









































Stratus (" nnenling Memorandngp (&/10/7009)

3.3 ¢ ific Umatilla Comments
Comment: Use of the term “unavoidable” response actions.

> Discussion: As noted in the comment, the term “unavoidable” is used with reference to
the DOI regulations. Given that this issue is an area of contention between the Trustees,
we recommend retaining the regulatory terminology.

Con a1 Remove reference to “committed use.”

» Discussion: The discussion of committed uses is intended to address language contained
in the DOI regulations.

Comment: Expan list of services (groundwater, aquatic, etc.).

4 Discussion: Our intent was to provide examples of services, not an exhaustive list of all
»ssible services. Please let us know if you have some specific additional services that
you would like included.

Comment: Add discussion of how to address past air emissions.

» Discussion: This appears to us to be a subject for the IAP, not the CSM.

3.4 Specific DOE Com \ents

Comment: Various legal issues.

> I cussion: As noted above, we propose to “finesse” these legal issues (which clearly are
the subject of ongoing disagreement between the Trustees but which nonetheless were
discussed in CSM planning workshops) by modifying and tempering the language in the
CSM to ensure that it does not imply resolution of these matters or adoption by the
Trustees of specific policy or legal positions.

Comment: Opportunities for early restoration.

» Discussion: We will address this topic in our final report under this contract. We do not
propose to address early restoration in the CSM.
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Com ent: Add discussion of biological mitigation (e.g., page 3-19 of draft CSM).

» We will add a general discussion of biological mitigation. However, we do not propose to
describe specific mitigation or to comment on whether, how, or to what extent the
mitigation restores natural resources to baseline conditions or provides compensation for
interim losses. These are, however, appropriate issues to address in the IAP.

Comment: Add discussion of permitted actions (e.g., page 4-20 of draft CSM).

4 Discussion: We do not think that the CSM should contain discussion or evaluation of
what is fundamentally a legal issue regarding liability.

Comment: Provide discussion of whether committed uses of groundwater were docume:  d
prii o detection of hazardous substances.

» Discussion. This comment appears to address legal issues that seem outside of the
necessary scope of the CSM. We will revise text to temper conclusions.

3.5 Specific Nez "erce Comments
Comment: All leaks and spills need to be well documented.

» Discussion: Comprehensive documentation of leaks and spills may be a task that the
Trustees wish to undertake as part of the assessment process. However, we do not think it
is cessary for the CSM.

Comment: Include discussion of water level management of Priest Rapids Dam and potential
effects on salmon, riparian wetlands, and riverine wetlands.

» Discussion: We concur that water level management represents an important baseline
consideration at the site and we will include appropriate language. However, specific
discussion of such influences on individual species or habitats does not seem warranted
for the CSM.

Comment: Include a map showing the location and size of various aquatic habitats.

> Discussion: We concur that such information would be useful. However, we feel it is a
task more appropriate for the [AP phase than for the CSM.
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Comment: Identify “obvious” COCs for potential aquatic injury.

4 Discussion: It was our understanding from the CSM planning workshops  at
identification of obvious or priority contaminants of concern (COCs) was not broadly
desirable for the Trustees at this time.

Comment: Subdivide aquatic} itats (e.g., slow v. sla  water, etc.)

> Discussion: It was our understanding from the CSM planning workshops that such
subdivisions were not desired at this time, primarily because :selectt *subdivisions”
could differ dependis  on the resource or receptor of concern.

Comn it: ficultiesin « igning or implementing a study to address past air injuries.

> Discussion: We believe that this topic should be reserved for the IAP, not the CSM.

3.6 Specific Yakama Comments

Comment: Please include more information about past releases of radionuclides and where they
were known or could have potentially come to be located.

> Discussion: We concur that this issue is relev:  to injury assessment planning. However,
we do not believe that such an expanded discussion is warranted in the CSM. As noted
above, we propose expanding our general description of past exposures and injuries.
(Similarly, we propose to expand our discussion of potential future injuries.)

Comment: Use of the term “unavoidable” when discussing injuries from response actions.
4 Discussion: See proposed action in response to similar comment from Umatilla.
Comment: Re page 4-1, provide a complete list of biotic and abiotic compone:  of pathways.

| 4 —.scussion: As requested, we will review the CSM memorandum of 4/7/09. However,
listing “all” pathway components seems unnecessary for the CSM, as opposed to
illustrative components.

Comment: The aquatic and terrestrial chapters are very basic and do not provide detailed
information. -

» Discussion: As noted in our responses to general comments, there were differing
opinions among Trustees regarding the appropriate level of detail to include in the CSM

Page 11
SC11769








