Implement Mitigation on a Project-By-Project Basis

One alternative to the proposed action is to take no action. This would consist of DOE
continuing to implement compensatory wetland ‘titivation on a project-by-project basis.
The mitigation activities would continue to take place only on SRS lands. The project
schedule delays and cost increases would continue to be reafized as a result of conducting
mitigation actions on an only-as-needed basis. NO regulatory or future project benefits
would be reafized from any SRS wetland restoration or enhancement activities, which
were conducted on the basis of good stewardship of the site’s natural resources.
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2.2.2 Implement a Variation of the Proposed Wetland Mitigation Bank Program

This aftemative would ent+l implementing the proposed action with the change that any
new developmentifaci] ity projects that could withdraw credits from the bank would only
be allowed to be located within the SRS industrial zone. This scope modification would
further not inc]ude or affect environmental restoration projects. This alternative would
not preclude any future project or facility development in the industrial suppofi zone.
However, such proposed actions would not be allowed to use the wetland mitigation bank
as a source of compensation credits or acreage for any potential wetland losses or impacts
resulting from project implementation. Such projects would be required to conduct
mitigation activities on a project-specific basis. Therefore, wetland mitigation would be
more costly and less timely for these SRS projects.

2.2.3 Purchase Offsite Mitigation Credits for Compensation

Another alternative would be for DOE-SR to purchase mitigation credits from an offsite
source to provide for compensation of onsite project-related wetland losses. This
alternative would necessitate finding an offsite commercial wetland mitigation bank that
could sell credits to the Federal Government. Such credits are very expensive, and would
greatly increxe the project costs associated with having to conduct wetland mitigation.

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRON~NT

SRS occupies an area of approximately 800 km2 (300 miz) in southwestern South
Carolina (Figure 1-1). The site borders the Savannah River for about 27 km (17 mi) near
Augusta, Georgia, and Aiken and Barnwell, South Carolina. SRS contains five nuclear
production reactor areas, two chemical separations facilities, waste treatment, storage and
disposal facilities, and various supporting facilities. The Final EIS for Shutdown of the
River Water System at SRS (DOE 1997a) and the most recent socioeconomic survey of
the six-county SRS area of influence (HNUS 1997) contain additional information on
SRS areas and facilities, and the areas surrounding SRS.

3.1 Land Use

With the exception of SRS facilities or developed areas, the onsite land cover consists of
a wide variety of naturaf vegetation types encompassing over 90 percent of the site lands.
Since the acquisition of the site in 1951 by the Federal Government, these undeveloped
lands have been used for natural resources management and research activities,
archaeological research, timber production, and public hunts. The various site wetland
habitats are largely within this undeveloped part of SRS. In certain instances, these site
uses also affect or take place in or around wetlands habitats on site. In addition, several
of the streams and most of the impounded lakes and ponds on site have been used as
receiving waters for thermal effluent discharged from operating production reactors at
SRS. Currently, however, these reactors are shut down with no contingency for restart.
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Other possible uses of the site’s streams and impounded bodies of water are discussed in
DOE (1997a and 1997b).

3.2 Geology and Seismology

SRS is located in the Aiken Plateau physiographic region of the upper Atlantic Coastal
Plain approximately 40 km (25 rni) southeast of the Fall Line which separates the
Piedmont Plateau from the Atlantic Coastal Plain. The topographic surface of the coastal
plain slopes gently seaward and is underlain by a wedge of seaward-dipping
unconsolidated and semiconsolidated sediments from the Fall Line to the coast of South
Carolina. The Atlantic Coastal Plain tectonic province, in which SRS is located, is
characterized by generafly low seismic activity that is expected to remain subdued
(Haselow et al. 1989).

Three of the seven general soils units or associations found on SRS occur within certain
wetland areas on site. The various stream and drainage corridors on site are dominated by
soils in either the Vaucluse-Alley association or Troup-Pickney-Lucy association. The
first of these two soil series consists of well-drained soils that have a loamy substrate with
dense, brittle layers. The Vaucluse-Ailey association consists of sloping and strongly
sloping soils in scattered areas around the head and sides of smafl drainageways in the
upl~ds. The Troup-Pickney-Lucy association is composed of well drained to very poorly
drained soils. Some have a sandy surface layer and loamy subsoil and are sandy
throughout, being subject to flooding. This association consists of moderately steep and
steep soils on uplands and nearly level soils on the floodplains along streams. The
Savannah River swamp is dominated by soils in tbe Chastain-Tawcaw-Shellbluff
association. These are poorly drained, somewhat poorly drained, and well-drained soils
that are clayey or loamy throughout and are subject to flooding. This last wetlands soil
association consists of nearly level soils on the floodplains along major streams and
rivers. The soils found underlying Carolina bays are typicafly either Rembert or
Ogeechee series loams, but also include Willimau loamy sands. These consist of poorly
drained, slowly-to-moderately permeable soils that formed in sandy, loamy, or sandy
marine sediments of the Coastal Plain. Interior to these sandy bay rims, Omngeburg are
less frequently encountered. These are well-drained, moderately permeable soils that
formed in marine sediments (Rogers 1990).

3.3 Hydrology

SRS has a total of 19,819.2 hectares (48,973.2 acres) of wetland habitat (Table 3-l), 24.7
percent of tbe total SRS area. Tbe Savannah River forms the western boundary of SRS
and receives drainage from five major tributmies on the site: Upper Three Runs, Beaver
Dam Creek, Fourmile Branch, Pen Branch, Steel Creek, and Lower Three Runs (Figure 2-
2). These tributaries receive varying types of wa.stewater discharges from plant processes
and sanitary treatment systems, all of which are permitted through the Natiomd Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NpDES). Two of these streams, Steel Creek and Lower
Three Runs, have been impounded to form reactor thermal effluent cooling

12



Table 3-1. Summary of wetland areas’ present on SRS.

Type of Wetlands Area Area Percent of
(in hectares) (in acres) Total

Wetlands

Bottomland Hardwood Forest

Swamp Forest

Bottomland Scrub-Shrub

Emergent Wetlands

Aquatic Beds

Intermittent Flooded Areas

Non-Vegetated Wetlands

Carolina Bays

Ponds/Lakes

Savannah River

Streams

Canals

Other waterways

Total Wetlands

13,823.7

2,331.7

843.1

519.4

85.9

51.2

24.8

15.0

1,528.9

381.9

138.4

45.5

29.7

19,819.2

34,158.4

5,761.6

2,083.3

1,283.4

212.3

126.5

61.3

37.1

3,777.9

943.7

342.0

112.4

73.4

48,973.2

69.75

11.77

4.25

2.62

0.43

0.26

0.13

0.08

7.71

1.93

0.70

0.23

0.15

100.00

s Source: Halverson et al. (1997)
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reservoir systems (i.e., L Lake and the Par Pond Reservoir System). In addition, there are
a number of remnant farm ponds along some of the other drainages, which date back
prior to 1951. On SRS, various plant processes also require the pumping of Savannah
River water and/or onsite groundwater. A recent EIS (DOE 1997a) contains information
on groundwater systems on SRS and in the surrounding region.

The existence of adversely impacted wetlands due to either pre-1951 land use practices or
early SRS operations provides DOE with current mitigation opportunities to generate
credits for the wetland mitigation bank. There are three types of degraded wetlands,
which would be affected by implementation of the proposed action. These three types are
discussed in the following paragraphs.

Carolina bays are naturally occurring shallow-depressional wetlands of the upland
interstream areas of tie southeastern Coastal Plain. Carolina bays contain hydric or mesic
communities and range in general habitat type from lakes to shallow marshes, herbaceous
bogs, shrub bogs, or swamp forests (Wharton 1978). A Carolina bay can generally be
distinguished from other southeastern Coastal Plain wetlands on the basis of several
unique features. These isolated wetlands range in size from less than 0.1 hectares (0.3
acres) to approximately 50 hectares (125 acres). Perhaps the most useful diagnostic
characteristics are an elliptical contour with northwest to southeast alignment of the long
axis and the frequent presence of a marginal sand rim (Schalles et al. 1989). Situated
predominantly in the headwaters of watersheds, Carolina bays are extremely vulnerable to
man-induced alterations. Often, on]y a short ditch is all that is required to penetrate the
surrounding rim and drain the bay. Following draining, many Carolina bays have been
logged and converted to pine plantations or fartrdand. Lide et al. (1995) reported that
there might be as many as 350 to 400 Carolina bays on SRS. Many of the bays are
located in the industrial support zone and are suitable for restoration or enhancement.

Prior to 1951, Meyers Branch was a relatively unimpacted backwater stream. Between
1951 and 1952, the upper reaches of this drainage were charmelized. These alterations
have also impacted the hydrologic regime of nearby Dunbarton Bay. The channelized
ditch is 0.9-1.9 meters (3-6 feet) deep and over 3.5 meters (10 feet) wide with large spoils
piles on both sides of the channel. Although much of the impacted area is still
jurisdictional, several wetland functions (e.g., wildlife habitat, flood storage, and
improved water quality) have been eliminated because of the charmelization of this
drainage corridor.

Between 1954 and 1988, portions of the Savannah River swamp, Fourmile Branch, Pen
Branch, and Steel Creek were adversely impacted by the discharge of thermal effluent
from the site’s production reactors. These wetland systems received reactor heated
effluent that killed vegetation and destroyed aquatic habitat, scoured streambeds, and
deposited sediment in the downstream areas, smothering and killing additional
vegetation. Since reactor operations ceased, these streams are in various stages of
succession, includlng emergent marsh, scnrb/sbmb wetlands, and regenerating stands of
bottornland hardwood forest. Experimental reforestation
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Branch is currently being undertaken by several SRS organizations. Large-scale
reforestation md enhancement of the other stre~s and thermally impacted areas could be
initiated using the techniques developed at Pen Branch. Any enhancement credits
resulting from identified benefici~ remedies would include only those functional gains
realized through DOE actions not required by any statute or regulation.

3.4 Ecological and Cultural Resources

Since 1951, when the U.S. Government acquired SRS, natural resource management
practices and natural succession outside of the construction and operation areas at SRS
have resulted in increased ecological complexity and diversity of the site. Forested -as
support a diversity of wildlife habitats that are restricted from public use. Forest
management practices include controlled burning, harvesting of mature trees, and
reforesting. Wildlife management includes control of SRS white-tailed deer (Odocoileus
virgirrianus) and wild swine (Sus scrofa) populations through supervised public hunts.
SRS, which was designated as the first National Environmental Research Park (NERP) in
1972, is one of the most extensively studied environments in this country. Halverson et
al. (1997) contains additional information on the biotic characteristics of SRS.

Wetland areas of SRS include a mosaic of vegetation forms and species. Species that are
characteristically dominant for a given wetland type may differ depending on whether the
wetland is disturbed, had received thermal effluents, or is undergoing successional
revegetation following cessation of cooling-water releases. Also, in wetlands undergoing
successional revegetation, species may differ depending on the stage of succession
(Halverson et al. 1997).

A number of fish and wildlife species are present in and around the various wetland
habitats found on SRS. The species composition or diversity is typicafly unique to each
general wetland habitat type, with individual species or guild overlap occurring among
other wetland types across the site. Comprehensive listings of fish and wildlife species
can be found in Hafverson et al. (1997).

Six species on SRS are afforded protection by the Federal Government under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973. Of these, four are found to either inhabit or frequently
occur in SRS wetland habitats. These include the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus),
wood stork (Mycteria Americana), American afligator (Alligator mississippiensis), and
shortnose sturgeon (Aciperrser brevirostrum).

The management and utilization of forests, soils, watersheds, and wildlife at SRS are
described in the SRS Natural Resources Management Plan (DOE 1991) and defined
under the terms of a Memorandum of A~eement between DOE-SR, SRI, NRCS, and
WSRC. DOE-SR uses this Memorandum of Agreement to define the roles and
responsibilities of the various agencies and organizations in the management of natural
resources on SRS.
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Cultural resources at SRS are managed under the terms of a Programmatic Memorandum
of Agreement among DOE-SR, the South Carolina State Historic Preservation Officer,
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. DOE-SR uses this Programmatic
Memorandum of Agreement to identify cultural resources, assess these in terms of
National Register eligibility, and develop mitigation plans for affected resources in
consultation with the South Carolina State Historic Preservation Officer. DOE-SR would
comply with the stipulations of the Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement for all
activities related to the proposed wetland mitigation bank program.

Most stream and drainage corridors fafl within the archaeological sensitivity zones I and
II. As a generafization, these two sensitivity zones are considered to be the zones of
highest archaeological site density, and which capture the majority of the prehistoric and
historic record on SRS that contains the most complex archaeological sites. In addition,
although Carolina bays are typically found in archaeological sensitivity zones If and fff,
these isolated wetlands have the potential to contain unique and significant archaeological
resources (SRARP 1989).

3.5 Radiation Environment

A person residing in the Central Savannah R]ver Area (withlrr 80 km or 50 mi of SRS)
receives an average annual radiation dose of about 360 mrem; SRS contributes less than 1
percent of that total. Naturaf radiation sources contribute about 300 mrem, medical
exposures contribute about 53 mrem, and consumer products contribute about 10 mrem.
The most recent SRS annual environmental report (Arnett and Mamatey 1997a) contains
more information on the radiation environment.

Previous site operations have resulted in radioactivity in liquid effluents being discharged
into severaf of the streams and drainage corridors, which flow into the Savannah River.
Annual monitoring of the rdloactivity levels in stream water was conducted at
surveillance stations located on Upper Three Runs, Fourrnile Branch, Pen Branch, Steel
Creek, and Lower Three Runs. The maximum readings for radioactivity (in #Ci/rnL)
were as follows: gross alpha -2. 14E-09; gross beta -8 .66E-09; and tritium -2. 1OE-O4.
Complete results from these monitoring activities can be found in Amett and Mamatey
(1997a, 1997b).

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED
ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

4.1 Wetland Mitigation Activitiw

As stated in Section 2.1, the scope of impact assessment of this EA is the consequences
of the general mitigation activities implemented as part of the proposed action. The
potentiaf impacts resulting from future actions which would result in debiting mitigation
credits from the SRS wetland mitigation bank will require separate NEPA reviews.
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The current land use of the different mitigated wetland mess may change following
completion of the restoration or enhancement activities. These impacts would depend on
the compatibility of the cu~ent land use and that possible after mitigation. Because of the
potential for altering habitat types (e.g., restoring a Carolina bay from an existing planted
pine forest to an emergent marsh type of ecosystem) and the presence of buffer areas
around the mitigation sites, timber production would potentially be impacted by the
proposed action. However, given the small percent of SRS lands occupied by either
Carolina bays (Table 3-1) or that would be occupied by buffer areas, the impact to the site
timber production acreage of approximately 54,000 hectares (133,434 acres) would be
less than 1 percent. Other site land use activities (e.g., environmental resource
management and research, supervised public hunts) would not be likely to change as a
result of the proposed action.

Direct and indirect socioeconomic impacts of the workforce needed to implement the
proposed wetland mitigation bank would consist of approximately 2 program managers
(i.e., 1 DOE-SR and 1 Management and Operations Contractor representative), the 12
members of the WTG, and approximately 15-20 site employees to conduct the various
individual mitigation projects. This totaI workforce would be derived from the ranks of
onsite DOE, contractor, and subcontractor employees. These numbers are negligible
when compared to the current SRS employment of approximately 14,000 people. No
measurable impact on the Ioerd economy would be expected from the proposed action.

During implementation of the proposed action, potential activities that could take place in
floodplain and wedand arem might incIude grading, timber harvest (e.g., removaf of
overstory upland trees in drained Carolina bays), placement of soils (e.g., plugging of
drainage ditches or restoration of hydric soils), planting of hydrophytic vegetation, and
monitoring and maintenance efforts. Some of these activities would require temporary
construction access during certain restoration/enhancement projects.

During mitigation activities, no hazardous chemicals would be used at the various project
sites. Any spills or leaks (e.g., fuel, hydraulic fluid, and coolant from grading or logging
vehicles and equipment) would be cleaned up in accordance with site procedures and
protocols.

Air emissions from grading and logging activities would be generated by diesel operated
equipment (i.e., bulldozers, log skidders and trucks). Emissions from this source would
be expected to have only minimal impacts to locaf air quality. Further, operation of this
class of heavy equipment does not currently fall within the SCDHEC requirements for air
permitting activities.

Both grading and timber harvesting activities have the potential to impact locaI wildlife
species. Some of the small, less mobile species of mammals, reptiles, and amphibians
would probably be physically harmed or killed by the grading or logging equipment.
However, most species of mammals and birds, which inhabit or use the subject wetlands
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habitats would have been largely displaced by these activities, but probably not either
injured or killed. Those animals displaced by the grading or logging activities into
adjscent lands could re-colonize the site following completion of the mitigation activities,
disperse to nearby habitats which are more suitable to the needs of any one species, or be
adversely impacted (e.g., either die or experience reduced reproduction) because of the
lack of available suitable habitat. However, given the small size of the project sites and
the overall positive impacts of mitigation and restoration, the net impact on the SRS
populations of these wildlife species would be minimal.

A number of mitigation activities would be implemented in either existing floodplain and
wetland areas. Operation of construction equipment in the wefland and floodplain areas
would be minimized. Depending upon the type of mechanized construction equipment to
be employed, the use of platform support mats may be required to minimize the impacts
to the wetland soils in the project area. Silt fences and other erosion control structures
would be installed as needed to ensure there is no deposition in the downslope wetland
areas. Best management practices would be employed during any construction activities
associated with this proposed action. The consequences of these activities are discussed
in Appendix C of this EA.

The proposed action would not be expected to adversely impact any of the
Federally-listed species documented to either use or occur in the potential wetland
mitigation project sites (hMaster 1998). The result of the proposed action would be a
beneficial increaze in SRS aquatic sites, which would be available for use by the bald
eagle, wood stork, and American alligator. Potential impacts to these species would also
be evahrated in the site-specific management plans and biological evaluations prepared
for the different sites as these are selected for restoration or enhancement.

The potential impacts to cultural or archaeological resources due to the proposed action
would be minimal. Most mitigation projects would not employ earth disturbing or
excavation activities that have the potential to significantly impact these resources.
Specific restoration and enhancement projects would require the submittal of a completed
SRS Site Use Permit Application (i.e., SR-88) prior to implementing the proposed
activities. These applications are reviewed by the Savannah River Archeological
Research Program (SRARP) of the University of South Carolina for the potentiaJ to
impact onsite cultural or archaeological resources. Any projects having this potential
would require pre-project sampling (e.g., shovel or pit testing of the excavation location)
and monitoring by trained professional archaeologists during the earth-disturbing
activities to determine the presence of any potentirdly significant cdtural or
archaeological resources. The presence of arty such resources would then require either
preservation or recovery under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 (16 USC 470).

The Occupational Safety md He~ti Act (OSHA) regulations (29 CFR 1910) require that
employees comply with safety and health standards set by the act to provide each
employee with a worksite that is free from recognized hazards that are likely to cause
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death or serious injury. During the various mitigation activities, personal protective
clothing and equipment would be used as appropriate. Therefore, human health impacts
would be minimal.

The only potenti~ radiological impacts associated with the proposed action would be in
the streams Md drainage corridors that had been previously impacted by liquid effluents.
Wetlands areas of radioactive contamination have been previously identified through
over-flight sumeillances (e.g., EG&G/EM 1993) and in situ sampling (e.g., Amett and
Mamatey 1997a, 1997b). Areas determined to have potentially harmful levels of
radioactive contamination would not be selected as mitigation or compensation project
sites. Consequently, no human health impacts due to radioactivity would be expected as
a result of the proposed action.

4.2 Wetland Mitigation Bank Accounting Activities

This portion of the proposed action is strictly a numeric accounting process. The same
group of SRS employees that would participate in the any mitigation activities would also
p~icipate in the activities encompassed in this portion of the scope of the proposed
action. Aside from socioeconomic impacts, no other impacts would be expected to occur
during this portion of implementing the SRS wetland mitigation bank program. As stated
in the previous section, no measurable socioeconomic impact would be expected to affect
the local economy as a result of these activities.

4.3 Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

The no-action alternative would potentially have some of the same impacts associated
with the proposed action. Under the no-action aftemative, it is assumed that wetland
mitigation or compensation activities would be conducted on a project-by-project basis.
Therefore, some wetlands would be restored as needed for mitigation purposes, and
others would be impacted by future SRS projects. However, the potential surphrs of
restored or enhanced wetlands that would likely result from the proposed action would
not occur if no action was chosen. Further, the no-action alternative would result in both
project schedule and budget impacts because of prolonging the wetlands regulatory
process.

The alternative to modify the proposed wetland mitigation barrking program would have
aIl of the same impacts as the proposed action, except for those future projects which
would have wetlauds losses in the SRS industrial support zone. For those projects, the
operational impacts would be the same as stated above for future projects under the
no-action alternative.

Another alternative, to purchase offsite mitigation credits, would have most of the same
impacts as the no-action alternative, except that there would be no need for any onsite
mitigation activities. Again, the potential surplus of restored or enhanced wetlauds is not
likely to occur under this alternative. The primary impact of this alternative would the
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increased cost of future SRS projects toward attaining sufficient compensation from
offsite sources for wetland losses.

4.4 Cumulative Impacta

The principal cumulative impact from the proposed action would be the loss of SRS lands
currently used for timber production. The loss of such land use would be less than 0.001
percent on an annual basis, with the estimated losses for the entire proposed action at less
than 0.01 percent. There would be no measurable impact on the local economy because
of the proposed action. The impacts to 100-year floodplain and jurisdictional wetfands
would only be tempor~ in nature. Some mortality of small and less mobile wildlife
would result from grading and logging activities at the individual mitigation sites. The
proposed action would have no adverse impacts on threatened and endangered species.

Overall, the restoration and enhancement of SRS wetlands would result in beneficial
impacts to these protected species in that more onsite aquatic habitat would be present for
use by bald eagles, wood storks, and American alligators. G]ven the minimal amount of
soil excavation activities associated with most wetland restoration and enhancement
activities, the potential impacts to cultural and archaeological resources should be
negligible. However, site-specific assessments would be necessary as individusd
mitigation locations are selected to ensure that no significant impacts to these resources
are realized. Cumulative ambient air quality impacts would be negligible. Assuming that
both protective clothing and adequate safety measures are employed, the proposed action
should not pose any potential problems for either human health or worker safety. There
would be no measurable impact to either public health or safety as a consequence of the
proposed action. No adverse impacts to either surface or groundwater quality would be
expected from implementing the proposed wetland mitigation bank at SRS.

5.0 REGULATORY AND PERMITTING PROVISIONS CONSIDERED

DOE policy is to carry out its operations in compliance with all applicable Federal, State,
and local laws and regulations, as well as all DOE Orders. This section provides a
discussion of the major regulatory permit programs that might be applicable to the
proposed action.

5.1 National Environmental Policy Act

This EA has been prepared in compliance with the NEPA of 1969, as amended, and the
requirements of the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), and
DOE Regulations (10 CFR 1021), and DOE Order451. 1A. NEPA, as amended, requires
“all agencies of the Federal Government” to prepare a detailed statement on the
environmental effects of proposed “major Federal actions significantly affecting the

qu~lty of the human environment.” This EA has been written to comply with NEPA and
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assess the potential environmental impacts of the implementation of a wetland mitigation
bank at SRS.

5.2 Section 404 of the Clean Water Act

Overall, the objectives of the CWA are to restore and maintain the chemical, physical,
and biological integrity of the nation’s waterways. 101977, Section 404 of the CWA (33
USC 1344) enacted to specifically regulate discharges of dredged and fill material into
jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States. The implementation and
operation of a wetland mitigation bank are conducted in accordance with and toward
compliance of Section 404 regulations.

5.3 Endangered Species Act

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC 1531 et seq.) ensures Federal protection
for species defined as either threatened or endangered under the act. Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act (i.e., Interagency Cooperation) requires Federrd agencies to
consult with the USFWS for any proposed actions that are likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of any endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or
adverse modification of designated critical habitat. The proposed wetland mitigation
bank, which was developed in cooperation with the USFWS, would be likely to only have
beneficial impacts on any of the local Federally-listed species.

5.4 National Historic Preservation Act

The National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC 460 et seq.) of 1966 requires
coordination on activities that may affect historic and archaeological resource
preservation. Further, this act enables the placement of sites with significant historical
value on the National Register of Historic Places. If such activities are being proposed
through a Federal agency, consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer are
required to ensure the proper identification of potential] y significant resources and the
implementation of appropriate mitigation actions. DOE-SR operates in accordance with
the Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement, discussed in Section 3.4 of this EA,
toward compliance with this Federal regulation.

5.5 Executive Orders 11990 and 11988

Executive Order 11990, “Protection of Wetlands,” requires Federal agencies to avoid
short- and long-term adverse impacts to wetlauds if a practicable alternative exists.
Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain Management,” directs Federal agencies to establish
procedures to ensure that they consider potentird effects of flood hazards and floodplain
management in any action undertaken. Agencies are further required to avoid impacts to
floodplains to the extent practicable. DOE regulations (10 CFR 1022) establish
procedures for compliance with these Executive Orders. A Floodplai~etlands
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Assessment was prepared in compliance with 10 Cm 1022, and is included as Appendix
C to this EA.

6.0 AGENCIES AND PERSONS CONSULTED

The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers/Charleston District and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service office in Charleston, South Carolina were consulted during the preparation of this
EA.
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
FOR THE

SAVANNAH RIVER SITE
WETLAND MITIGATION BANK

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND GENERAL PROVISIONS

This Agreement is by and between the U.S. Department of Energy-Savannah River
Operations OffIce (DOE-SR); the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Charleston District,
Regulatory Branch (COE); the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA-Region 4); the
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS); the U.S. Department of I
Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS); the South Carolina
Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC); and the South Carolim
Department of Naturrd Resources (SCDNR). The U.S. Department of Commerce, National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) hm indicated they would like to continue to coordinate
with Site wetland impact and mitigation issues but legally they are prohibited from becoming
a signatoW party to Wls Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).

The purpose of this MOA is to establish a Wetland Mitigation Bank (hereafter referred to as
“The Bank”) at the Savannah River Site (SRS). Wetland impact avoidance and minimization
will be employed prior to compensatory mitigation. me Bank is being established to provide
DOE-SR with a compensato~ alternative for unavoidable wetland losses associated with
future authorized construction and environmental restoration projects in SRS wetlands and to
gain “credit” for wetland restoration work that would not otherwise be accomplished through
alternative programs or means. Future projects such as the remediation of waste sites and the
repair and maintenance of the roads and bridges on SRS probably will impact some wetland
areas. By establishing a Wetland Mitigation Bank prior to such impacts, DOE-SR can
incorporate mitigation efforts required for new projects in a more time]y manner. For future
remediation and construction projects that require compensatory wetland mitigation, The
Bank will save the time and money needed to locate a suitable wetland for restoration and to
obtain approval for its use.

The parties to this MOA are in agreement that mitigation banking can be a viable mitigation
alternative and that it can provide DOE-SR an excellent opporturdty to develop a Wetland
Mitigation Bank in conjunction with the landscape-scale land-use planning effort that is
under way (WSRC 1994). The existence of degraded wetlands such as drained Carolina
bays, channelized streams, and thermally impacted swamp forests in proximity to a large
tract of high-quality forested wetland (the Savannah River swamp) and old-age upland forest
provide DOE-SR the opportunity to develop a Wetland Mitigation Bank with a high
probability of success.

The Bti will involve the restoration and enhancement of small often isolated wetlands, as
well as major wetland systems scattered throughout the SRS nonindustrialized management
area (Figure 1). The primary goal of The Bank will be restoration and enhancement of
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degraded Carolina bays and stre~.side bottomland hardwood forests on SRS. This type of
Site use is in agreement with recommendations made in the recently completed Savannah
River Site Future Use Project Report issued in Janu~ 1996 (DOE 1996).

A key advantage for establishing The Bank at SRS is the onsite presence of experienced land
management and research groups [USDA Forest Service (USFS)-Savannd River Forest
Station and the Southern Research Station, NRCS, SCDNR, Savannah Riwr Ecology
Laboratory (S~L), and Westinghouse Savannah River Comprmy-Savannah River
Technology Center (WSRC-SRTC)]. The combination of available kind and onsite
knowledge will lower the total cost of the mitigation effort and ensure its success.

WHEREAS, restoration and enhancement of degraded wetlands at SRS will result in net
gains in wetland functions, and in consideration of the above discussion,

THEWFORE, it is mutually agreed among the parties to this MOA that the following
general provisions are adopted and will be implemented upon signature of tiis agreement.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

1. Terms for establishment of The Bank are proposed until accrued credits have been
exhausted. However, review and evaluation of the program will occur after an initial
period of 3 years.

2. Modification to tils MOA can be proposed at any time, but mutual agreement by all
signature agencies is required before changes can be adopted. If agreement by all
parties to this MOA is not foficoming Witiln 6 months after submission of the
modification proposal, the agency proposing the revision can choose to terminate its
participation in the program.

3. DOE-SR will assume responsibility for completion of needed mitigation and for
monitoring. Mitigation will be deemed successful and monitoring will no longer be
required on achievement of the success criteria outlined in Section 5.0. Monitoring and
repair of hydrological control structures will be the responsibility of DOE-SR for the
life of The Bank.

4. The Bank wilI be used ordy to compensate for wetland losses associated with
construction and environmental remediation projects on SRS. Use of The Bank for
compensation relative to trust resource injury due to the release of any hazardous
substance as defined by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA) must be approved by the appropriate Natural Resource
Trustees as designated pursuant to CERCLA.
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5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

I

10.

11.

12.

13.

The Bti can be used to offset unavoidable impacts of individual permits to wetland
resources only after demonstration by the applicant to the satisfaction of COE that
wetlands have been avoided and impacts to affected wetlands have been minimized. to
the maximum extent practicable. The Bti can also be used to offset wetland impacts
under the Nationwide Permit (NWP) Program. Compliance with appropriate sections
of Clean Water Act 404(b)(l) guidelines is imperative before use of The Bank can be
considered.

The Mhigation BtiIng Review Team (MBRT) is an interagency group designated to
review and consult with proponents (in ti]s case, DOE-SR) regarding Compensatory
Mitigation Bank proposals.

To concentrate wetlands mitigation sites away from the industrialized portions of SRS,
compensatory mitigation of impacts to interior wetlands will take place in the
nonindustialized management area of SRS. Mitigation opportunities within the
industrial ~ea may also be explored to provide mitigation sites where feasible.

The Bh cannot be used to offset impacts on Federally protected species. Similarly,
The Bti cannot be used to absolve cultural resource impacts requiring consideration
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 USC 470).
Special cases involving adverse impacts to certain anadromous fish species would
preclude use of The Bti.

In lieu of utilizing standard replacement ratios or qurmti~ing wetland value lost on
individual projects (debits), resource mitigation credits gained by bardcing will be
calculated as established by the methods identified in this MOA.

DOE-SR may not sell, trade, or otherwise dispose of mitigation credits generated by
bting. The Bank is for the sole use of DOE-SR, unless otherwise agreed to by all
parties of the MOA.

The Bank will be implemented through a phased approach. To ensure conservative
credit withdrawrd during the initial restoration/enhancement period, no more than 15
percent of available credits can be debhed during the first 3 years of the btilng
progrant. Mitigation measures will be reviewed by signature authorities after the initial
3-year period to determine future usage. If success criteria are being met, no
restrictions will be placed on future transactions.

DOE-SR will provide data sheets and a summary for each credit/debit transaction to all
signature agencies to this agreement at 1 year intervals.

This MOA does not eliminate the aDDlicant’s or aeencies’ responsibilities under all. .

applicable Federal, state, and local laws or regulations.
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14. This MOA will be considered effective on the first day of the month following the
month in which the COE Charleston District Engineer signs the MOA. Withdrawal of
credits horn The Bank may begin as restoration, enhancement, or preservation activities
occur and interim success criteria are met.

15. Prior to a site being included in The Bank, a site-specific restoratiotienhancement plan
including site-specific success criteria, monitoring and remediation contingencies shall
be developed and approved by the MBRT. Based on tils information, credits will be
determined and added to The Bank. As part of the review process, an appropriate

oPPofiwitY for field review by the MBRT of proposed sites will be made available. I

2.0 ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY

The SRS Wetlands Task Group (WTG) was chartered in 1990 to enhance communication
and understanding among onsite organizations concerning wetlands research and
management. Membership consists of representatives from the land management and
research orgarrimtions on SRS. The WTG reports directly to the SRS Natural Resources
Coordinating Committee (NRCC).

The NRCC was established in 1991 to enhance cooperation among SRS organizations by
providing a forum for discussion of onsite mtural resource issues and to provide technical
advice and policy recommendations to DOE and all site users in order to effectively manage
the natural resources of SRS.

Specific organizational responsibilities are as follows:

The WTG will be responsible for reviewing all mitigation bank activities and forwarding
recommendations to the Natural Resources Coordinating Committee @RCC), which will
forward recommendations to DOE-SR for use in preparation of an annual report. DOE-SR
will prepare an annual report which will be submitted to the MBRT and which identifies The
Bank activities during the previous year. DOE-SR will also prepare a report on all proposed
restoration projects for the upcoming year. ~s report wiII be submitted in conjunction with
the annual repoz but will not be a part of the smnual report. The DOE-SR list of proposed
restoration projects for the next year will be submitted to the MBRT for their review and
comment (see general provision number 15). The MBRT will be responsible for providing
any comments on the pro~sed restoration projects in a timely manner. All comments on the
proposed list of restoration projects will be sent to DOE-SR who will submit them to the I
WTG for any necessary revisions.

During normal field activities USFS, NRCS, SREL, SCDHEC, SCDN~ and WSRC will be I
responsible for identifying suitable mitigation areas and submitting tiese areas to the
Wetlands Task Group for action. USFS and NRCS will survey the elevations and provide
logistical support to accomplish the selected mitigation activity after the WTG has agreed
upon the appropriate action. SREL, USFS and WSRC will be responsible for the
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coordination of monitoring and research activities before ad after completion of the
mitigation process. DOE-SR will be responsible for the accounting of The Bank credhs.

3.0 IMPLEMENTATION OF A WETLAND MITIGATION BANK AT SRS

Projects on SRS ofien impact wetlands on a much linger scale thm that commonly seen in
private industry. For example, the constriction of L Lake destroyed approximately 200 acres
of bottomhmd hardwood fores~ the remediation of contaminmts in the M-Area seepage basin
and Lost Lake (a Carolina bay) impacted 28 acres; and past SRS operations have impacted
approximately 583 acres on Pen Branch and in the Savannah River swamp. Attempting to
mitigate the loss of such large wetland areas has been difficult. Individual restoration
projects of sufficient size and quality that would be both in-kind and onsite to offset these
kinds of large-scale impacts have been difficult to locate. The establishment of a Wetland
Mitigation Bank at SRS will enable DOE to locate, restore, monitor, and receive credit for
mitigation accomplished prior to an impact. Restoration is emphasized over creation because
of the high cost of creation, the greater opportunity of a creation project to fail, and hence the
preference for restoration by the regulatory agencies. Many wetlands on SRS have been
adversely impacted by past anthropogenic changes; they provide good opportunities for
restoration.

The Bank will involve the restoration and enhancement of small often isolated wetlands, as
well as major wetland systems scattered throughout the SRS nonindustri~~zed management
area (Figure 1). This management area includes Land Use Management Area 2 (WSRC
1994), which was established in 1986 through negotiation between FWS and DOE-SR for
management of the red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW, Picoides borealis). Land Use
Management Area 2 is comprised of the largely undeveloped 5-mile-wide buffer of land
between the industrial facilities in the center of the Site and the SRS boundary. Plant and
animal populations withii the restored wetlands will benefit from their proximity to the
Savannah River swamp and the major streams on the Site. The proximity of relatively
unimpacted wetlands to restored wetlands will provide increased potential for migration of
semiaquatic vertebrates between wetland systems across a minimum of manmade
impediments such as paved roads and developed areas.

The development of a Wetland Mitigation Bank in an area where the uplands are being
restored to the native Iongleaf pine-wiregrass (Pinus tralustris-tistida stricta) community
and where the landscape is being managed to establish a viable RC W population adjacent to
an area dedicated to environmentally progressive industrial development and waste site
remediation exemplifies the concept of ecosystem management currently being proposed by
Secretary of Energy Hazel O’Leary (DOE 1994).

To fulfill the regulatory agencies’ mandate for “onsite, in-kin~ mitigation, The Bank will
include most wetland types found on SRS. Efforts will concentrate on Carolina bay
restorations such as those the USFS and SREL are conducting and the enhancement of
aquatic systems impacted by Site operations. Separate accounting systems will be
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established for isolated wetlands (Carolina bays) and adjacent wetlands (riparian) to facilitate
use of The Bank on an “in-kind” compensatory basis.

Several wetland mitigation projects have been completed on SRS. Appendix A provides
descriptions of these projects. The following sections describe examples of current and I
potential restoration and enhancement projects for various SRS wetlands that will be
considered for inclusion in The Bank. These projects are for restoration of either isolated I
wetlands or adjacent wetlands.

Isolated Wetlands ExSrnu]e: Restoration of Carolina Bavs

Carolina bays are isolated depressional wetlands that provide valuable habitat for native
plants and wildlife including threatened, endangered, and sensitive species. On SRS, three
Federal Category 2 plant species [little bur-head (Echinodorus tenelhrs), swamp lobelia

_ b-), and awned meadow-beauty (Rhexia aristosa)] one Federrdly threatened
animal species [the bald eagle Waliaeetus leucoceuhalus)] and fourteen plant species
classified as sensitive by Hyatt (1994) have been located in or use Carolina bays (Lide and
Davis 1992).

Situated predominantly in the headwaters of watersheds, Carolina bays are extremely
vulnerable to man-induced alterations. Often, a short ditch is all that is required to penetrate
the surrounding rim and drain the bay. Following drainage, many Carolim bays have been
logged and converted to pine plantations or farmland. In 1983 the South Carolina Heritage
Trust Program initiated a long-term study of Carolina bays in South Carolina (Bennett and
Nelson 1991). The study located 2,651 Carolina bays larger than 2 acres. Ordy 3 permnt
were unimpacted by human activity. The remaining 97 percent were altered by ditche>
planted in row crops or pines; logged; converted to residential and commercial developmen~
bisected by roads or rights-of-wan or dredged for farm ponds. In 1992, SREL, in
cooperation with DOE-SR and EPA, identified 46 Carolim bays on SRS suitable for
inclusion in the EPA Advanced Identification Project to identi~ ecologically significant
wetlands (Lide and Davis 1992).

Although Schalles et aL (1989) documented only 194 Carolina bays on SRS, recent work by

SREL (Lide, Kirkman and Wein 1995) indicates that approximately 350 to 400 Cwolina bays
might be present. Many of these depression wetlands are in the nonindustrialized
management area and are suitable for restoration or enhancement. In 1991 and 1992, the
Wetlands Task Oroup investigated 41 Carolina bays for their restoration potential (DOE
1993). Thirty-six percent (15 Carolina bays) contain functioning ditches that continued to
drain portions of the bays even after 40 years of abandonment. Other bays that were
originally drained by ditches had been temporarilyy plugged by beavers _ canadensis).
Many of the bays investigated, although partially drained, contained wetland communities
described as regrowth bays (Bennett and Nelson 1991), which are indicative of altered
hydrology; other bays, also parridly drained, contained stands of Iarge baId cypress
(Taxodium distichum) and pond cypress ~. ascendens) more indicative of a stable
hydrology.
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Under Wls MOA, all Carolina bays in the nonindustrialized management area would
eventually be investigated and assessed for restoration and enhancement potential during the
timber compartment prescription process performed by USFS. ~Is effort probably will take
more than 10 years to complete. Carolina bays will be evaluated and ranked according to the
following three cnteritiquestions:

1.

2.

3.

A hydrological alteration can be done easily and with little cosc if so, then the bay
would be considered for restoration.

A change in the current vegetation community would impact threatened, endangered,
or sensitive plant and animal specie> if so, then the bay should not be considered for
restoration at this time.

Restoration of the bay would result in adverse impacts to roads, railroads, or other
structures; if so, then the bay should not be considered for restoration at this time.

These three screening criteria would form the basis for presentation to the Wetlands Task
Group of the Natural Resources Coordination Committee (NRCC) for further consideration
for restoration. These criteria are broad based and designed for field screening by
USFS/SRFS; further visits to other potential bays or to bays determined by the USFS/SRFS
in their screening not to be viable restoration sites could be revisited after a discussion at a
Wetlands Task Group meeting.

Restoration will initially consist primarily of plugging ditches in drained or partially drained
bays to increase the water depth and extend the hydroperiod, allowing the vegetation to revert
naturally to species characteristic of increased inundation or extended hydric soil conditions.
As new restoration and enhancement tectilques are developed, they will be implemented as
appropriate.

Often, hydrophytic plants indicative of past extended hydroperiods remain as a small
component of the current degraded systems; these plants can serve as a seed source.
Increasing the water level to eliminate those species not adapted to life in saturated or
flooded soils should allow the hydrophytic plants more characteristic of Carolina bay
wetlands to flourish and eventually dominate the system. To accelerate the succession of the
bays dominated by regrowth communities ~rimarily Ioblolly pine (P. taeda) and sweetgmn
(Liauidarnbar stvraciflua)], it might, on occasion, be desirable to harvest timber in the bay
during a dry autumn before plugging the ditch. Several snag trees at each restoration site will
be retained to provide habitat for wildlife. Research by SREL indicates that by removing the
forest cover, light will penetrate to the forest floor, allowing the herbaceous hydrophytic
plants to flourish. Skidding the trees over the soil surface will remove portions of the leaf
litter, expose the mineral soil, and expedite restoration. By encouraging natural succession
and minimizing planting, restoration costs will be kept low. TWObays pay 204 (2 acres)
and Bay 93 (8 acres)] were restored in ti]s manner in 1992 and 1993, respectively, and are
being monitored by SREL scientists. As many as 30 to 40 percent of SRS bays (120 to 160
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bays) could be restored as described. Baseline conditions will determine if enhancement or
restoration credits will be accrued pursuant to the mitigation SOP.

Adiacent Wetlands Examule: Enhancement of the u~~er Reach of Meyers Branch Set-Aside

Aerial photographs indicate that, prior to 1951, the upper reach of Meyers Br~ch (Figure 2),
including the headwaters in Drmbarton Bay, was a relative] y unimpacted backwater stream.
The upper reach of Meyers Branch was channelized between 195I and 1953. This
chamrelization aJtered the hydrology in Dunbarton Bay and for 1.5 to 2 miles downstream.
The ditch is 3 to 6 feet deep and over 10 feet wide with large spoil piles on both sides of the
stream. Dunbarton Bay today is characterized by an interior area of small bald cypress that is
usually flooded to a depth of 1 foot during wet winters. While bald cypress with knees and
water tupelo (Nvssa ~ are still present along the upper reach of Meyers Branch and
much of the area is still a jurisdictional wetland, floodwaters rarely, if ever, overtop the banks
of the current drainage ditch. Floodwaters are shunted downstream through the large ditch,
thus eliminating several functions of an unrdtered wetland system, particularly wildlife
habitat, flood storage, and improved water qurdity. Because of the complexity of this system,
the options for restoring the stream and the relative merits of proposed actions will be
investigated by the various resource regulatory agencies. and the research organizations on
SRS. A permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act might be required before
starting work impacting jurisdictional wetlands. COE will be contacted during the planning
stages of this project. DOE-SR will continue to seek suitable sites of this type to reverse
adverse effects of charmelization projects.

Adiacent Wetlands Example: Enhancement of the Therrnallv Im~acted po~ions of the
Savannah River SwarnP. Fonrmile Branch, and Steel Creek

Portions of the Savannah River swamp, Fourmile Branch, and Steel Creek were adversely
impacted by thermal effluents from SRS operations (Figure 2). These streams received
heated effluent that killed vegetation and destroyed aquatic habitat, scoured streambeds, and
deposited sediment in the Savannah River swamp, smothering and killing additional
vegetation. Since operations ceased in 1988, the streams are in various stages of succession,
includlng emergent marsh, scrub/shrub wetlands and regenerating stands of bottomland
hardwood forest. For example, experiments by WSRC, the Soufiem Research Station, and
SWL on the reforestation of these areas are under way on Pen Branch and Fourmile Branch.
Large-scale reforestation and enhancement of the other streams can be initiated using
assessment methodology reforestation techniques developed at Pen Branch. Closely tied to
this wetlands enhancement is an initiative recently proposed by USFS to restore structural
fisheries habitats in these impacted and degraded streams. Any enhancement credits
resulting from identified beneficial remedies will include only those functional gains realized
through DOE actions not required by any statute or regulation.
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Pigure 2. Examples of Current and Potential Wetland Mitigation Areaa on the Savannah River #~~”
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4.0 MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE

A buffer zone will be established around each mitigated wetland in order to minimize adverse
impacts and will be protected as a unit with the wetland. Recommended activities specific to
each area will be highlighted in a management plan prior to restoration. In most of the cases
described above, hydrologic control structures (i.e., weirs, drop log stmctures, or ditch plugs)
will be used to restore the natural hydrology of the wetlands.

These structures will be monitored annually for 5 years and inspected more frequently if
unusual storm events result in large amounts of rainfall. Hydrophytic vegetation will be
rdlowed to regenerate naturally from the seed sources within tie degraded wetland or planted
as necessary to achieve the individual project objectives.

Vegetation monitoring will be conducted once a year for 5 years and every 5 years for an
additional 20 years unless it is determined that additional monitoring is needed in the
site-specific management plan. The results of the monitoring will be documented and
included in the annual report to the MBRT. The site-specific management plan developed
for each approved restoration project would include specific information on the type and
amount of baseline data that would be collected before restoration started and would rdso
include details on monitoring the project during and after the restoration.

5.0 SUCCESS CR3TERJA

Projects will be judged successful 5 years after the hydrologic control structures have
stabilized and maintenance is no longer necess~, and when the desired hydrology and plant
community have become established as outlined in the site-specific management plan.
Long-term monitoring will continue every 5 years for 20 years to evahrate success and the
need for tirrther remedial action. However, DOE will be responsible for the integrity of the
hydrologic control structures for the life of The Bank. Site-specific management plans will
outline techniques to determine success including but not restricted to the monitoring of
hydrology and the selection of reference controls. These techniques would be developed by
the Wetlands Task Group with input from the MBRT.

A Carolina bay restoration will be deemed a success when the restored hydrologic regime
(e.g., ditch plug) has stabilized for 5 years and the associated wetland community is
dominated by hydrophytic vegetation more commonly found in wetlands than in the
community occupying the site immediately before restoration. For instance, if a Carolina bay
regrowth community of loblolly pine [a facrrltative species (FAC)] and sweetgrrrn (FAC) is
replaced by a community dominated by rushes, sedges, and aquatic vegetation [- spp.,

_ sPP., pot~oeeton SPP., ~d Utriculmia SPP.), faculmtive wetland species (FACW)];
maidencane [(Panicmn hemitomon), an obligate wetland species (OBL)]; and buttonbush
(Ceuhakirtthus occidentals), (OBL) it will be considered a success. However, if sweetgum
(FAC) and poison ivy aoxicodendron radicans) (FAC) dominate, the restoration will be
considered unsuccessful and no credit will be requested. Bald cypress, pond cypress, water
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tupelo, pond pine, or other
portions of restored bays.

woody species may be planted to provide a woody component to

Enhancement of a thermally impacted stream will be considered successful 5 years after there
is successful establishment of representative bottomland hardwood species. Determination of
successful establishment will be based on success criteria included in the management plan
for the specific site.

6.0 CONTINGENCY

If, during the monitoring period, it appears that the success criteria will not be met, remedial
action will be taken. If remetilal action is necessary, DOE-SR will discuss the action to be
taken with the MBRT and obtain their concurrence on the action. As appropriate, the site-
specific management plan will be amended.

7.0 ACCOUNTING OF MITIGATION CREDITS

To reduce the implementation costs of The Bank, DOE-SR will use the matrix system
recently developed by COE and currently approved for use in the State of South Carolina
(COE 1993). More recently, the reference SOP has undergone revisions to m~e it more
applicable to larger projects, including mitigation brinks. COE, working in consultation with
other regulatory agencies, developed SOPS for the development of compensatory mitigation
plans for nationwide permits and small projects (less than 10 acres) in the State of South
Carolina. The SOP has provided predictability and consistency for the development, review,
and approval of compensatory mitigation plans and would be valuable in the prep~tion of a
mitigation bank at SRS. Using the SOP will negate the need for an in-depth habitat
assessment on all mitigation projects (regardless of size) and all impacts less than one acre,
and thus will save considerable time and money. Construction projects which impact more
than one acre will be reviewed by COE and other regulatory agencies. When the impacts
have been minimized and avoided to the satisfaction of the regulatory and resource agencies,
The Bank will be used to offset all unavoidable impacts. Credits available in The Bank will
be calculated using the factors shown in Appendix C.

The required mitigation credits withdrawn born The Bank (i.e., debits) for adverse impacts
will be determined on a project-specific basis using the SOP in place at the time the action is
proposed. The proposed mitigation bank will continue to be available for compensatory
mitigation for as long as a brdance remains in The BanJc.

8.0 SUMMARY

The establishment of a Wetlands Mitigation Bank at SRS will consolidate current wetlands
mitigation efforts by USFS (including the Southern Research Station), SREL, and WSRC
under the existing Wetlands Task Group and will provide the various programs with focused
goals and long-range planning. The long-range coordinated planning should reduce costs and
concentrate efforts on those systems where restoration will be the most cost effective rmd
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successful. Encouraging the restoration of the Carolina bays through hydrologic alteration
with natural revegetation and reforesmtion of the impacted stream corridors with minimal
channel alteration will reduce costs. Monitoring and research will document the success of
the mitigation or identifi problems that need to be corrected.

Mile little or no additiond fimding will be required to incorporate the banking concept into
current programs, maintaining the current level of fimding will be necess.asy. -It might be
perceived that tis effort will “lockup” additiomd lands and prevent fiture development
options for SRS. The question might tise, “What if DOE-SR must adversely impact a
restored md banked wetlmd~ Should a mitigated wetland be adversely impacted by future
Site operations, the credits earned for its mitigation as welI as the credits necessary to offset
the unavoidable impacts will be debited from The Bank. Shodd any portion of a banked
mitigated wetland be sold, the deed will contain an appropriate conservation easement.

The Bank will provide a cost-effective approach to wetlands mitigation. With approximately
20 percent of the Site classified as wetlands, almost any major project can be expected to
have an adverse impact on some wetlands. Regulato~ agencies will be instrumental in
establishing The Bank and thus will have a stake in its success. This cooperative approach
between DOE-SR and the regulatory agencies should reduce permitting time when future
SRS projects require wetland mitigation. Finally, The Bank will increase the cooperation of
researchers, managers, and regulators; reduce duplication of effo~, and ultimately save
revenue while restoring ecologically vrduable components of the environment.
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APPENDIX A
Wetland Mitigation Experience at SRS

Construction of the Defense Waste Processing Facilitv. Construction of Refuge Ponds, and
Long-Term Environmental Monitoring of Rainbow Bay

Construction of the Defense Waste Processing Facility (DWPF) began during the mid-l 980s.
The project destroyed one Carolina bay (Surr Bay) and adversely affected the headwaiters of a
stream. To offset these adverse impacts, DOE-SR constructed refuge ponds near the
developed site and funded research to determine, among other objectives, if the reptile and

~phibim species hat previously inhabited Suo Bay used the refuge ponds. These studies
which began in FY1979 demonstrate the DOE commitment to long-term ecological research.
Pechrnarm et al. (1993) contains information on Smr Bay and the research at the refuge
ponds.

Construction of L Lake. ReveRetation of the L-Lake Shoreline. and Construction of
Kathwood Lake

DOE completed L Lake, a 1,000-acre once-tiough cooling reservoir, in 1985. M~dates in
Section 316(a) of the Clean Water Act Amendments of 1972 required the establishment of a
balanced biological community (BBC) in the new lake. The USFS developed and
implemented a wiIdIife, habitat improvement strategy which included planting terrestrial
plants on the shoreline and the establishment of fish habitat structures in the lake. To
maintain compliance and hasten the establishment of a BBC, DOE-SR requested SWL to
stabilize the L-Lake shoreline with aquatic vegetation. During 1987, approximately 14,000
feet of shoreline were planted with 100,000 plants representing 40 species. Kroeger (1990)
presents the resrdts of this wetlands mitigation project.

Potential adverse impacts to wood stork (Mvcteria arnericana) foraging areas in the Savannah
River swamp downstream of L Lake necessitated DOE tiding for the corrstruction of the
Kathwood Lake wood stork foraging ponds on National Audubon Society property near
Jackson, South Carolina. The periodic lowering of water levels in these ponds concentrates
fish and enhances foraging habitat for the Federally endangered wood stork (Coulter 1993).

Restoration of Lost L&e

In 1991, Lost Lake, a 28-acre Carolina bay contaminated by hazardous and radioactive waste
was remediated and restored to a “natural wetkind system.” The Wetlands Task Group
facilitated the preparation of a planting plan and an implementation schedule, which was
initiated by USFS, NRCS, and WSRC. At present, WSRC is monitoring the system to
determine which of several methods of wetlands restoration was most effective.
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APPENDIX A
Wetland Mitigation Experience at SRS

Restoration of the Pen Branch Corridor and Delta

Thermal effluents from past SRS operations adversely impacted Pen Branch. The stream
received heated effluent from K-Reactor for 34 years. The hot water killed the flora and
fauna in the stream channel and the increased flows scoured the streambed ‘md deposited
sediment in the Savannah River swamp, smothering and killing addhional vegetation. Since
1988, when DOE shut down K-Reactor, the stream and associated wetlands have begun the
process of natural succession. Today, the wetlands are in various stages of succession
including emergent marsh, scmb/shrub wetlands, and regenerating stands of bottomland
hmdwood forest and cypress.

Experiments by WSRC, Southern Research Station, and SREL on the reforestation of these
impacted areas are under way in compliance with regulatory commitments made in the
Mitigation Action Plan required for the continued operation of K-Reactor (Amett,
Karapatils, and Mamatey 1994). Initial mapping of the wetlands in Pen Branch has
identified approximately 239 acres where trees were not becoming reestablished by natural
succession. To date, approximately 208 acres of these wetlands have been planted by USFS
with bottomlrmd hardwood species and cypress.

Restoration of Carolina Bav 204

In 1991 and 1992, at the request of DOE-SR and as part of the proposed New Production
Reactor (NPR) siting process, the Wetlands Task Group reviewed approximately41 Carolina
bays for suitability for restoration (DOE 1993). The report described Cmolina bay 204 as a
2-acre bay dominated by sweetgum and drained by a 4-foot-wide, 5-foot-deep ditch and
suitable for restoration. Although the NPR project was discontinued, USFS selected the bay
for the initial Carolina bay restoration project on SRS in 1992. The bay was surveyed, the
sweetgum trees were removed, and the ditch was plugged in 1992. SREL is continuing to
monitor the success of the bay restoration.

Restoration of Carolina Bav 93 ‘

In 1993, SREL and USFS selected Carolina bay 93 as the second Carolina bay restoration
project. ~Is 8-acre bay was also described in DOE (1993). The area was surveyed, various
clearing techniques were applied to different quadrants as part of a research project on the
effects of different restoration techniques, and the dhch was plugged. SREL is currently
conducting so in-depth study of the ecological factors affected by the restoration including
vegetation, soils, hydrology, and water chemistry.

SRS Wetland Mitigation Bank MOA Page 160f31 January 1997



DE-MA09-96SR18577

APPENDIX B
Definitions of Terms for Mitigation Factors

For the purposes of tils MOA the following terms are hereby defined.

Control means the entity empowered or responsible for enforcing the preservation
requirements. Related terms are:

Conservancy means a qualified, experienced, non-profit conservation organization or
government agency.

POA means a property owners association or other simila, formally chartered, non-profit
organization.

Privure means a private individual or business enterprise.

Subdivided means more than one owner has separate ownership of a portion of the
mitigation site.

Compensatory Mitigation as used in this MOA means:

Creation means the conversion of non-aquatic habhat to aquatic habitat. Wetland creation
usually includes grading, providing a suitable substrate, hydrology, and establishment of
appropriate vegetation. Creation mitigation will not be included in the mitigation bank
without prior review and approval by the MBRT.

Enhancement means increasing or improving one or more of the functions or vrdues of an
existing aquatic mea.

Preservation means the conservation of an area to prevent its destruction or degradation.
Areas which are given mitigation credits under the enhancement or restoration categories
are not considered primarily preservation aseas for the pus’posesof this MOA. Mitigation
which is pnmaril y preservation (i.e., has not been given restoration, enhastcement, or
creation credhs) will not be included in the mitigation bd without prior review and
approval by the MBRT.

Restoration means actions *en to corsect previous alterations which have either destroyed
or seriously impaired the values and fictions of an aquatic area. An example of restoration
is hydrological alteration followed by planting of appropriate wetland vegetation in a
bottomland hardwood area that had previously been converted to another use, such as
agriculture or silviculture.
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Credit Schedule (i.e. Timing) means the relative time when the mitigation will be
performed. Related terms include:

Schedule 1. Means that no credits maybe withdrawn prior to final determination of
success.

Schedule 2. Means that no more than 10% of the credits maybe withdraw prior to final
determination of success.

Schedule 3. Means no more than 20% of the credits maybe withdrawn prior to fmI
deterrnimtion of success.

Schedule 4. Means that no more than 30% of the credits maybe withdrawn prior to final
determination of success.

Schedule 5. Means that more than 30% of the credits maybe withdrawn prior to final
determination of success.

Degree of Threat is an assessment of the level of imminent risk of loss or darnage to a
system.

IHydrolo~, means the properties, distribution, and circulation of water on the surface of the
land, in the soil, and underlying rocks. Related terms include:

I Crea/ed hydrolo~ means the permanent manipdation of the topography resulting in an
ecologically significant change in the hydrology of the area.

Mechanical hydrolo~ means the employment of mechanical methods (e.g., pumps) to
supply water to an area thereby causing an ecologically significant change in the hydrology
of the area.

Na/ural hydrology means the area’s hydrology as it existed prior to the actions of modem
man. Hydrology which has been restored to its mtural state qualifies as natural hydrology.
Examples of such restoration include effectively filling ditches which drain the area or
removing berms which prevent inundation.

Kind is a factor used to compare the relative fictions and values of the mitigation site to the
impacted site. The following kind categories shall be used for tils bank.

Catego~ 1 is defined to mean In-Kind mitigation.
Categories 2, 3, and 4 are not applicable to tits bank.
Catego~ 5 is defined to mean Out-of-Kind mitigation.

In-kind Mitigation means the replacement of the impacted aquatic site with one of the same

plmt community type (same species composition). However, if the new ecosystem has
more desirable functions and values ~an the impacted ecosystem, as determined by the
MBRT, then the mitigation may be considered in-kind for calculation of mitigation credhs.
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APPENDIX B
Definitions of Terms for Mitigation Factors

Oul-oJkind.Mitigation means the replacement of an impacted aquatic site with one of a
different plant community type (different species composition). For example, if a wooded
swamp habitat is filled or altered and the mitigation consists of grading an area arrd
planting it in freshwater emergent marsh species, this wou)d be out-of-kind. Use of the
Bank for out-of-kind mitigation requires approval of the MBRT on a case-by-c%e basis.

Location is a factor used to compare the relative location of the mitigation site to the
impacted site. The following zones shall be used for Wls bank. No other locations shall be
allowed to use this bank without prior review and approval by the MBRT. Also, use of Zone
5 shall require prior review and approval by the MBRT.

Zone 1 is defined to mean within the DOE-SR site as shown in the MOA.
Zones 2, 3, and 4 are not applicable to this bank.
Zone 5 is defined to mean outside of the DOE-SR site as shown in the MOA.

Maintenance means any long term or perpetual manipulation or action fier completion of
the monitoring period which is necessmy to achieve the mitigation goal. Remedial or
plarmed work during the monitoring period is not considered maintemurce but is rather just a
part of the mitigation work. Minimal (low level) maintenance includes weeding or removal
of unwarrted species. Moderate maintenance includes some replanting of the desired
vegetation. High level maintenarsce includes significant replanting, addhion of soils,
hydrology manipulation, or other similar actions.

Monitoring & Contingencies (M & C Plans) mems tie actions which will be mdertaken
dining the mitigation project to measure the level of success of the mitigation work and to
correct problems or failures observed. Related terms include:

Contingencies means the actions which will be employed to correct deficiencies or failures
found during the monitoring period and to achieve the specified success criteria.

Monitoring mearrs the collection of field data to measure the success of a mitigation effort.
It usually includes analysis of the da@ and submittal of a comprehensive report containing
the data, analyses, and a narrative discussion of the findings and conclusions.

Minimum Level Monitoring & Contingencies Plans will typically include the following
elements:
At least 5 years of monitoring (mless approved otherwise)
Restrictive covenants rind/or conservation easements
Vegetation suwival monitoring (including a commitment to repkmt if success is not
achieved)
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Moderate Level Monitoring & Contingencies Plans will typically include the following
elements:
At least 5 years of monitoring
Resrnctive covenants SIuJ/orconservation easements
Vegetation survival monitoring (including a commitment to replant if succesiis not
achieved)
Basic hydrological monitoring
Collection of suitable baseline data

Substantial Level Monitoring & Contingencies Plans will typically inchrde the following
elements:
At least 5 years of monitoring
Conservation easements
Vegetation survival monitoring (including a commitment to replant if success is not
achieved)
Extensive hydrological monitoring
Collection of suitable baseline data
Reference site comparison monitoring

Strong Level Monitoring & Contingencies Plans will ~picaliy include the following
elements:
At least 7 years of monitoring
Conservation easements
Vegetation survival monitoring (including a commitment to replant if success is not
achieved)
Extensive hydrological monitoring
Collection of suitable baseline data
Reference site comparison monitoring
Suitable bonding
Alternative site provisions if mitigation site is detemined unsuccessful

Net improvement is an evaluation of the net level of enhancement or restoration of the
affected tictions and values of an aquatic site. Adverse effects caused by the work must be
considered in determining the net improvement. The MBRT shall review and approve the
value for this factor for each area added to the bank.

ISoil means the upper layer of earth which maybe dug or plowed and in which plants grow.
Related terms include:

fiisting Suitable Soil (E. S. S.) means the appropriate use of soils existing at the mitigation
site or contiguous with the site and which have been determined to be of a proper type for
the proposed mitigation.
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Transferred Suitable Soil (T. S. S.) means the appropriate use of soils imported to tie
mitigation site from a non-contiguous location which have been determined to be of a
proper type for the proposed mitigation.

Unknown Suilabi/i~ Soil ~. S. S.) means use of a soil type or source that is of unproven or
uncertain suitability for the proposed mitigation.

Vegetation means the plant material Witiln a defined area. Related terms used in ti]s SOP
include: I

Natural vegetation involves no planting and allows spontaneous revegetation.

Planted means using transplanted or nursery stock vegetation.
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APPENf)IX C
Worksheet for Mitigation Credits Calculations

I
N. A. = Not Appliable ‘ Use *IS option to calculw cxdilr for enhsnccnunt by buffering,

Svecial Notes and Resrritiions

1. CarolinaBay Areas.
For Carolina bay restoration projectc that are added to the bank whicharesimilarinnamreto theexampleson
pages7-8of thisMOA,the optionslistedbelowshouldtypicallyapply. The MBRT will review my wsmurted
changes in these values during their review of newly proposed projects. The net improvement fsctor shsll be
determined on a case-by-caae basis in consultation with the MBRT.

Vegetation
Soils

Hydrology
Maintenance
M&C plans

Credits Schedule
Kind

Location

.

.

Nstrrral
E.S.S.

Natural
None
Strong

20Y. mm
Catego~ 1

Zone 1

0.1
— 0.3

0.3
0.3

— 0.4
0.2

— 0.5
0.5

2. Other Isolated (non- Carolina Bay) mrd Non-Isolated Aquatic Areas.
All factor options for other isolated (non- Csrolirra bay) and non-isolated mitigation areas added to the bank
will be determined on a csse-by-csae basis in consultation with the MBRT.

3. Kinds and Locations.
The following definitions given in Appendix B are noted here for ready reference, No other kinds or locations
shall be allowed to use this bank without MBRT approval. Also, Kind Category #5 and Zone #5 shall not be
used without MBRT approval,

Kmd Category # 1 is defined to mean In-Kind mitigation.
Kind Catego~ #5 is defined to mean Out-of-Kind mitigation.

Zone #I is defined to mean within the DOE-SR site as shown on page 2 of the MOA.
Zone #5 is defined to mean outside of the DOE-SR site as shown on page 2 of the MOA.
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APPENDfX C

Worksheets for Mitigation Credits Calculations

Shown below is a sample of the worksheet to be used in calculating mitigation credits added
to the bank. Each project approved for addition to the bank shall be assigned a unique “unit
nmber” for hacking and accounting of bank credits and bank acres. Factors used in

calculating credits for a given bank unit are selected from the options given in the factors

table in accordance with tbe MOA procedures and based on consultation with the MBRT.

I

T~e of Wetland (Sheet # _Of J
(Isolated or Adjacent)

RESTORATION AND ENHANCEMENT CREDITS CALCULATIONS

Factor Unit # Unit # Unit # Unit #

Net Improvement

Vegetation

Soils

Hydrology

Maintenance
I

M & C Plan

Credit Schedule I
Kind

I
Location

Sum of m Factors M. M= M= M=

Mitigation Area A = acres A = acres A = acres A = acres

MxA credits credits credits credi~

Sum of Restoration and Enhancement Credits From This Sheet= X (M x A) = credits I
Sum of Restoration and Enhancement Credits From All Previous Sheers (if any)= credik

Total Restoration and Enhancement Credits Frnm AllSheets=
~1
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Type of Wetland

APPENDIX C
Worksheets for Mitigation Credits Calculations

(Sheet #
(Isolated or Adjacent)

_OfJ

BANK CREDITS RECORD

Credits Crediti Remaining Used + Remaining

UNIT# Used Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum

TOTALS

Clarifying Notes and Explanations (if needed):

1 certify that the above accounting is au accurate and complete record of mitigation credits in accordance with
the Memomndum of Agreement for the Savannah River Site Wetlmd Mitigation B& which is dated —.

Name Signature Date

Name Signature Date
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Type of Wetland
(Isolated or Adjacent)

BANK ACRES RECORD
,

DE-W09-96SRI 8577

(Sheet # _ OfJ

UNIT# AcresUsed Acres Remaining Used + Remaining % of Acres Used

TOTALS

Clarifying Notes and Explanations (if needed)

.

I certi~ that theaboveaccountingism accurateandcompleterecordof mitigationacresinaccordancewiththe
Memorandumof AgreementfortheSavmnsbRiverSiteWetlmdMitigationBank which is dated

Name Signature Date

Name Signature Date
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CREATIONMITIGATIONFACTORS

I Special Notes andRestrictions

I 1. All Creation factor options for areas added to the bank will be determinedon a case-by-casebasis in
consultationwiththe MBRT.

2. Kinds and Locations.
The following definitions given in Appendu B are noted here for ready reference. No other kinds or locations
shall be allowed to use this bank without MBRT approval. Also, Kind Categozy #5 and Zone #5 shall not be
used without MBRT approval.

I Kind Category #1 is defined to mean In-Kind mitigation.
Kind Catego~ #5 is defined to mean Out-of-Kind mitigation.

IZone #1 is defined to mean witim the DOE-SR site as shown on page 2 of the MOA.
Zone #5 is defined to mean outside of the DOE-SR site as shown on page 2 of the MOA.
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PRESERVATION M1T1GATION FACTORS

I
Factors I Options

Kinds and Locations.
The following definitions given in Appendix B are noted here for ready reference. No other kinds or locations
shall be allowed to use this bti without MBRT approval. Also, Kmd Category #5 and Zone #5 shall not be
used without MBRT approval.

Kind Category #l is defined to mean In-Kind mitigation.
Kind Category #5 is deftred to mean Out-of-Kind mitigation,

Zone #1 is defined to mean within the DOE-SR site at shown on page 2 of the MOA.
Zone #5 is defined to mean outside of the DOE-SR site as shown on page 2 of the MOA.
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APPENDIX C
Worksheets for Mitigation Credits Calculations

I Proposed Creation Mitigation Sample Worksheet

Factor Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5

Soils

Hydrology

Vegetation

Maintenance

M& CPlan

Credit Schedule

Kind

Location

Sum of m Factors M,= Ml= M,= M,= M5=

~ MitigationArea .4,= ~= 4= A,= As=

MXA=

I

‘mTotal Creation Credits = z (M x A) =

Proposed Preservation Mitigation Sample Worksheet

Factor Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5

control

Threat

Kind

Location

Sum of m Factors Ml = Ml= M,= M,= M,=

Mitigation Area Al= 4= A,= A,= A5=

MxA

I

I Total Preservation Credits = Z (M x A)= It I I
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Mitigation Summary Worksheet For Project #

I. Required Mitigation

A. Total Required Mitigation Credits =

II. Nott-Banking Mitigation Credit Summary Credits Acres

B. Creation

C. Restoration andlor Enhancement

D. Total No Net Loss Non-Bank Mitigation = B + C

E. Preservation

F. Total Proposed Non.Bsnk Mitigation = D + E

111. Banking Mitigation Credit Summary Credits Acres
I 1

G.

H.

1.

J.

K.

Creation

Restoration andlor Enhancement

Total No Net Loss Bank Mitigation = G + H

Preservation

Total Proposed Bank Mitigation = I + J *

IV. Grand Totals Credits Acres

L. Total Preservation Mitigation = E + J

M. Total Non-Preservation Mitigation = D + I

N. Total proposed Mitigation = F + K

Tbe,total Mitigation Credits (Row N) should be equal to or greater than the total Required Mitigation
Credits (Row A) for the proposed mitigation to be acceptable. The other requirements in the bank MOA
must also be satisfied. If the answer to either of the questions below is no, then the proposed mix andlor
quantity of mitigation is not acceptable and the plan should be revised or rejected, unless a variate is
approved by the MBRT.

Yes No

PMC ~ RMC

or in words

Are the Credits in Row N greater thin” or equal to Row A ?

PMC~on.R_,ion ~ y. MC

or in words

Are the Credits in ROWM greater than or equal to 50”A of Row A ?
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IDENTIFICATION OF CHANGm TO THE
“MEMO~UM OF AGREEMENT FOR THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE

WETLAND MITIGATION BANK”

The Memorandrrrn of A~tint @OA) for b Sav- River Site Wetland Mitigation
Bti wu approv~ ~ _ by h @_nt of EMrgy (DOE-SR) in April 1996. As
the a~ment was “~ for review and BnaI approval by the Midgadon Bardcing Review
T- (MBRT), revisions of the doe~nt were made and are mtlccted in the version finally
approved and signgd by the U.S. Army CorpS of En- on kmber 6, 1996. As noted
in the attae~ memorandum dated Fetruary 10, 1997, the MBRT has reviewed changes to
the MOA and has decided the document will not be ~uired to go through additional review
for signature.

The foIlowing identify chan~ in the MOA and the reason for the change. Page and ti
numbers m from the January 1997 MOA ~ntly circukdng for approval and issuance.

1.

2.

3.

4.

Page 1, paragraph 1, line 4. The U.S. Department of A@ulture, Natural Resources
Conservation Service (IURCS) was _ as a signatory agency to the a~ment. The
addition of the NRCS is also m= on the signature page at the end of the agreement.
This change cm at the request of the NRCS on-site rc~scntative as the importance
of NRCS involvement became mm ap~nt.

Page 4, item number 6. The folIowing sentenwx “Signatory and/or other appropriate
agencies shall designate an individual and alternate to serve on the SRS Mitigation
Bsrddng Review Team (MBRT). The duties of the MBRT are specified in Section 2.0,
Orgtitioti ReSpOmdbilbyy W- ~WOrdCd tO C- ti StlllCtIKC and pUrpOSCOf
the MBRT.

Page 4, item number 9 and page 12 line 24. These items identify how mitigation credits
are to be calem -y it was stated that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(COE) Standard Operadng ~ (SOP) for mitigation bardcing in pk at the time
of M approval was to be used. This was changed to state that methods and values
identified in the body of the MOA (Appendix C) m to k used. ~ retlects a desire by
DOE to have the Mitigation Btig MOA act as a stand alone document, containing as
much of the information that will be needed by those who will be implementing the
agreement. This change affords DOE-SR k opportunity to more effectively plan and
allocate msourees to the wetlands restoration program on SRS. By having the
@uhtion of mitigation _ de~ in the MO& DOE-SR will be able to
accurately wmpm the cost of _nt potential restoration projects and the mitigation
credits that will be generated from them. The changes required the addition of two
appebs to define termbtolo~ and delineate the mitigation credit methodology. See
also related comments 8 and 9.

Page 5, item 15. A statement was added which allows for a field tilt by the MBRT to
sites proposed for tilusion in ~ Bd as a part of the review process. This change
was made at the request of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serviw (USFWS) and COE.
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5. Page 5, paragraph 6, line 11. The sentence was changed by deleting the words
“member of the MBRT.” This is an editorial correction.

6. Page 5, paragraph 7, line 1. Westinghouse Savannah River Company was added to the
list of SRS organizations that will be responsible for identifying suitable mitigation
areas and submitting them for consideration to the Wetlands Task Group for action.
This change w% made at the request of DOE-SR and will allow for more effective
implementation of the wetlands restoration program.

7. Page 7, paragraph 1, lines 2 through 5. The addition of “examples of’ was added by
DOE-SR for clarification. The sentence, “These projects are for restoration of either
isolated or adjacent wetlands,” was added by DOE-SR for additional clarification. The
subheadings for tie examples were rdso changed to include words labeling the
examples as either isolated or adjacent wetlands. These changes were made as a result
of conversations with COE and USFWS. It had not been understood by these agencies
that the projects described were merely examples of potential restoration projects and
not the only @es of restoration that DOE-SR intended to undertake.

8. Page 12, paragraph 4, line 1. The sentence was reworded to chni~ that a debit involves
the withdrawal of a required number of mitigation credits from The Bank and that the
COE SOP in place at the time of the action (rather than at the time of MOA approval) is
the one that will be used to calctiate the amount of the debit required for the adverse
impacts anticipated. This change reflects the desires of COE and USFWS to calculate
debhs throughout the region using a single stanbd, the SOP in place at the time of the
proposed actions.

9. As discussed in comment 3, Appendixes B and C were added to the MOA as supporting
material. Appendix B contains a definition of terms used in the agreement. It w=
based on the COE SOP in place at the time the agreement was signed and is tailored for
SRS. Appendix C contains the worksheets needed to calculate mitigation credits for
SRS wetlands restoration projects. The worksheets contain values negotiated by DOE-
SR and COE for use specifically on SRS projects. ~]s appendix is also based on the
COE SOP in place at the time the agreement was finally approved.

Determination: Based on the information in this assessment of the changes to the MOA,
DOE-SR has reviewed and approves each of the identified changes.

Signed in Aiken, South Carolin~ this }? day of
tilgg?

Manager
Savannah River Operations Office

SRS Wetland Mitigation Bank MOA Addendum February 1997
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Memorandum

Date Febnrary 10, 1997

To Steve Danker, DOE-SR
cc: Steve Gilbert @WS), SusmrDavis (SCDNR), Rheta Geddinga (SCDHEC),

Jeff Thompson (SCDHEC), David Rackley WS), Ben Stickey (NRCS),
MmjssssFsrzaad (EPA), DsnrryThompson (SCDNR), Chris Dowling (COE),
Bob Riggs (COE), Prescott Brownell (NMFS)

From: StevenJ. Cokcr, USACESAC-CO-P

Subjcc~ SRSMitigation Btimg Phur

~Is memorandum is in response to recent phone calls snd email from Steve Dank& of DOGSR wherein
he requested an opinion from the South Csrolina Mitigation BsnkimgReview Teem (MBR~ rcgdmg
issues related to the subject mitigation bank. In particular, en optilon was requested km the MBRT
regerdbrg the “signWlermcc”of certain itemized changes or clarifications made to the SRS banking
documents during the signature process. I have attached to tils memorandum copies of text files
showing the itemti chsnges/clarifications snd the request for MBRT review.

me MBRT last met on February 5,1997. The agenda for that meeting included discussion of this
reque~. At thatmetig the MBRT wss provided copies of the attached email request end itcm”~ list
of cbsnge~clsrificatioos. me MBRT requested that I provide DOE-SRwith thii memomndum
documenting the MBRT discussion.

It was the concensus of the MBRT that the listed charsgedclsrifications w- all made with the fill
knowledge and ~ment of the MBRT member agencies. In f- it was mgnized that most of these
changes were made at the suggestion or request of tie MBRT.

The MBRT agreed that these chrmgedclarifications were fully dwuswd by tbe MBRT at several
meetings during the bank approval process. Represmrtativestim DO&SR alse attended the October 2,
1996,meeting of the MBRT to explain and discuss the chang~clarification. WIS is demonstrated in the
record by the fact that the SRS Bs.k was on the MBRT monthly agenda for discussion in March, April,
June, July, Au- and October of 1996. It wss the concensrrsof the MBRT at the October meeting that
all the charsgedclarifications were acceptable to the MBRT, did not change tie goals or intent of the
btimg agreemers~ and did not warrant rmigning of the agreement by the MBRT member agencies.
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Tire “Joint State and Federal Administrative Procedures For Tbe Establishment And Operation Of
Wetland Mitigation BsmksIn South Carolina” defines and eatablisbes the MBRT. Among other
functions, these procedures give the MBRT the responsibility for developing bankiig instruments,
monitoring bank operationa, determining bank credits, determining reporting requirements, suspending
use of banks for noncompliance, and approving resumption of bsuskuse following suspensions. Bxemple
statements found in the procedures agreement establishing tkese authorities of tbe MBRT include tie
following

“Develop sn individual btilng irsstnsmentin coordination with the MBRT.”

“Tke MBRT shall evaluate and seek concensus regarding all major elements of the btimg proposal.”

“Tke MBRT will monitor operation of the bank.”

“... the MBRT wi[l determine iftbe bsnk is functioning ...”

“The M5RT ... will determine the exact number of available colts withii &e bank.”

“...“reportingshould be continued at a regular interval, to be determined by the MBRT.”

“... use of the bsnk may be resumed, subjat to approval of the MBRT.”

In light of tbe duties end responsibilities assigned to tire MBRT in tbe procedures agreemers~it is the
concensus opinion of the MBRT that tke MBRT had autiority to mnsider, reques~ and approve the
itemimd changes and clarifications to the SRS Mitigation Bank documents. TlsisMBRT optilon should
be retained by the bsnk operator for tie bank remrds.

Page2 of2

= Steven J. Coker~BnvironrrsentalEngineer
Army Corps of Engineers, CtserlastonDtict
Mitigation Banking Review Team Representative
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Introduction:

Wetland restoration or wetland improvement should result in habitat that favors the incorporation of
wetland species that are typical of Carolina bays. The primary emphasis of restoration activities should
focus on there-creation of suitable physical conditions and vegetational conditions. Additional consid-
erations should be the definition of an achievable projected condition and the progress toward achieving
that condition. Two primary signature biotic groups exist in Carolina Bays; these include
zooplanktotiaquatic macro-invertebrates and plant communities. In addition to these, unique herpto-
fanna and avians are associated with wet depressions inchrding Carolina Bays. Each of tiese groups
represent specific aspects of the Carolina Bay ecosystem and can be used to assess the current status of a
Carolina Bay.

While the primary objective for the proposed Carolina Bay enhancement is to improve the habitat for
native flora and fauna, a secondary objective is to “Bank” this restoration effort into the SRS Wetland
Mitigation Bank (see Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the SRS Wetland Mitigation Bank). hy
credits earned through the restoration of these bays will provide DOE-SR with a compensatory altern-
ativefor wetland losses associated with future authorized construction and environmental restoration
projects in SRS wetlands. By having “credits” in a wetland mitigation bank prior to such impacts, DOE-
SR will be able to incorporate mitigation efforts required for new remediation and construction projects
in a more timely manner, thus saving money. In order to fully comply with the requirements set forth in
the MOA, monitoring efforts will focus on the three wetland criteria identified in the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers’ handbook on wetland delineation: vegetation, soils and hydrology. This approach is con-
sistent to guidance given by the participating agencies which will comprise the SRS Mitigation Banking
Review Team (MBRT).

Prouosed Activities:

Current Condition:

Bay 170 is occupied by a mix of wetland and upland species and is traversed by a deep ditch (12-24”)
that has a forested margin. This bay is located east of the Four Mile stream corridor and south of SC
125 (see Appendix A). The wetland species are typical of Carolina Bays and are restricted to the cen-
tral portion that is periodically flooded. Along the Bay margin dense numbers of loblolly pine saplings
have invaded along with scattered hardwood saplings. Along the dhch outside of the bay interior are
large bald cypress trees. Herbaceous communities are dominated by grasses, sedges, meadow-beauty,
and other flowering species. Preliminary surveys suggest that roughly 30-40 herbaceous species are
present in the bay interior. The surrounding area includes a mid-rotation Ioblolly pine stand, a mature
pine stand, and a bottomland hardwood forest. The presence of a forested ditch and saplings along the
bay margin has ~eatly altered light conditions and has likely altered internal hydrologic budgets. Bay
170 is currently classed as forestetierbaceous by Schalles et al. (SRO-NERP-I 8, 1989), also Appendix
B. Topography is slight (Appendix C) with total relief being less than 2 meters. The bay interior is
listed as having a Williman Sand (Loamy, siliceous, therrnic Arenic Ochraquult) that are surrounded by
a Blanton sand (Loamy, siliceous, thermic, Grossmenic Paleudults). Little soil disturbance is evident
and the current ditch banks are stable and unintempted. This bay is known to hold water seasonally
(Appendix D).



Proposed Action:

We propose four modes of action to restore this bay, these include: plugging of the current ditch, re-
moval of saplings, eliminating of existing trees along the ditch interior, ~d post restoration planting of
cypress seedlings. Access for all mechanical events will be from the nofiem perimeter along a old fire
line.

The primary action will be to fill the current drainage ditch with a clay “plug” of undetermined dimen-
sions. The placement of the clay plug is in the southeastern comer of tie bay (see Appendix C). The
clay plug will be composed of natural clays. These clays are primarily kaolinitic 1:1 clays. The plug
will be 10 ft. in length and tapered at each end with a 3:1 grade. The plug width and depth will be that
of the ditch. The proposed plug location is 12-24 inches in depth and 2-3 ft. in width. Prior to place-
ment some of the surface soil will be loosened to allow for proper sealing. The plug will be mechani-
cally packed and slightly graded to the topography of the surrounding area. This should result in a re-
stored hydrologic condition and reduce the abundance of species characteristic of upland old fields and
forests.

Our second proposed action is to mechanically remove existing saplings. This is intended to restore
suitable light conditions. After harvest, these saplings will be allowed to decompose in place. In the fi-
ture, tire maybe used to finther reduce the amount of woody debris if wet conditions develop without
plant community response. Kirkman ( 1992) had some success witi the use of tire to stimulate plant re-
cruitment from the existing seed bank.

The third proposed action is to eliminate existing trees along the ditched interior. Currently, two options
are being discussed the first is to chemically treat the trees with a herbicide and allow the trees to serve
as snags. The second option is to harvest the trees and remove them from the bay. The latter option
may be employed if it is determined that the addition of woody debris would greatly impact decomposi-
tional processes and in turn alter water and soil chemist~ conditions. The latter maybe possible be-
cause of low cation exchange capacities brought about by a sandy surface profile. Standing and fallen
snags would provide alternative habitat conditions for other flora and fauna.

Finally, we propose that a sparse planting of cypress seedlings be placed in the wetter areas of the bay.
Cypress trees are common to Carolina bays and are typically arranged in a sparse non-uniform manner.
Seedlings will be hand planted in areas which have deeper water conditions. Though pond cypress seed-
lings would be preferred, bald cypress is also known to occur in Carolina bays and are more readily
available.

Monitoring:

Biotics:

Plant communities and plant distribution patterns reflect growing conditions. In turn, plants modify
their environment over time. However, the initial vegetation development is governed by post restorrr-
tion conditions and biological imprints horn existing and invasive vegetation. The intent of restoration
is to rehabili~te, revitalize or restore formerly existing conditions that are suitable for species associated
with temporal wetland ecosystems. Sampling will be conducted each year for five years following the
restoration of each bay (see Memorandum of Agreement for the SRS Wetland Mitigation Bank).



Most Carolina Bays have 2-4 distinct vegetation zones that reflect hydrologic conditions. The inner most
zones tend to have well defined boundwies because clonal plants tend to be involved and they quickly
dissipate in areas with unsuitable condhiona. The inner most zone is most tolerant to flooding while
those at the forest margin are more reflective of upland conditions. With restoration, the innermost
zone would be expected to expand in area as hydrology returns to a more frequent and deeper flooding
condition. Finally, with excessive flooding a “new” zone of vegetation could possibly develop and be
almost entirely composed of obligate wetland species. The intent of sampling will be to detect vegeta-
tion change, which will be used to assess the restoration effort. Vegetation sampling will be conducted
during the late summer months during the peak period of flowering for most species. This will aid in
species identification. Sampling during the late summer months allows for a more accurate assessment
of compositional proportions.

Vegetation monitoring of pre- and post- restoration conditions will be conducted using two approaches
that include transect plots, and vegetation zone mapping (see Appendix E). The transect method will be
used to detect shifis in species abundance relative to hydrologic Wdients. Those species associated
witi intermediate flooding conditions should become established in areas with higher topography and
nearer to the bay margin. Mapping of vegetation zones will be used with the intent of detecting changes
in proportional area occupied by the various vegetation zones. Seemingly the vegetation type most
suited for frequently flooded conditions should occupy greater proportional area. One transect will be
placed parallel to the primary bay axis, the second transect parallel to the secondary bay axis. Each will
extend from the upland transition zones through the geometric center of the bay. Along each transect,
0.5 m x 2.0 m plots will be placed at 5 meter intervals. These same positions will be used for elevations
determinations.

Vegetation mapping will focus on vegetational composition and structure. The geographic positioning
system (GPS) will be used for mapping. If this technique is found to be ineffective then traditional map-
ping techniques will be employed. If additional zones develop they will also be mapped.

To sample each vegetation zone two variables exist, plot size and plot number. Plot size will be depen-
dent upon vegetation type and dispersion pattern. The number of plots required to effectively sample
each zone will be dependent upon plot size, compositional complexity, and the relative amount of area
occupied by each zone. The placement of individual plots will be randomly determined but focused to-
ward sampling the central portions of each zone. As previously stated, the definition of each zone will
be governed by zonal structure and composition.

Herpto- and avifauna will be monitored in these restored areas using the Automated Recording System
(hog-logger) developed by Mike Dorcus (SREL). This method is designed to concentrate on the vocal-
izing species during selected time periods. This technique requires purchase of a Sony TCD-5PR011
Stereo Recorder and Audio Technics AT8 15a Cardiod Microphone. This sampling equipment will be
placed next to the ditch “plug”. So~d recordings of anuran calls will be sampled at 24 second intervals
every 30 minutes for 5 sequential days. Recordings will be made during peak calling months (April
through June) and upon collection individual calls will be classified to species and then categorized ac-
cording to number of calling individuals, This effort will be cooperatively implemented and interpreted
by SRFS and SREL.



Abiotic Processes:

Abiotic features such as hydrology and soil conditions will also be assessed and used to assess restora-
tion progress and success. Hydrologic monitoring is currently being conducted by SREL personnel (R.
Lyde) using staff gauges (Appendix F). Additional monitoring of soil and hydrologic conditions will
also be conducted.

Fine-scale topographic measurements will also be determined. These measurements will then be used to
integrate hydrologic information to the landscape scale. These measurements will be determined by
SRFS Engineering personnel. Hydrologic and topographic information will then be used to proj ect
flooding regimes at various potential water levels. Hydrologic information and contour intervals of Bay
170 are given in appendix D and F.

A technique previously employed by William McKee (USFS) to integrate water level conditions will
also be used, This technique is often referred to as the “Rusty rod technique involves the monitoring of
the water level position that is associated with the oxidation of iron along the rod. This technique is
based on water redox conditions and is effective to measure water level conditions. The monitoring val-
ues will then be compared with those associated with hydrologic monitoring by SREL personnel.

Soil profile measurements will also be taken to detect shifis in soil conditions. The soil is currently
listed as a Willimao sand. If appropriate, depth to mottling and thickness of mottling will be deter-
mined along the hydrologic gradient. Umbric and A horizon thickness and chroma will also be used to
assess changes in soil conditions. Sampling will be nested with vegetation sampling efforts.

Soil deposition and loss will be assessed using a technique developed by R. L. Potter (UGA). This tech-
nique involves the placement of a rod at desi~ated locations within a wetland. Surface soil position
along the rod is then etched and a metal and snugly fit buoyant washer is placed over the rod. At quar-
terly intervals, washer position is assessed. The buoyant washer position reflects the maximum water
depth during the period. If the metal washer is below the etched position then soil loss or soil settling
can be determined. The amount of deposition is reflected by the amount of soil above the washer.
Carolina Bays are known to have low deposition rates but with restoration, organic deposition may oc-
cur.

Other Opportunities:

Many opportunities exist to stndy a variety of ecological functions associated with the restoration pro-
cess. We would encourage participation and research proposal to be submitted which will support these
proposed activities. Addhional activities and research maybe added if deemed feasible by the wetland
task group and the original intent of tie bay erdumcement is not impacted. An overriding goal of this
entire process is to keep tiings simple and inexpensive.



Bay 170
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Floodplain/Wetlands Asseasmeat
for the

Implementation of the Wetland Mitigation Bank Program
at the

Savannah River Site

1.0 DESC~TION OF PROJECT

This Floodpltietlands Assessment was prepared in compliance with 10 CFR 1022 as
an Appendix to the Environmental Assessment for Implementation of the Wetland
Mitigation Bank Program at the Savannah River Site (DOE/EA-1205). The
Department of Energy (DOE) proposes to implement a wetlands mitigation bank program
at the Savannah River Site (SRS), located near Aiken, South CaroUma. A wetland
mitigation bank is a regulatory accounting program that provides for advance
compensation of unavoidable wetkurd losses due to development activities. The purpose
of the proposed action is to provide DOE Savannah River Operations Office (SR) with a
compcrrsatoxy alternative for unavoidable wetland losses associated with fiture authorized
environmental restoration and construction projects in SRS wetlands. The proposed
action wodd also enable DOE-SR to gain credit for wetland restoration work that would
not otherwise be accomplished through alternative programs or means. Future projects
such as the rernediation of waste sites and the repair and maintenance of roads and bridges
on SRS probably will impact some wetland areas. By establishing a wetland mitigation
bank prior to such impacts, DOE-SR can incorporate mitigation tiorts required for new
projects in a timelier mamrer. For tirture SRS environmental restoration and construction
projects tit require compensatory wetland rnitigatiow the bank would save DOE-SR the
time and money needed to locate a suitable wetland for restoration and to obtain approval
for its use.

This proposed action would encompass both the generrd mitigation activities on SRS
wctkmds and the overall management of the resnking site “banking” pro~anr. In all
instances, wetland impact avoidance and ~tion wodd be employed prior to being

able to use compensatory mitigation. ~s wetland mitigation bank would be a d~lcated
bank, to be used for SRS project nds ordy. The proposed action wodd be implemented
in conjunction with the kurdscape-scde land use planning effon that is currently being
developed at SRS (DOE 1998). The existence of degraded wetlands, charmelized
streams, and thermdy impacted swamp forested wetlands and old-age upland forest
provide DOE-SR the opportunity to develop a bank with a high probabtity of success. A
key advantage for establishing the bank at SRS is the presence of experienced land
management and research groups on site.

The scope of the proposed action is detailed in an interagency Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) between DOE-SR and the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency @egion IV), the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service of the
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U.S. Department of the Interior, the Natural Resources Conservation Service of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental
Control, and the South CarOfinSDepartment of Natural Resources. The National Marine
Fisheries Service of the U.S. Department of Commerce will continue to coordinate tith
SRS wetland impact and mitigation issues, but legally was prohibited from becoming a
signatory party to this MOA. The MOA established the basic components and inner
workings of the SRS wetland mitigation bank. The MOA also established the mitigation
banking review t- an interagency group designated to review and consdt with
DOE-SR regarding compensation proposals. This team consists of the same agencies that
signed the MOA and the Natiomd Mtine Flshenes Service.

The SRS wetland mitigation bank would involve the restoration and enhancement of small
isolated wdands, as well as major wetland systems scattered throughout the site’s
nonindustrialiied area, The primary goal of the bank would be the restoration and
enhancement of degraded Carolina bays and strearnside bottornkmd hardwood forest on
SRS. Mitigation opportunities within the industridied area may also be explored to
provide mitigation s~es where feasible.

2.0 EFFECT ON FLOODPLAINS OR WETLANDS

The proposed action would take plaa in both the 100-year floodplain and wetland areas
found on SRS. Oiven the types of wetland mitigation activities (i.e., restoration and
enhancement projects) that are being proposed under this progr~ existing jurisdictionrd
wetlands (e.g., degraded Carolina bays) would be more likely to be potential project sites
than would lands encompassing the 100-year floodplain on SRS. However, mitigation
projects along stream channels would be Iiiely to take place in 100-year floodplain areas.

The 100-year or base floodplain on SRS covers approximately 15,026 hectares (37,128
acres) and is primarily associated with the Savannah River and the five principal streams
that drain the site. All SRS floodplain areas are part of the Savannah River drainage basin.
Nearly one-half of this floodplain is adjacent to the Savannah River. Baaed on records
taken at the SRS Boat Dock, this portion of the site near the river floods approximately 22
percent of the time during any given year. The brdance of the 100-year floodplain
occupies the drainage corridors of Upper Three Runs (19 permt), Fourmile Branch (2.4
percent), Pen Branch (1.7 percent), Steel Creek (4.6 percent), and bwer Tbr@ Rmrs
(17.3 percent) (NUS Corporation 1984), The 100-year floodplain map of SRS is shown
in Figure C-1.

Wetlands on SRS are both extensive and widely distributed @lgure C-2). Most are
associated with floodplains, creeks, and impoundments on site. A total of 19,819.2
hectares (48,973.2 acres) of wetlands are estimated to exist on SRS. Tbis mmprises

aPProfimateIy 24.7 percent of the total site area. The hugest contiguous wetland area is
the Savannah River swamp forest, which covers approximately 3,020 hectares (7,462
acres) along the Savannd River. Six major streams drain SRS arrd eventually flow into

c-4



<

Legend

1OO-YWFloodplain
Delineation

N

+

Figure C-1. bcation of the 100-year floodplain on the
Savannah River Site, South Carolina



I

~ \ .... “..:. / .- i’ q-.

Legend

● wetfanlis,,*es
&-

Slreanls

—

N

+

Figure C-2. hcation of the wetland areas on the
Savannah River Site, South Carolina

C-6



the Savannah River. Upper Three Runs and Lower Three Runs flow directly into the
river, Beaver Dam Creek converges with Fourrnile Branch in the swamp and then both
flow into the river. Pen Branch and Steel Creek drain into the swamp, where their flOWS
merge and discharge into the river at the mouth of Steel Creek. The Savannah River
swamp, and other wetlands types such as Carolina bays, bottorrrlmd hardwood foreat,
scrub-shrub, and emergent wetkrnds provide an interspersion of structurally diverse and
productive wetland communities on the site. The two most likely types of wetlands to be
impacted by the proposed action would either bottornlrmd hardwood forest along stream
corridors or Carolina bays.

The most abundant type of wetlands found on site is bottornland hardwood forest, which
covers 13,823.7 hectares (34, 158.4 acres) or 69.75 percent of all SRS wetlands. This
habitat type is primarily found in association with the margins of the Savannah River
swamp and along the various Sream drtinage corridors on site. The bottornland
hardwood forest adjacent to the Savannah River swamp is dominated by bald cypress
(Turodirarr disticbum) and tupelo gum (iv’’ssa ~[vatica) in the low areas, and red maple
(Acer rubrum), water ash ~r~irms caroliniana), water elm (PIanera aptica), and
other bottornland hardwoods in the higher areas. Canopy dominants along the stream
corridors include swectgum (Liguidarnbar styrac~flua), water oak (Quercas nigra), laurel
oak (Q. laur?~olia), ash, American sycamore (Plat-s Occidentals), sugarberry (Celtis
Iaevigata), American ehn (Ulmus Americana), tupelo gum bald cypress, and red maple.
The bottondmrd hardwood forest habitats along the stream and drainage corridors on site
are dominated by soils in either the Vaucluse-Ailey association or the Troup-Plckney-Lucy
association. The tirst of these two soil series consists of well-drained soils that have a
loamy substrate with dense, brittle layers. The Vaucluse-Aiiey association consists of
sloping and strongly sloping soils in scattered areas around the head and sides of small
drainageways in the uplands. The Troup-Pickney-Lucy association is composed of well
drained to very poorly drained soils. Some have a sandy sufiace layer and loamy subsoil
and are sandy throughout, being subject to flooding. This association wnsists of
moderately steep and steep soils on uplands and nearly level soils on the floodplains rdong
streams (Rogers 1990).

Carolina bays are naturally occurring shallow-depressiond wetlands of the upland
interstream areas of the southeastern Coaatrd Plain. Carolina bays contain hydric or mesic
eorrmrunities and range in general habitat type from lakes to shallow marshes, herbaceous
bogs, shrub bogs, or swamp forests. A Carolima bay can generrdly be distinguished from
other southeastern Coastal Plain wetlands on the basis of Scverd unique f=turea. These
isolated wetlands range in size from less than 0.1 hectares (0.3 acres) to 50 hectares (125
acres). Perhaps the moat usefil tlagnoatic characteristics are an elliptical contour with
northwest to southeast alignment of the long axis and the frequti presence of a marginal
sand rim. Carolina bays are simated pr~o-tly in the h=dwaters of watersheds. A
xenc to hydric gradient occurs from the sandy rim to the eeoter of bay depression,
however, all Carolii bays on SRS dry out periodicdly. Sevefd plant COMMtiW types
typical of undrained coastal plti wetlands are found in SRS Carolina bays. Topographic

ts of vegetatiomd composition in the bays,relief and hydrology are the principal determinant
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~though edaphic conditions play a role. The duration and magnitude of inundation
creates a range of condhions favoring different vegetation associations. Craig’s Pond, one
of the largest Carolina bays on SRS, can be used as an example of the fiord variation
found in these unique isolated wetlands. The outermost zone is dominated by trees such
as Ioblolly pine (Pi~s tae~), longleaf pine @. palustris), tupelo gum, blackjack oak (Q.
marilandica), turkey oak (Q. laevis), and sweetgum. Severrd shrubs, such as sumac
(~s copaiiina), gallbeny (Zfexglabra and 1. coriacea], and red bay (Persea barbonia)
also occur in this zone. Inside of this zone of woody species are several bands of
herbaceous vegetation. The tirst of these is characterized by broomsedge (.4rr&opogon
virginias), but also contains numerous herbs including pitcher plants (Sarracenia spp.).
Inside of this zone is a band of vegetation dominated by three-awn grass (Ari@”& @nis)
and in deeper water areas by maidencane (Parziam spp.). In the middle of the bay are
typical floating-letied aquatic plants such as water lilies (Nymphaea odorata) and floating
heart (N’phoides aguatiam) (Schalles et rd. 1989). The soils found underlying Carolina
bays are typidly either Rernbert or Ogeechee series loams, but can also include WIlliman
loamy sands. These mnsist of poorly drained, slowly-to-moderately permeable soils that
formed in smdy, loamy, or sandy marine sediients of the Coastal Plain. Interior to these
sandy bay rims, Orangeburg series soils are less frequently encountered. These are well-
drairred, moderately permeable soils that formed in marine sdlments (Rogers 1990).

The SRS wetland mitigation bank would invoIve the restoration and enhancement of small
isolated wetlands, as well as major wdand systems scattered throughout the site’s
nonindustrialized area. Many wetkmds on SRS have been adversely impacted by past site
operations, and provide good opportunities for restoration. These efforts would
concentrate on Caro~ma bay restorations. Restoration is emphasized over creation
because of the high cost of creatio~ the greater opportunity of a creation project to fail,
and hence the preference for restoration by the re@atory agencies

During implementation of tie proposed actio~ restoration or enhancement project
activities could resdt in short-term impacts to either areas of the base floodplain or
existing wetlands. Examples of potential activities that could take place in floodplain and
wetkurd areas might include grading, timber harvest (e.g., removal of overstory upland
trees in drained Carolina bays), placement of soils (e.g., plugging of drainage ditches or
restoration of hydric soils), planting of hydrophytic vegetatio~ and monitoring and
maintenance efforts. Some of these activities would require temporary mechanized
quipment or vehicle access during certain restoration/enhancement projects. A number
of mitigation activities would be implemented to minimize potential impacts to the
floodplain and wetland areas. Operation of construction equipment in the wetkurd and
floodplain areas wo~d be minimized. Depending upon the type of mechti
construction equipment to be employed, the use of platiorm support mats maybe required
to minimize the impacts to the wetktnd soils in the project area. Silt fences and other
erosion control stmmres as needed would be installed to ensure there is no deposition in
the downslope w~and aw. hy impacts resulting from the operation of mechanized
equipment (e.g., lo~ied soil &sturbance or compaction) would be corrected prior to



project completion. Best management practices would be employed during construction
and maintenance activities associated with this proposed action.

All of the long-term impacts to either 100-year floodplain or wetlands areas which would
result horn implementation of the proposed action would be largely beneficial. These
would include an increase in wetland acreage (and possibly 100-year floodplain acreage)
on the site.

3.0 AL~RNATIVES CONSIDERED

Alternatives to the proposed action are covered in Environmental Assessment for
Implementation of the Wetlands Mitigation Bank at the Savannah River Site
@O~A-1205)
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Section I. Introduction

In thge spring of 1997, the Department of Energy (DOE) Savannah River Operations
Office decided to initiate the preparation of an environmental assessment (EA) for the
implementation of the wetland mitigation bank program at the Savannah River Site
(SRS). This document preparation effort was implemented in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, the requirements of the
Council on Environmental Quality Regdations for Implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts
1500-1508), and the DOE Regulations for Implementing NEPA (10 CFR Part 1021). The
assessment of environmental consequences of Federal actions that may affect the quality
of the human environment is required under NEPA. Based on the potential for impacts
described in the resdtant document, DOE will either publish a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) or prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS).

An initial internal scoping meeting was held on May 7, 1997, for this EA pursuant to the
guidelines specified in the Savannah River Site NEPA Program Quality Assurance
Plan: Preparation and Review of Environmental Assessments (U) (WSRC-RP-97-
010). The proposed action, dtematives, specific assessment studies needed, project time
frame, and public participation were discussed at that meeting. Notification was sent to
the States of South Carolina and Georgia on April 10, 1997, regarding DOE’s intent to
prepore this EA. Preparation of the prelimi~ draft EA was begun in May 1997. On
June 6, 1997, a notice was published in the SRS Environmental Bulletin announcing to
the general public DOE’s intent to prepare this EA. A total of five requests for copies of
tie draft EA from stakeholders were received following the issuance of that notice.

On November 11, 1997, one of the members of the Risk Management and Future Use
Subcommittee (RMFUS) of the SRS Citizen’s Advisory Board contacted DOE-SR
concerning the wetland mitigation btilng program MOA and the associated EA. A
package of information was mailed out to this person on November 20, 1997. Later, at
the request of this stakeholder, a presentation on the EA wm made to the RMFUS on
January 12, 1998. A follow-up meeting was later held on April 14, 1998 with that same
RMFUS member to forther discuss the scope of the proposed action in this EA.

Pursuant to 10 CFR Part 1022, the DOE Floodplain and Wetlands involvement
notification for tie proposed action was published in tie April 15, 1998, issue of the
Federal Register (Vol. 63, No. 72). The preliminary draft EA was completed by late
July 1998. As required in 10 CFR Part 1021, the predecisional draft EA was transmitted
to the States of South Carolina and Georgia on August 20, 1998, for review and
comment. The associated State comment period, scheduled for 14-30 days as per DOE
NEPA regulations, begon on August 25, 1998, the date of receipt of the draft EA
transmittal package by both States. The availability of the predecisional drfi EA for the
proposed action was announced in the August 28, 1998, issue of the SRS Environmental
Bulletin, which had been distributed to several tiousrmd stakeholders in both South
Carolina and Georgia, including Federal, State, and local agencies, government officials,

D-3



and members of environmental interest groups as well as interested citizens. The public
comment period was initially plarmed for closure on September 30, 1998. However, at
the request of a private sta.keholder group, Wls period was extended to allow for the
submittal of additional comments. Twelve copies of the predecisional drti EA were
requested for review as a result of this announcement. A total of four responses were
received, ranging in length from one to two pages. Agency responses numbered two.
The remaining two were provided by private sector stakeholders.

The remainder of this appendix is contained in one section. That section (i.e., Section II)
presents the unedited text of all letters received and the direct response to each question
or comment raised or references another location where the issue has already been
addressed in the EA.

D-4



Section IL Response to Public Comments

APril 20, 1998

M,. Drew Granger
SRS , NEPA

Subject : Public
Prcgram

Dear M,. Grange,

Connnents C.”.erning MOAfor SRS Wetlands Mitigation

First 1 wish to express my appreciation for the meeting on 7 April eh.e ,
Dennis Ryan (DOE.SR) and Jack Mayer, vernon O.keen, ,nd ~a~~ Jemigan (W$RC)

held with me to discus. my concern. with this Memorandum of Agree.ent for
the SRS wetland Mitigation Bank.

&t me start by .aying that 1 fully support the .c.ncept of a WetI=dS

Mitigation Program. I also share the belief tht gxd .t.wa*hiP .lsO
refe.. to taxpayer dollars a. .wel1 as protecting the emwirc.nu,entnnd wet landa.

1. tht respect 1 can under. tand that fundinp for ER activities ..ually bas
a higher priority than restoring a wetland. 1 have been told that once thin
Wetlands Mitigation Bank is implemented it will be easier for SRS to find the
Mney for the
recc.astruct ion of old wetlands. For that veq reason, fur,ding

implement at ion of this ~A need. to include specific ~rf.a-”ce measures for
resto,at ion and not ,. ly on the .urreme sw p,qram that ha .Ot .=stored even

one of over 400 Carolina Bay on site in the last five years.

1 al.o realize that it is currently site Pli.y t. aveid or minimize
destnlction .E existing wetlands, as well .. to restore wetl.nti. x.w.ver,
this ~ does not specifically, in writing, require all viable alternative.
t. destruction be considered prior to mitigation nnd dewlopment. 1 hope that
the require~”t to d=termine alternatives will he Prt of the final -PA
decision an this requi,.wnt is missing .qletely from this Mm.

MY n.xt .O=..m i. a .mnP1ete lack of publiclshareholder input into
development of this MOA and in the future implementation of this prcgram.
fiere wan “o shareholder input at all to its development. 1 further
understand that the same va.ious .egula t..s that nrot e this m will be
resymsible for che.king to ensure that s= does not unnece. sari 1y dest r.y
wet lands a“d would ensure that al1 credits were valid credits when they do.
Thie does not excuse the fact that the
public .ho.ld have been i“.olved in Ehe development of th. - ~d .Uat b=
-de a part of its inlplem,mtat ion As a result of .“, 7 April meting I have

been assured that in the future before there i. any type of dest~oti.” of a
wetland for remediation or construction of a new facility that impact

wetlands, there wi 11 be publ i. involvement through the National Snvironmer.tal
Policy Act (NEPA) and application of corps of bgi.eer ~dt .y.tem. fii. i,

totally not .deWte. The Corps of Engineers system is not effective a“d
“ot pubic f.iemdly at its very best. SRS needs t. do wre than just their
WPA ayetem. SRS needs to i“.lude publi. meeting and - subc.am!nittee
meetings for starter ideas.

Last. The recently issued Site Future use Plan which does away with what -“y
Of u. ha”. always called the old Buffer zone ~d is now ..lled the ~~u.~ria~
support zone, does by definition open this -P , SR6 site endmgered species
habitat and SREL fUtu.e research areas to facility development. I am

concerned that with that Future Land Use change in mins ion and now with this
mitigation concept facilitat i“g wetland destruction, the whole -e.m f.=
ecological balance on SRS is .hi fti.g from research and co.s=rvat ion to
facility co”struatio”. 1 w.. very pleased when Dr. Mayer said at our 7

Comment L1. Page 1 of 2,
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April meeting that another alternative for the Environme”cal Assessment could

be Y.a iwlement the Wetlands Mitigation Bank with Modifi.scions, This
alternative would consider restri. tin9 PrOjeccs that may be debits to the bank
tO area. within ch. lndustrial zOne 1 fU1lY =uPPOrt that plan. ‘owever, 1
.ISO r.ccgmize the .eed tO ..m.diate .ld waste site. .till in the new
Indu.t. iaL SUPPOrt zOne I COU1d .uPe.rt aadins tO D. ~YeZ B su99e.tion the
MOA could also be used for .emedi.tion in the Industrial s.PPort Zone. 1 ask

that no new construction in the industrial support Zone be authorized to
debit the Wetland bank. ! 1 hope with the implementing of this MOA with needed
wdifi.ations that the zone name change will not change the way that land
is allocated for f“cure use.

Re.torat ion of Carolina BaYe and timage done by WE over Cm Past years to
natural wetlands .. SRS should b.. been in the P..t = on going prcgram with
specific performance measures. 1 do hope that one of the Lten!n tit .-s

.JUt .f thi. NEPA study .f thi. H~A iS t~t . definitive PrWram ‘iii ~
implemented with a time line and specific perf c.nnan.e -as.res. 1 hope

five year. from now we still do not have only two C.roliti Bay. re.tored on
SRS and theme were restored in 1993. me mOA also states chat 140 Carolina

-ye are left on SRS that could be but have not been restored. -. WE not
have . plan already i. place to restore them? In amwer co thie question,

Mr. Ryan said is that SRS does not have a specific P1.9u to rest.r= Carolina
hys; however, there is a prcgram t. restore wetlands at SRS. He went on

to .-Y that the meaningful puq..e Of c.r.li= b.YS i. t. ~ w.tl~d., ..d
that the .ite is working toward tbe goal of .e.toring Carolina bays t. wetland
status . ur. Ryan explained that currently WE- SR, IJSFS, SRSL and SRTC are

all working tcgether for the r.. torati.n of these WtlM&. There are 16 sites
under a research prcgr.m ( tbt has Yet to be iqlemented nor determined how
lmg it will last 1 t. determine the ~st .ff=.t~v. W.v fOr restoration. ~ce
the restoration i. complete for these, the lessons learned will he applied to
the restoration other Wetlanti. 1 co”te”d that without a tiw lin= 8nd

.peoif i. pe rfo-cc measures, none of .s my ever live to aee another
Carolina Bay restored at SW. 1 am told there are over 400 Bay. on site.
Since this MOA ha. been approved SRS .eeti to meet with s= and sel.cc a
speci fi. number and ide.t ify Bay. for imdie.c. natural .Wener.t ion. SW
me.- to begin filling in drain ditches, now as a part of this MOP.. Yes
I support the need for S=L to do it. study with 16 bays. But Out of 400
Bay. 1 am sure SRS could begin naturally restoration immediately with many.

Sam Booher
706-863-2324 II shooher’aaol. com

CC: All parties concerned

Comment L1. Page 2 of 2.
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Responses to Comments of Draft EA - Letter L1

R~ponse to Comment L1

Department of Energy
SavannahRver OwratiOnsOfdc.3

P.O.BOXA
Aken, SouthCSrOGna28002

Mr. Sam Booher
4387 RoswfdlDrive ‘dllN 09 QW
August&Georgia 30907

S~~~ Memorandumof Awwment (MOA) for the Savannah River Site (SRS)
WetlsndMitigationBankandNEPA

Tbaok you for you Iettw of April 20, 1998, with your c.amnmus on the MOA for the
SR5 Wetlmd Mitigation Bmk Program. I appreciate yam int-t ad time in providing
co-ents to the Department of Energy (DOE) Savannah Rivw Operations Office (SR).

In your letter you reqm.sted that specific performance m— for wetland restoration be
included in the implementation of the MOA. Paragr8ph5.0,Sua Criteria,page11of
31,describes the mcamres for SUCC=Sfor the -omtion of a wstland. Specifically,
projects arc jtiged sum=ful 5 years after the hydrologic control -ti have
skbi& and maintenance is no longer n~, and when the desiti hydrology snd
plmt mmmunity have bmme established. To _ continued SUH, Iong-tum
monitoring will mntinue for any wetland restoration every 5 years for a 20-year pcricd to
ev~uate sue and to determine if Wm mndlation is medcd. h addition, each
mitigation plsn, prior to implemmtstion, will he reviswed, m~ented snd spprovd by
tie Mitigation Bmking Review Tem (MBRT), the intemgacy group which will
regulate the implementation of the plannd b4itigation Bank. Furthmnorc, before any
project can proceed, whethm it be for mnshuction of a new facility or remcdiation of sn
inactive waste unit, the project will be mviewd under the Nationaf EntimcnOd Policy
Act ~PA) critm’a to determine if m environmental sssesmmtt (EA) or atinmental
impact ststaent (EIS) would be necesssry.

Ideally we would like to be able to schdule the mediation of many wetlmds and
-lina bays at SRS. However, current budget constraints and the Federsl budget cycle
preclude definitive scheduling as you pmpmed. Cumtly, the remdiadon of wetlmds
has a low priority on tbe SRS budget priority list, after more urgent risks and issu~, such
as regulatory-required pmje.m and sweillmce and maintemnm activities necess~ to
ensure that the health ad safety of our works ad the public arr. add-. We hope
the implementation of this Wetlmd Mitigation Bank till help us remediste and msore
more wetlmds.
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Mr. Sam Booher 2 #UNOS ~

You also asked that all reasonable alternatives be included in the final NEPA decision.
NEPA requires that all monable alternatives be mnsidered before decisions arc made,
and altmatives will be diwussed as we write the EA for this program. Regulations for
envimtunmtal permits, including the Nationwide Permit Program, also require the
evaluation of altemativ=. The avoidance and minimization of wetland dmtruction must
be reviewed by the Corps of Engineers prior to any wok in wctlmds, as part of the
permitting system. As we explained in your meeting with SRS staff, this MOA is only
for the at side of the Wetland Mitigation B@ the debits to the bank must be
evalwtcd separately and will require altemativm, as quired by wA. NEPA also h
public involvac.nt rcquircmati.

While we may not have had public meetings Ori the development of this MOA, the
MBRT is mmpo~ of the site’s regulatom who rep=ent the public’s intro. The
-eraI mabers of the ~R’f arc afso Natural Resource T~ for the site and qe
that we minindm and/or avoid impacts to the natural ICSO- of the site. Again, any
projat that may impact wetlands will be reviewed through the NRPA pmccss, and this
will include pubfic involvement. Since the implementation of this MOA is being
evalwtcd under WA, them will be oppo~iti= for public mnuncnt and review prior
to implementation of the MOA. Under NSPA, public meetings my ~ held, depending
on the amount of int~ in the pmjcct and the level of NEPA amt. For example,
if an RfS is n- then there arc public mmtings for the scc.ping pm= ad to scdicit
mmmcnts on the draPI statctncnL Howwer, RAs ~ically do not ru.luirc public
m- but public me can beheld to discw th- ~P. me mmb~ of tie
SW Citizens AdvisoV Board (CAB), through the Risk Management and Future Use
Subtnmittcc, have NRPA status repofi at the sutinunitt= mcctin~ and copi= of the
NEPA Monthly Report arc always available at SRS CAB meetings and on the intunw
The Risk Managunmt md Future. Use Submnunittee wilI wntinuc to have pmcntadom
on various NRPA pmj-, as they request them.

The development and bplaentation of the Wetlands Mitigation Bti Pm- will not
replace DOE’s cnmmitmcnt to the CAB on future use. We wiIl mntinue to place new
conf.~ction within current industrial mncs whenever possible. fn additinn, we will be
sensitive to wctlmds in the industrial area and will continue to minimize and avoid
imp- to wetlands whmwer possible.

During the April 7 meeting with SRS staff, Dennis Ryan promised you a report on the
sktus of the restoration of the 16 Carolina bays onsite. This is a research prnjmt with the
Savannah River T@hnology Center, Savannah Riva Natural Rmurcc Management and
Research tititute (Fomt Service), and the Savannah Rivm blogy -mtory to
determine which rcm~lation methods are best suited for various wetlands at SRS. Due
to budget limitations, the number of wetlands in this project has been reduced to 12.
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Mr. Sam Booher 3 JuNOs n~

We have developed a tentative schedule for the restoration of these Carolina bays. We
hope to have the site use permits and approvals for the bays hy the fall of this yw, and
restoration plm are expected to be mmpletd by Dmember. This will rquirc
mordination with the Savannah River Institute, Savannah River tilogy Labomtoty, and
Westinghouse Savannah River Company. The present schedule pmj~ts pwresioration
ch~terization of the bays i“ July 1999 with the restoration of the bays to begin in the
fall of 2000. Onw the moration is wmplete. past.treatment monitoring and
msessmcnts will begin with additioml hydrologic maniptintiom scheduled to be
mnducted in the outycars (2003-04) for firthm characttition. Monitoring is rqti
for two -M. Ffi, tho regulators want us to monitor the restoration of wetfands.
S~nd, we can only predict how these systas will respond. We need to use the l~ns
l~ed tim the =tomtion of these bays to help us with the restoration of othe$ bays.
Monitoring is m inte@ tition.of tisystem Management and pmvidm future data
that allows natural resource managm to tie infonncd decisions.

DO&SR is committed to avoid to the extent possible the long- and short-term adverse
impacts associated with the desbuction or modification of wetlands wherever there is a
practicable aftcl’llative. The Wetlands Task Omup and the Natural Reso~
Coordinating Comrniuw arc two SRS cntinmental glUUpS whose duti~ include
providing mtical advice and pIicy recannnendadom in ordm that DOE-SR ~
the d~ction, loss, or dcgradadon of wetlands, and WII.SUVCSand cnhan~ the nalural
and bcneficid vafucs of wetlands in -g out the agency’s rcspansibititim.

Ag& 1 wmt to thank y.au for yOIUinterest and CQnunentson SRS activiti=. If you w’sh
to receive W- information mnchg tils pmjwt or dutbm infohon about
DOBSR’S NSFA pm, pi-e wntact An- R Graingm at DOE-SR, NRPA
Compliaucc 05ccr, P.O. Box A, Aikcn, SC 29802, or telqhone Mr. Oraingcr at
(g03) 725-1523 (email: nep@rs.gov).

Sincerely,

E~S~ap

vc-9g-ol10

Lowell E. Tlipp, Dtior
Engineering and tiysis Division
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J. J. Mayer, .WSRC, 773-42A
G. F. lemi~an. WSRC, 742A
D. V. Ost;n, “WSRC,742A
W. T. Hinds (EH422), HQ
D. P. Ryan, SRNRG (~ncm)
R L. Ford, OEA (C’amur)
B. T. Hays, OCC (Concur)
v. M. Gardner, 0SS (Concur)
E. T. LcMastw, SS2 (COnm)
B. D. McGee, 34RCS (tinCur)
M. B. Caudell, SCDNR (Concur)
SAD Reading File
-TS Reading File
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UNITEDSTATESENVIRONMENTALPROTECTIONAGENCY

{w

REGION4
ATLANTAFEDEW HNTEFI

~&
1w MASAMASTREET.S,W.

ATLANT4GEOROR3MO3.31O4

September 26, 1998

34r. Andrew R. Grainqer
DOE Savannti River Operations Office
~PA con@liance Officer
P.O. Box A
Aik%n, SC 29802

Subject: Snvironmsotal As.vessmsnt(EA)for the mlsmsntstion of a
Wetland f.fitiqationBaAICat tie Savsnnsh tiver Site
[SRS)(~E/)?,A-12051

Dsar Mr. Grainger:

PurmuAAt to Section.309 of th@ Clesn Air Act, EPA, Region m
21S6 reviewed the subject documsnt which discusses the proposed
action of gsneral dtigation of SSS wetlsnds, snd the -qsmsnt
of tbe site Wetlsnd Litigation Bsnk progrm. The proqrsm ic
designed to incorporate wetlsnd d tigation efforts for nsw
projects in a nwre tfmsl~ IUSUIIer.future PrOject8, such an tbe
rsmsd$atlon of waste sites snd repair snd mintsnance of roads
and bridqeB on SRS, my react some wetlsnd aress.

‘2bealternatives to the nms.aaed action ue tiso discussed
in the .SA. %e proposed action mufd restore SIUS21wetlsnds snd
M&jor wetlmd SYStsmn. In the absence of this mmective action.
the alternstives would be to ~lement wetland mitigation on a
project’-by-project basis, or to tilsmsnt a variation of the
proposed wetlsnd titivation bd progrsm, or to purchase offsite
titivation credits.

on we basis of the information provided, we concur with the
proposed p~jeCt qoal of timsly fitigatiOn of unavoidable f.WpaCtS
to wetlmds. We also concur that efforts should be md’a to avoid
Wetlmd impacts on future projects, because reclsw!at.fondoes not
tru2Y replace originsl wetlsnds pd other batted san itive
areas. EPA encourage preaervat%on of .sxistinq wetlsnds.

If we csn be of further assistance in this matter, Rsmons
McComey (404/562 - 9615) will serve as initial point of contact.

Sincerely,

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
Office of Environmental Assessment

Comment L2. Page 1 of 1.
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STAT3 OF SO~ CAROLINA

~de Wbgei mh ~nntil ~xfi
OFFICE OF STATE BUDGET

lal -

Octobw 13,1998

Mr. Andrew RGr*
NEPA ~mplfan= ~=
Sngineetig and Analysis Division
Ssvannah River Operations - Post aim Box A
Aiken, %Uth Carolina29302

Project Nam= Environmental Assessment (SA) for the Implementation of a Wetland
Mitigation Bh at the Savannah Wver Site (SftS (OOE/SA-1205)

Desr W. Grsinger,

me Offim of State Budg~, has conducted sn intergovesnmentsl review on the
above referend actitityasprovided by Pr-idential Exmstive Order 12372 AII
mmments Aved ss a resdt ofthereviewsreenclosedforyour use.

me State Application Identifier numk indicsted above shotid bs used in any fiture
correspondence wfth this office. E you have any questions call me at (w) 734-04s5.

Sincerely,

$Y

?
P;G” e

Gr ksesvi CoOrdinstOr

. ml,-

Comment L3. Page 1 of 8.
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Office of State Budget
South Carolina Project NotificationandReview System
1122Lady Sm. 12th floor
Columbia, SC 29201 State Application Idsntifiar

ms—9~

F.arlF. BrowrI, Jr
South Carolina Human Maizs CO~lon

I Suspm.ss Dats
9 /74/w I

The Office of State Budget is authorized to operate the South Carolins Project
Notification and Review System (=NRS). tiugh the system the appropriate
ststs snd local oflicisls ars given the opportunityto review, mmment, and be involved
in efforta to obtain ad w federal assistance, and to assess the relationship of
proposals to their plana and programs.

Please review the attached information, min~ of the impact it may have on your
agency’s g+ and objectives. Document the raw of your review ti he spare
provided. Return your response to us by the suspense date indicated above. Your
comments will be raviawad and udtfzed in *g the officisl state recmnrnen&tion
concerning ths project. The recommendation will be forwsrded to tie ~t
federal agency.

Shodd you have no comment, please return the form “~mm~

u you have any questions, CSIIme at (808)734-0485.
~hjectisco

--8

%,,CEO,STATEB”DG=
nsiateztt with OU gO* and O eCtiV=CcntrolBoard

❑ RaqueStaC0nferenCetodfSCuSSm22UnentS.

❑ ~~~fi%~~~~tigpmje* ti”@C~A#to

❑ . “ommats on pmpd Applirstion sre as follows:

I Title Phone m) ?37- 7Ral I

Comment L3. Page 2 of 8.
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Office of State Budget
SoUtb Carolina Project Nodtication and Review Svstem

Joel T. C*dy
South Carolina Smplovment S-W Co~lon

me Office of State Budget k authorized to operate tie SoUtbCarolina project
Notification and Review Sys- (SCPNRS). tiugh the sys* the aPPro@@
state and locst offiasta are given the opporhmity to review, mmment, and be involved
fn efforta to obtain end use federal assfa~m, and to assess the relstionstip of
prOpOSSISto th~ ph and prOgMmS.

please review the attached information, minW of the impact it may have on you
agen+s goats and objectives. Document the results of your review fn the space
provided. Return your response to us by tbe suspense datefndicsted above. Your
mmments wit3be reviewed and ulilized h *g the offiti state mcnmmendstion
concerning the project. The -mmendation ti be forwarded to the cogrdrant
federd agency.

Shodd you have no comment, please return the form signed md dated.

I Title Executive Director
Phone: SD3-737-2617 I

Comment L3. Page 3 of 8.
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Office of State Budget
k South Carolina ~ject Nodfica&%nand Review Systemm

1
‘ “BY”’’;’’**”’ m

I
...-..–.––..-

917AIW 1
Comelia Gibbions
Governor’s Division of Health & Human Services

The Office of State Budget is autho= to operate the South Carotina Project
Notificationand Review System (=NRS). ~ugh the aystem the appmpriak
state and local offi- - given the oppo~ty to review, comment, and be involved
in effortato obtain and use federal amia~~, and to assess the relationship of
proposals to thti plana and programs.

Pie= review the attached information, rnfn@ of the impact it may have on your
agen~s goals and objectives. Document the results of your review in the epaee
provided. Return your -ponae to w by the suspense date indicated above. Yom
mmmmta wiltbe reviewed and uWed in maldng the offlti state remmmendation
con- the project. The recommendation will be forwardad to the cognizant
federal ageney.

Shoutdyou have no mmrnent, please return the form signed and dated.

If you have any questions,call me at (803) ~.
~ Pro,etiseo

fi”G~cErvE~
nsistent with om goals and objectives.

SEP 041998

❑ Requeata conferenceto discuss mmmenta. Budget&Control Board
-OFFICE OF STATE BIJQ~~

❑ ?~yfi~~~e~tigpbj-tif ifi’~’”to❑ c..
omments on proposed Apptieation = as follo=

Dati 9lll~f

Title: Phone

Comment L3. Page 4 of 8.
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Office of State Budget
SoUth~lii Mject Notification sod Review System
1122 Lady Stit, i2th floor
COl.mbii, SC 29201 I StateApplication Identifier

=9~8 I

t Sus- Date I

I 6174}% 1
Steve Davis
S.C. Department of Health and EnvironmentalControl

The Offim of State Budget k authoti tOoperate the South Carolins Project
Notification and Review System (SCPNRS). lluough the system the appropriate
state snd local offi~ m given the opportunity to review, comment, and be involved
in efforts to obtain and u8e federal assistsnm, and to aaseaa the relationship of
propo~ to thefxplans and programs.

Please review the attached information, minW of the impact it may have on your
ageney’s ga and obj~v=. Document the reaul~ of your review in the space
provided. Retmn your =ponse to us by the su8pen8e date indicated above. Your
mmments willbe reviewed and utilized in making the officialstate -mmendation
concerning the project. The wmmendation will be fo-ed to the co-t
federal agency.

Shodd you have no mmment, pleaeemtum the form signed and dated.
. -F.W,Q

Myou have any questions,call me at (803) 734048S~<.WV~ ,3

❑ Projectiam nsiatentwith our gos18 and objectives.

❑ Requ=ta nf ~

:V,.>:flBe,..;,.,...:..~:R.-.?..‘:...:-.:
w mm to ~ ~~&!~E G~si}?”~bu~~m.

❑ ~ officeforreview.
ease discontinue sending projects with this C~A# to

# <Oo ~J ,+_&
Commenls on proposed Application= as follows:

Comment L3. Page 5 of 8.
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Wm’d
PROMOTE PROTECT PROSPER

W Bull S-t
Columbiu SC 29201 -170S

COnulsslom Stste Application Identifier EIS.980808-008
h’!m E ElyMl

Bom
tin. snniu

TheDepartment of Hcaltb and Environmental Control w m active @cipmt

~,uti ~ “dt,, MD in the review and finsl appmvd af this wedsnds mitigation b~. 7hc Dcpsrtmcnt wss
veGuinnM “ also a signatorj’ to the Memormdum of Agreement for the bank. Accoti!ngly, we do

S9CUWJC. not mticipate sdvcrse impscts to wster qtilty or dcsi8natcd uses and support OIeusc of
this mitigation baDk.

Muts. Kml

WCM~

SO UT H CA ROLINA DEPARTMENT OF HE AL TH AN D ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL

Comment L3. Page 6 of 8.
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~ Office of State Budget
k South Carolina Project Notificationand Review System

Stan M. McKinney “@~+><%
Office of the Adjutant General

fie Office of State Budget is authorized to operate the 8outh Carolina Project
Notification and Review System (SCPNRS). ‘lluough the system the appropriate
state and loral officials are given the opportunity to review, eonunent, and be involved
in efforts to obtain and use federal assistance, and to assess the relatiotip of
proposals to their plans and programs. I

Please review the attached information, mtn~ of the fmps~ it may have on your
agen~s goals and objectives. Dccument the results of your review in the space
provided. Return your response tom by the suspense date indicated above. Your
comments will be reviewed and u- in -g the offiti state recommendation
mncerning the project. me recommendation willbe forwarded to the mgnizant
federal agency.

Shotid YOU have no comment, please return the form signed ~d ““,.

If you have an questions, call me at (803) 7S4-048.5.

@
Project is Coatent with our go& fly”@ ~$9::::;g&L

❑ Requ~ta
%

conference to&& emmnents.
~G S6

e’. ~5<
~o~QGbo

❑ V~~fi%~~~~ti’pmje~ ti”@f>~A#to

❑ . “omments on proposed Application areas follow

II

Dae 9-/9 - 7?

Title:~ Phone: 739 .@>o

Comment L3. Page 7 of 8.
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Office of St ‘ ‘- “-”
Soudr Carolina Projc
, .- -y .Uw. . .C-1..-L:. en moon

I 6/74/- I

;ate ~uage~
.ect Nodfication and Review System

.Am

/

/ “’:’’’’’’’’”’” m

George Biatany
South Cwlina Department of Commerce

The Officeof State Budget is authorir.ed to operate the South Carolina Project
Notificationand Review System (8CPNRS). Through the system the appxupriate
statemd local officialsare given tie opportunity to review, comment, md be ~voIved
in efforts to obtain and use federal =iatanm, and to assess the &tionahip of
lJrOpO* to their ph and prOgrSmS.

please review the attached information, minti of the impact it rosy have on your
agen~s goals and.objectives. Document the r~k of your review fn the space

provided. Return your response to us by the suspense date indicatedabove. Your
comments wflt be reviewed and utilized in medringthe officialstate recommendation
mncerning the project. The recomm%dation will be forwarded to the m-t
federal agency.

““ P
“ti~$dShodd you have no comment, PIW m- the form “y@

Myou have any qu=tiona, call meat (803) 734-048S.
% .Cm 9.

Ro&ey%*g. s~a:> ,

❑ Projectiaco
.:,.-,>,it .uJD--

naistentwith our ‘goals and obj@v~: S-I*
nt?.’~’

❑ Requeata conference to ~ cormnenk.

❑ ✎ommenta on propwed Application are as follow

Comment L3. Page 8 of 8.
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@, .

NATIONAL ‘WLDLI~ FEDERATION”
PmPk and Nature our Future ISin the Btincc

Offiti’.f Fdml andInccriutio&lAfl.im
:,, ,,’

Novunbc.r 4, 19P8

‘,”,

US. D&t qf~
s~ Rivu -Oils Offifx

‘BuiIdiI18 742-& ~m 185. ;
AikqSC~98~ . ., “,

,- M. Olainga

Introduction

,. ,.

.Section 404 ($404) pm- w“amd ohm watus by prohibiting tfie’@@’ti “’
tillii of th& ~tithout a -t fivrn the U.S. Army’tirps of fisinti (titi). .’fiIe...
Grps must issm or deny $404 @t.s katirdmcc wiflI the M040XI) suidcliu~ me 4X ““ ~~~
of the $404(b)(l) 8uideliie is the quircm~t to avoid the dcshuction of wc~ds and other ~~.
w~ whenever wssiblc. If aauatic iniw~ mot k avoided throu~ nmctidle. less’
Wvimnrncntally ~cstcuctivc pm~cct aitc~tivti; hen such impa~ m& & minimi~ ti the
maximum extent pmcticable. As a last resort, those aquatic -syitan iMpW@tit cannot be ~.
avoided or minimi~ rnmt then be mitigated. This leads “s to the mitigation W assmmcnt.

1400 16,hStru,,N W, S.1,,501,W,.tinmm, D.G 20036T<l:202.797~ F-: 101.797&6
Env;roHmtin.,Z02.797W4 F,x.0n.k,nznd:202.797&55 Ea.x;l:.C,;O.tiWl..=W.ki,,,h,,p//w,...f~

Comment L4. Page 1 of 3.
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,.. .

Mitigation Wng holds some limited pfimisc, but “italso has many pi~ls. If ‘~
mikgation b~ bcc.amc widcspd substitutes for nati wetlmds-~d *OSC& fil-
the rcsdt will& tnom”natura,l tiands and their fictions lost, financial and a~ .;= .

resources -ted, and fimbcr erosion of the dlbilityof wtIands rc@atoIY ~. ~
fmls that the DOE has taken Utr,appropriate steps in the development of the rnitigation,bank for

the SM.

Concerns Regardingthe SRS Bank ,..
,.

me SA dso stat= that “mtoration is emphasitiovcr crcatioiI”. A question -. ,If .

u~n completion of the selected sites to & restored, a Iackof a an type or the toti num~of ““

acres to h tiorcd is not suitable, till creation ~ used to com~te for the deficiency of a .”

certain amount of a s~itic type of wetlands or will creation also tc used to in- tie total
amount of wetland “credim-?

Comment L4. Page 2 of 3.
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one @. PmPO~S ~ve ~n fi~I~ and~e pmj=t is~dmy. tiefitigatiOnbti ‘
conshuction and opaation must be atily tionito+, not ody by w opmtom and
regulators, but dso by resow agencies and tie public. Public participation is key “ot ody in
the ,ti- review of de~ld sim+~ific Pl~. but ~SO ~~n~e ~Pl~en~tiOn ~...
However, the plm d- not outliie adquatepubfic participation PAW for tis Bank. NWF ~

UI’SCS tie SRS to ~ the MOA to Xcludc public Pardcipation ~ugbout the B~s’_tion ~”
p~ not oady in the review of tbe initial p~ :.

We thank you for your cotilderation of o~ vic~.

g;d”;p’ “ ~~~ .

David L, Bye
National W[ldlife Federation

Comment L4. Page 3 of 3,
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Responses to Comments of Draft EA - Letter L4

Response to Comment L4

Department of Energy
SavannahflwerO*rations WLC9

P.O.sax A
Alken, Sotiih Carolina 29802

FEB 02-

Mr. David L. Bye
National Wildlife Federation
1400 16* Street, NW, Suite 501
WasKlngtan,DC 20036

Dear Mr. Bye

Subjecti Response to Cmmnents on Draft Entimocntal Asxssmmt (EA)

- ymI for youx Ietter of Novemhr 4, 1PP8, with YOUIcomments on the d~ 5A for tie
implcmmtntion of tbe wtlmd mitigation bank pm- (WMSP) at tbe Savd River Site
(SM) (Do--I2O5). I appreciate YOU in- md time in providin8 mmmmts to tie
Department of Energy (DOE) Savannah River Opcratiom Offim (SR).

Before addressing tbe specific mmmmts in YOUIetter, I wanted to briefly clarify a few gend
points rcgrmiing tbe WMBP at SRS. F- for my mitigation ercdits to bc added ta tbe -P
acmunt, tbe werImd =oratioti&cunmt pmjcct must tirst be dete~d to be a s“~s.
~s dete-tion is based on a decision by tbc Mitigation B- Review Team @R~. If
mme question remains ~ to tie detimdoation of s-s as &find in tbc Memorandum of
~mcnt (MOA), hen no credits will be gmmd by the MSRT. Six tbe W is not yd
o~tional, tbue are no credits coITuItly ~ in tbc WMBP’S ~WS. h gdditioo, *
fue no future projects at SRS that have -y k identified as n~ng to de~d uWn tbc
bd as tbe sow= of mitigation credits for wetfand loss corn-on. Furtbcr, it should ~ be
noted tit not all project-rs- wcOand ~pms8tion at SRS will be able to use credits from
tbe WbdBP. For wbatevcr -u, some SRS projects may have to mnduct septc mitigation in
support of tbe needed wctimd mmpmsation under Section 404 of tie Cl= Water Act (33 USC
1344). ~ ability of any one site pmjm to h able to utilk * fIOMthis baok is solely at
tie dwretion of tie MSRT. WitfI this as a basis, I will now ~pt to address you ~ific
comments on tie WMBP EA.

In -MC to yow mmmts reg- tbe wctlIM6 fuoction md values acmmting system
within tbe SRS wMBP, tbc mitigation -It dcdadon matrices provided in Appendix C of tbe
MOA were developed by tie U.S. tiy bIPS of Wm- (CDE) to msurc tit adequate
mmpmsation for werlad impacrs is r- unda S&tion 404. “fir is an intcsd fwtor
A in tiese matrices for tbe calculation of wetlmd titivation cdlts. In addition, tbc MBRT
will be ove-ing the Wounting p- within the WMBP to tiw ensure W wetlmd
p-eters a adequately mmpcmatcd for witi tbe o~tion of this ping- at SRS. ‘fhis
review and approval pm not ody includes tie cdlts going into tie ba but more
impartantIy, Ou debits &ing removed tium tie wMBP acmunting syskm.
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Mr. David L. Bye 2 FEBo2~

Regarding” the issue of re?tomtion versus creation, DOE does not have a set goal of specific
wetland types to & restored over the lifetime of this program. Therefore, the hyptbetical
deficiency of a cetin type of wetlmd credits would not drive the need to create wetlands of that
kind to incrme m a priori mitigation target mount. Should a titure project rquirc mare
mitigation credits than arc available for “in-kl”d” mmpcn.sation, the MBRT would be

~~nsible fOr ei*=~ (l) resOlving tie inquity of atilablc credits (e.g., by deciding tO usc
“out-of-kind” cmditsy or (2) determining that the project’s mitigation needs cannot be supwrted
by tbe WMBP.

Regarding your wmments on public ~icipation, DOE has no PIW to revise the MOA at this
time. Within the context of this program, public comments on the implemcntition of the SRS
WMBP m & specifically adbcd to the MBRT. me cun’cnt chahpcrson of the MBRT is as
follows

Mr. Steven J. Gker
U.S. tiy Corps of Engineers, Am Regulatory Branch
P. O. Box 919, Charleston, South Carolim 29402-0919
Telephone (g43) 727-4330, or (800) 208.2054
e-mail: stcve.mkc-.-.anmilmil

Further, every future site action that pm~ses to debit mitigation edits tim the WMBp will
have a scp-to Natioti Environmental Poficy Act (NSPA) review to evalute the potenti~ for
impncts. In ~rdanw with DOE NEPA regulations (10 CFR Pm 1021) 8nd SW NSPA
policy, any pmposcd action tit entails the potential for debiting the wetland mitigation bank
would require the preparation of at lemt an EA nnd possibly m EIS. Both of these ~PA
processes include substantial pubfic review and comment appotitics.

COnceming the issue of a restorationprojectfailing,as stated prcviousfy,mitigationme

cannot h creditedto the WMBP’S atiunting system until the pmjcct is deemed a SUM. ~c
scenario described in YOU letter woufd onfy apply if mitigation credits were titbdrawn from the
WMBP prior to k completion of the spcific mmpensation effom. Such a xcnario is not
addressed in W,s EA sinm debiting credits against inmmplete mitigation projects k not a viable
option under this SRS pmgtiun. Any debik fmm the -P can onfy be withdrawn against
mitigation cd[ts that stem from su~sftd restoration or *merit projects.

In gened, banked wetlands in the SRS WP arc like my other wctfm~ if they= impacted,
the loss must be cc.m~nsated for by mitigationactivitiesby eitheradditionalbank creditsor

other non-bank relatedmitigationefforts.Again, such impacts must be add~ssed by the MBRT
within the context of the WMBP and permitted through COE in eveV =c.
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Mr. Das,id L. Bye 3 FEBot~

The long-tern SRS land-we baseline indicates that no site pmpcny is planned for futum”?emovd
from DOE control. Give” these Iong-term administrative mntrols that the Federal government
plans for SRS, there is little likelihood that any deed ~fem will ever occur. However, should
that happen, DOE must ensue that the deed wntaim an appropriate mnservation easement for
the banked mitigated wetland m PI the MOA. In addition, pursuant to DOE NEPA regulations,
my real estate transfers where the lmd usc changes require at least an EA level of evaluation
under NEPA. This would again enti[ public review and comment opportunities,

Pertaining to DOS’s issuance of a finding of no significant impact (FONSI), the SR manager will
make a decision whether to issue a FONSI or a notice of intentto prepare an environmental

impact statement based on the tindings in the final EA. I am anticipating that tie SA will be
fimlimd shortly md you will ~ive a wpy of that decision,

Again, I want to thank you for you inte~t and mnunenb on SRS activities. If you wish to
-ive fifier information concerning this pmjmt or tier information abut DOE-SR’S
NEPA pro-, please contact me at P. O. Box A, Aikcn, SC 29802, or telephone at (g03) 725-
1523 (e-mail: d~.grainge@rs.gov).

An&ew R Mnger i
~PA Oampliancc Offimr

E~S~aP ~gin~ and Analysis Division

VC-99-0024

cc w/enck
Mr. Stiven J. Coker
U.S. Army Grps of Engineers, Ah Rcgulatoty Branch
P. O. Box 919, Charleston, South Carolim 29402.0919
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