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SUMMARY: The U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)' has cotilpleted' an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) (DOE/EA-1514) for the proposed conveyancc of Parcel ED-6 to the city of Oak Ridge. 
The need for DOE action is the result of a requcst from the city of Oak Ridge to convey Parcel ED-6 under 
10 Code a/Federal Regula/iolls (CFR) 770. The proposed action would also help the city to meet the goals 
stated in the Oak Ridge City Council's Strategic Plan, The Pa/II FOlward: 2003-2007, which identifies the 
dcvclopment of new housing as a major initiative. DOE also recognizes that transferring land for local 
economic dcvelopment purposes can benefit the fedcral govellllnent by reducing financial costs associated 
with ownership and managcment of under utilized and exccss real property. 

Based on the rcsults of the analysis rcported in the EA, DOE has determined that thc proposed 
action is not a major fedcral action that would significantly affect the quality of the human environment 
within the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. Thcrefore, the preparation 
of an Environmental Impact Statcment (EIS) is not neccssary, and DOE is issuing this Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FaNS I). 

PUBLIC AVAILABILITY: Thc EA and FONSI may bc rcvicwed at and copies ofthc documents 
obtained from: 

U. S. Department of Energy 
Information Center 
475 Oak Ridge Turnpike 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830 
Phone: (865) 241-4780 

FURTHER INFORMATION ON THE NEPA PROCESS: For further information on the NEPA 
process, contact: 

Gmy S. Hartman 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
U. S. Dcpartment of Energy 
P.O. Box 200 I 
Oak Ridge, Tcnnessee 37831 
Phone: (865) 576-0273 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION: DOE has determined that Parcel ED-6 is exccss 
property and under 10 CFR Part 770 proposes to convey this property to the city of Oak Ridge for thc 
development of new residential housing. For the purposes of analysis, the EA assumcd that after 
Parcel ED-6 is convcyed, the city of Oak Ridgc would sell the propcrty to a private developcr. City staff 
would rcview the residcntial development plans to ensure compliance with all applicable zoning 
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ordinance requirements and other engineering-related ordinances and standards. Constraints on 
developing portions of the parcel inelude the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) power line and right-of­
way (ROW), steep topography (i.e., slopes > I 0%), and the North Boundmy Greenway Trail. Thus, all 
336 acres are not equally developable and other complimentmy uses (e.g., open space, recrcational 
elements, etc.) may be incorporated into any futurc development. The U. S. Environmental Protection 
Agency concurrcd with the DOE identification of Parcel EO-6 as uncontaminated propcrty, in accordance 
with Scct. 120(h)(4)(B) of the Comprchensivc Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
of 1980. 

ALTERNATIVES: In addition to the propos cd action, impacts were also cvaluatcd for the no 
action alternativc, a mixed dcvclopment alternative, and a conservation easement alternativc. If no action 
were taken, Parcel EO-6 would not be conveyed for deVelopment. The parcel would bc rctaincd as DOE 
property and would continue in its current use (c.g., utility easement, limitcd sccurity and facility buffer, 
wildlifc management, forestry, and environmcntal monitoring). The mixed dcvelopment alternative is 
similar to the proposed action becausc the same amount of acrcagc would be conveyed to thc city of 
Oak Ridge. However, in addition to residential development, a portion of Parcel EO-6 could be uscd for 
commercial development (e.g., retail businesses or offices). The most likely location for any conul1crcial 
developmcnt would be the portion of the parcel located bctween the Oak Ridge Turnpikc (Statc Route 95) 
and East Quany Road. Under the conservation easemcnt alternative, DOE could add all or a portion of 
Parcel EO-6 located west of Wisconsin Avenuc into the Blackoak Ridge Conservation Easement area . 
The remaining portion of Parcel EO-6 would bc transferred to the city of Oak Ridge. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: The EA assessed direct and indirect impacts of the proposed 
action and altcrnatives on the following resourccs: land use, air quality, geology and soils, water 
resources, floodplains and wetlands, ecological rcsources, cultural resourccs, sociocconomics, 
'infi'astructure, and noise. Cumulative impacts on land use, air quality, sociocconomics, transportation, and 
biodivcrsity were also assessed . 

Under the proposcd action, thc present land use of Parccl EO-6 would change over timc as the 
residential dcvelopment occurs. The visual charactcr of thc majority of the parcel would change from a 
more natural to a more man-made-Iooking environmcnt as development progressed. Conveyance of the 
property and the subsequent residential development would also remove the area from the National 
Environmental Research Park and the Oak Ridge Wildlife Management Area. Constraints on the parcel 
[i.e., TVA power line and ROW, steep topography (i.e., slopes > 10%), and the North Boundaty 
Greenway Trail) would limit development and other complimentmy uses (e.g., open space, recreational 
elements, etc .) may be incorporated. 

Potential air quality impacts would be minor and consist primarily of short-tcrm, sporadic, and 
localized cmissions of particulates resulting from soil disturbance and vehicle traffic during development 
activitics. Emissions would not exceed National Ambient Air Quality Standards and control measures for 
lowcring fugitive dust emissions (i.e., covcrs and water or chemical dust suppressants) would minimize 
thc amount of particulates generated. 

Potcntial impacts to soi ls inelude soil disturbancc and topsoil loss. Because Parcel EO-6 is within 
the ci ty of Oak Ridge and has been zoned to ineludc non-agricultural uses (i.e., industria l and research), 
the parcel is exempt from cons ideration as prime farmland . The only surface water features on 
Parccl EO-6 are intermittent streams, which are dry for much of the ycar and typically have only 
ephcmcral flow after precipitation events. However, runoff into these intermittent streams eventually 
discharges into East Fork Poplar Creek, which could be impacted by runoff and sedimentation from soil 
erosion and potential fucl or wastc spill s. Soil erosion impacts would be minor with the usc of best 
managemcnt practices and appropriate sedimentation and erosion control measurcs . The potential for 
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impacts to occur would exist until the disturbed areas were stabilized. Storm detention basins used to 
capture and trcat storm water runoff should be designed and constructed to band Ie the additional I111l0ff 
associated with any new devclopment to minimize impacts. Storm water runoff would be discharged to 
stuface water in accordance with limitations established under state or other regulatory permits. No use of 
groundwatcr resources is expected to be permitted. Parcel EO-6 is not located within any floodplain and 
no wetlands havc been identified on the property. 

Development on Parcel EO-6 would have direct impacts on terrestrial plants and animals. 
Constl1lction impacts would includc direct mortality or injury to biota and the elimination or furtber 
fragmentation of the majority of the existing habitat present on the parcel, including the loss of interior 
forest habitat. Elimination of this habitat and the resulting increase in forest fragmentation would have an 
adverse impact on nco-tropical migratOlY birds that use tbe area for both breeding and migration. 
Minimizing thc amount of ground disturbancc would reduce the impacts to ecological resourccs. Natural 
habitat around areas of development should be left as a buffer zone between the developed areas and 
othcr undeveloped portions of the site. Areas disturbed during devclopment, but not used for housing, 
should be revegetated with native species after construction is completed. No federal- or state-listed 
threatened and endangered plants or animals are known to exist at Parcel EO-6. DOE concluded, based on 
the results of the mist net surveys and the information presented in a biological assessment prepared for 
the U. S Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), that the proposed conveyance of Parcel EO-6 is not likcly 
to adversely affect either the gray bat or Indiana bat. The USFWS determined that the requirements of 
Sect. 7 of the Endangered Species Act have bcen f"lfilled and that no further consultation is needed. 

Under the proposed action, no adverse impacts would occur to any cultural resources. Based on 
the results of a Phase I archaeological survey performed on Parcel EO-6, DOE detennined that no 
archaeological resources would be affcctcd by the proposcd action. It was also determined tbat none of the 
historical rcsources prescnt on the parcel would be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) pursuant to 36 CFR 60.4 . The Tennessee Historical Conunission reviewed the 
archaeological survey report and concurred with DOE that no arcbaeological rcsources eligible for listing 
in the NRHP arc located within tbe project area. 

The analysis of socioeconomic impacts was based on the assumption that between 315 and 385 
new homes could be built on Parcel EO-6. If the maximum number of new homes is built, the population 
increase would be about 1000 residents, wbich would be about a 3.5% incrcase for the city of Oak Ridge. 
This increase is not cxpected to have any significant adverse impacts on city and county services such as 
scbools and police and fire protection. Residential developmcnt of Parcel EO-6 would have no direct 
impact on employment other than temporary construction employment. No environmental justice impacts 
would occur from the proposed action. The main impact orthe proposed action is likely to be its effect on 
city of Oak Ridgc and Roane County finances. Positive impacts include additional tax revenucs gcnerated 
by private ownership and development of Parcel EO-6, increased land values, and potential increascs in 
sa les tax revenue. Potential negative fiscal impacts include loss of DOE payment-in-lieu-of-tax revenues 
and any additional costs to provide services to the new res idential development. 

New dcvelopmcnt at Parcel EO-6 would not be large enough to have more than a minor increase 
in the amount of traffic entering and exiting Wisconsin Avenue and the Oak Ridge Turnpike. A minor 
increase in the amount of traffic should also not substantially increase the chance of accidents occurring. 
Under the proposed action, utility impacts would be expected to be minimal. New development at 
Parcel EO-6 could connect to tbe existing city of Oak Ridge utility systems that already exist in the area. 
Constl1lction of new utility infrastl1lcture would bc limited to thc new honsi ng development. The 
additional utility dcmand for the new residential dcvelopment should not exceed the capacities of the 
ex isting Oak Ridge utility systems. 
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Cumulative impacts would occur from increased development and growth under the proposed 
action. However, because of the small amount of land involved, the cumulative contribution of impacts 
that the conveyance and subsequent development of Parcel ED-6 makes on land use, air quality, 
socioeconomics, transportation, and biodiversity is minor. 

DETERMINATION: Based on the findings of this FONSI, and after careful consideration of all 
public and agency comments, DOE has determined that the proposed conveyance of Parcel ED-6 to the 
city of Oak Ridge does not constitute a major federal action that would significantly affect the quality of 
the human environment within the context of NEPA. Therefore, preparation of an EIS is not required. 

r/J j!I) 
Issued at Oak Ridge, Tennessee, this £ day of "!/ 2007. 

, 

05-007(E)1050807 

p ~Gerald G. Boyd, Manager 
U.S. Depattment of Energy 

Oak Ridge Operations 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR U. S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ACTION 

The proposcd action evaluated in this environmental assessment (EA) is tbe U. S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) conveyance of approximately 336 acres of excess property (i .e., property not needed to fulfill 
DOE current or foreseeable fhture requirements) k.nown as Parcel EO-6 to the city of Oak. Ridge, 
Tennessee. The purpose of the proposed action is to transfer DOE-Oak Ridge Office rcal property for 
economic development. 

The need for DOE action is the result of a request from the city of Oak Ridge to convey Parcel ED-6 
under 10 Code of Federal Regulatiolls (CFR) 770. This regulation, cntitlcd Tralls/er of Real Propert)' at 
Defellse Nile/ear Facilities for Ecollolllic Developlllellt, allows DOE to transfer real property to local 
comlllunities for economic development purposes. The proposed action would also help the city to meet the 
goals stated in the Oak Ridge City Council's Strategic Plan, The Path Forll'ard: 2003-2007, which identifies 
the development of new housing as a major initiative. DOE also recognizes that transferring land for local 
ceonomic development purposes can benefit the fcdcral government by reducing financial costs associated 
with ownership and management of un de rut iii zed and excess real property. 

1.2 BACKGROUND 

Parcel ED-6 is located within the city limits of Oak Ridge (Fig. 1.1). The general location of the 
property is west of Wisconsin Avenue, south of Whippoorwill Drive, north of the Oak Ridge Turnpike 
[State Route (SR) 95] , and east of the Horizon Center Industrial Park. 

Parcel ED-6 is part of the area includcd in the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR) Land Usc Planning 
Process. This land use planning effort took place in 200 I and 2002 to develop suggcstions for the 
utilization of land in the northwcst portion of ORR. As part of the process, four land usc sccnarios were 
dcvelopcd and analyzed in the technical report preparcd for the process (ORNL 2002). The four scenarios 
included a greenspace emphasis (Sccnario \), dcvelopmcnt emphasis (Scenario 2), modified Parcel ED-3 
(Scenario 3), and less development (Scenario 4). Land uses within cach scenario included greenspace, 
conscrvation, and research (all four scenarios); light industriaIJc011lmerciai (all four scenarios); office 
(Sccnario 2); residential (Scenarios 2, 3, and 4); and open space (all four scenarios). Environmental 
impact analyses were performed for the fOllr scenarios. Direct, indirect , and cumulative impacts were 
determined whenevcr possible. Certain resource areas (such as economics and biological resources) 
received proportionately more analytical emphasis, because these areas were decmcd to be the most 
imp0l1ant to members of the Focus Group '. 

The Parcel ED-6 area in the land use planning process included about 328 acres. However, it did not 
include the area betweell the North Boundary Greenway and the DOE boundary east of Wisconsin 
Avenue and the Tenllessce Department of Transportation (TOOT) right-of-way (ROW) located along 
SR 95 . It also included approximately 36 acrcs that are not included within the current Parcel EO-6 
boundary because that area was added to the Black Oak Ridge Conservation Easement (BORCE). 

I The Focus Group was comprised of a broad cross-section of the community, as well as representatives from 
agencies and organizations having an interest in the future of Oak Ridge Reservation land. 
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Fig. 1. 1. Parcel EO-6 vicinity map. 
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For the four land use scenarios considered, there was general agreement on the use of approximately 
87% of the land under considcration. Thc Focus Group had mixed feelings about uses for the remaining 
land, as reflected in discussions of and conclusion for thc four land use scenarios. While there were some 
preferences, no one scenario could bc judgcd as representing a consensus of the Focus Group. In the 
September 2002 Final Reporl ~r Ihe Oak Ridge Land Use Planning Foells Grollp, the members of the 
Focus Group agreed to present these mixed results, leaving thcir interpretation to DOE (Focus Group 2002). 

As part of thc public involvcment process for this EA, DOE held an informal information meeting on 
Novembcr 18, 2004, at thc DOE lnfonnation Center in Oak Ridge. Approximately 50 people attended thc 
meeting. Comments received during and aftcr the meeting dealt primarily with the North Boundary 
Greenway, impacts of thc potential dcvelopment on Wisconsin Avenue and the homes along 
Whippoorwill Drive, and the relationship of Parcel ED-6 to the ORR Land Use Planning Process and the 
BORCE. After the release of the Draft EA, DOE hcld another informal public information meeting on 
August 23, 2005. This meeting was attended by approximately 35 people . Comments received during the 
meeting were similar to those received during and after the November 2004 meeting. The commcnts and 
DOE's rcsponses are located in Appendix A. 

Based on thc comments rcceivcd from the public during the information meetings and the public 
comment period, DOE made two decisions that impacted the proposed action. The first decision 
eliminated the new fire protectionlhoundary patrol road that was part of the original proposed action in 
the Draft EA. The other decision was to revise the western boundalY of the parcel to marc closely follow 
the topography of the property. As a result of the redrawn boundary, the total arca of Parcel ED-6 was 
reduced from approximately 362 acres to 336 acres. The area betwcen the old wcstern boundary of the 
parccl and the revised boundary would remain as DOE property and would serve as a buffer between thc 
anticipated residcntial devclopmcnt and the BORCE. 

1.3 SCOPE OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

This EA presents information on the potential impacts associated with the proposed conveyance of 
Parcel ED-6 to the city of Oak Ridge. DOE has prcpared this EA to assess the potential consequences of 
its activities on the human environment in accordancc with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations (40 CFR Par1s 1500-1508) implementing National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) and DOE NEPA lmplcmenting Procedures (10 CFR 1021). If the impacts associated with thc 
proposed action are not identificd as significant as a result of this EA, DOE shall issue a Finding of No 
Significant Impact and will procecd with the action. If impacts are identified as potentially significant, an 
Environmental Impact Statement will be prcpared. 

This EA (I) describes the existing environment for Parccl ED-6 relevant to potential impacts of the 
proposed action and altcrnatives; (2) analyzes potential environmental impacts that could rcsult from the 
proposed action; (3) identifies and characterizes cumulative impacts that could rcsult lI'om thc proposed 
action in relation to other ongoing or proposed activities within thc surrounding area; and (4) provides 
DOE with enviromnental information for use in prescribing restrictions to protcct, preserve, and enhancc 
the human environment and natural ecosystems. 

Certain aspects of the proposed action have a grcatcr potential for creating adverse environmental 
impacts than others. For this reason, CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.1 and 1502.2) recommend a 
"sliding-scale" approach so that those actions with greater potcntial cffcct call be discussed in greater 
dctail in NEPA documcnts than those that have little potential for impact. 
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Implementation of the proposed action also requires compliance with Sect. 120 of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). 
Section 120(h) requires the identification of uncontaminated propClty transferred by federal agencies. 
This identification is based on an investigation of the property to determine the presence or likely 
presence of a release or threatened release of any hazardous substance or any petroleum product or its 
derivatives on the property. 

DOE prepared a CERCLA Sect. 120(h) report (DOE 2006) to satisfy tbis requirement. The report 
documents tbe review of Parcel ED-6 and pertinent records to identify allY areas on the parcel where 
hazardous substances or petroleum products were known to have been released or disposed of. Based on 
its investigation and the information set forth in the document, DOE has identifi ed Parcel ED-6 as 
"uncontaminated property" in accordance with CERCLA Sect. 120(b)(4)(A). The U. S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) concurred with DOE's classification tbat Parcel ED-6 is "uncontaminated" per 
CERCLA Sect. 120(h)(4). A copy of the Ictter from the EPA is located in Appendix B. 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION 

DOE has determined that Parcel ED-6 is excess property and under 10 CFR Part 770 proposes to 
convey this property to thc city of Oak Ridge for the development of new residential housing. 

For the purposes of analysis, this EA assumes that after Parcel ED-6 is conveyed, the city of 
Oak Ridge would sell the property to a private developer. City staff would review the residential 
development plans to ensure compliance with all applicable zoning ordinance requircments and other 
engineering-related ordinances and standards. Constraints on developing portions of the parcel include the 
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) power line and ROW, steep topography (i,e., slopes> I 0%), and the 
North Boundary Greenway Trail. Thus, all 336 acres are not equally developable and other 
complimentary uses (e.g., open space, recreational elements, etc.) may be incorporated into any future 
development. 

2.2 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the no action alternative, which provides an environmental baseline with which impacts of the 
proposed action and alternatives can be compared, Parcel ED-6 would not be conveyed for development. 
The parcel would be retained as DOE property and would continue in its ClllTent use (e.g., utility 
easement, limited security and facility buffer, wildlife management, forestry, and environmental 
monitoring). 

2.3 MIXED DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative is similar to the proJlosed action because the same amount of acreage would be 
conveyed to the city of Oak Ridge. However, in addition to residential development, a portion of 
Parcel ED-6 could bc uscd for commercial development (e.g., retail businesses or offices). The most 
likely location for any commercial develoJlment would be the portion of the parcel located betwecn the 
Oak Ridge Turnpike (SR 95) and East Quarry Road. 

2.4 CONSERVATION EASEMENT ALTERNATIVE 

Under this alternative, DOE could add all or a portion of Parcel ED-6 located wcst of 
Wisconsin Avenue into the BORCE area. For bounding purposes, the analysis assumes that the entire 
portion would be added into the BORCE. The state of Tennessee, DOE, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), and TVA, in response to natural resource damages at the Lower Watts Bar Reservoir, 
developed this conservation casement through a joint effort. The approximately 3000 acres of DOE ORR 
land will be lllallaged in accordance witll state laws addressing natural areas and wildlife management 
areas (WMAs). Additional information on the conservation easement can be found in the BORCE Draft 
Management Plan (TDEC 2004). The remaining portion of Parcel ED-6 would be transferred to the city 
of Oak Ridge. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 LAND USE 

Parcel ED-G consists of approximately 33G acres located on the eastern end of ORR. The parcel is 
also located within thc city limits of Oak Ridgc and is cUlTcntly zoned as Federal Industry and Research 
(FIR). The majority of the parcel is undeveloped and serves multiple uses that include utility easement, 
limited sccurity and facility buffer, wildlifc managcment, forestry, and environmental monitoring. 

The property is also part of the National Environmental Research Park (NERP). NERP serves as an 
outdoor laboratOlY for studying the nature of present and future environmcntal consequences li'OIn 
cnergy-related issues such as global and regional change, environmental stresses, and resource use. Active 
research within thc boundmy of Parcel ED-6 includes a soil sampling site for ecosystem and landscape 
scale studies. The parcel is also located within the Poplar Crcek Road Unit of the Oak Ridge WMA, 
which is managed by the Tcnnessce Wildlife Resources Agcncy (TWRA). Deer and tUl'key hunts are 
conducted in the area at various times during the year. However, archelY hunters may not hunt within 
100 yards of residential areas, and gun hunters may not hunt within 400 yards of residential arcas. 

Development on the propcrty includes a TVA power line and ROW, three roads (Wisconsin Avenue, 
North Boundary Patrol Road, and East Quany Road), a water pump station, and a water tank. The North 
Boundmy Patrol Road also serves as the North Boundmy Grcenway Trail through a license DOE granted 
to the city of Oak Ridge in 1999. Wisconsin Avenue is maintained by the city and provides access to the 
residential development located along Whippoorwill Drive. 

Land uses inunediately adjacent to Parcel ED-G arc varied. Residential developments are located to 
the north and east of the parcel. The area to the west of the parcel is part of thc ORR land included in the 
BORCE. Although not inunediatcly adjacent to Parcel ED-G, the Horizon Center Industrial Park is also 
located west of the parcel. The Oak Ridge Turnpike (SR 95) runs along the southem portion of the parcel. 
Land usc further south of the highway is primarily agricultural land and some limited residential 
deVelopment. 

3.2 AIR QUALITY 

The state of Tennessee has adopted the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) set by 
EPA for six principal pollutants considered harmful to public health and the environment. These 
pollutants include particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns 
(PM,o) and 2.5 microns (PM",) in diameter, sulfur dioxide (SO, ), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen 
dioxide (NO,), lead (Pb), and ozone (03)' Based on the ambient (outdoor) levels of the criteria pollutants, 
EPA evaluates individual Air Quality Control Regions to establish whether or not they meet NAAQS. 
Areas that meet NAAQS are classified as attainlllent areas; areas that exceed NAAQS for a particular 
pollutant(s) are classified as non-attainlllent areas for the pollutant(s). 

Air quality surrounding the Oak Ridge area is relatively good. However, Anderson County has been 
designated as a non-attainment area for the 8-hour 03 standard, as part of the larger Knoxville 
non-attainment area. Also, Anderson County and a portion of Roane County have been designated as 
non-attainment for the new, stricter federal fine particulate matter (PM,.,) air quality standard. For all 
other criteria pollutants for which EPA has made attainment designations, existing air quality in the 
greater Knoxville and Oak Ridge areas is in attainment with NAAQS. 
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Oak Ridge is located in a Class II prcvention-of-significant-dctcrioration (PSD) area. One set of 
allowable increments exists for Class II PSD areas, and more stringent increments apply to Class J PSD 
areas, which include national parks that exceed 6000 acres and some other national parks, monuments, 
wilderness areas, and other areas speci fied in 40 CFR 51.166. The nearest such area is the Great Smoky 
Mountains National Park, located about 35 miles southeast of Oak Ridge. PSD standards exist for SO" 
NO" and PM-10. 

3.3 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

3.3.1 Site Geology 

Oak Ridge lies within the Valley and Ridge Physiographic Province of the Southern Appalachian 
Mountains. The Valley and Ridge Province in Tennessee consists of Cambrian- to Ordovician-age 
sedimentmy rocks that occur as northcast-southwest-trending thl1lst sheets formcd during the Late 
Paleozoic Appalachian mountain-building epi sode, which has created thc pattcrn of parallel valleys and 
ridges characteristic of the region. Erosion-resistant sandstones, siltstoncs, dolomites, and cherty 
formation he lp torm thc higher ridges while less-resistant limestones and shales underlie the valleys. 
Karst processes that f01111 sinkholes and cavern systems have created extensive underground drainage 
networks in the more soluble carbonate-rich rocks. 

Discussions of the regional geology and struct1ll'al and stratigraphic relationships on ORR can be 
found in the Status Report 011 the Ge%gl' of the Oak Ridge Reservatioll (Hatcher et al. 1992), and 
detailed discussions of the geology and gcologic sti'ucture of the area immediately west of Parcel ED-6 
can be found in Lemiszki (1994 and 1995). The geologic to rmations underlying Parcel ED-6 arc indicated 
on Fig. 3.1 and include those of the Knox Group and the lower portion of the Chickamauga Supergroup. 

The Knox Group, which underlies the northem two-thirds of Parcel ED-6, consists of carbonates that 
have been divided into fivc formations based primarily on the charactcristics of chert and sandstonc 
blocks preserved in thc res iduum. The Knox Group includes, ti-OJI1 oldest to youngest, thc Copper Ridge 
Dolomite, the Chepultcpcc Dolomite, thc Longview Dolomite, the Kingsport Formation, and the Mascot 
Dolomite. For the most part , these rocks range lI'om mass ive- to medium-bedded, fine- to coarse-grained 
dolomite with some interbedded limestones, primarily in thc Kingsport Formation, and sandstone lenses, 
all containing chert. These formations weather chiefly by solutional attack with irregular thicknesses of 
soi l developed above them. 

The Chickamauga Supergroup includes the Stones River Group of formations, which occupy the 
southern one-third of Parcel ED-6. The Stones River Group includes the Pond Spring Formation, the 
Murfreesboro Limestone, the Ridley Limestone, and the Lebanon Limestone. These formations range 
from mass ive-beddcd limestones to thin , irregular-bedded calcareous shales colored from dark gray to 
maroon, green, and yellowish-red with some beds containing abundant fossils. 

Monoc linal dipping beds with nOltheast strike and southeast dips characterize the bedrock 
underlying Parcel ED-6. The mean strike and dip for these formations along strike in the vicinity of the 
East Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP) west of the parcel, as determined by Lemiszk i (1995), is 
N49°E/35°SE. Lemiszki (1995) notes that faults are rare to nonexistent and fractures are generally 
consi stent, with two primalY bedding plane normal sets, and as many as thrce additional fracture sets 
present locally in these same rocks in the vicinity of ETTP. The secondalY fracture sets have orientations 
at 30 to 45° east and west of the primary scts, resulting in east-west and north-south ti-acture orientations. 
The primary stl1lctural feature in the vicinity of Parcel ED-6 is the East Fork syncline (bowl-shaped fold), 
which lies to the south. This feature was devcloped on the footwall of the Whiteoak Mountain fault and 
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Fig. 3.1. Geologic map of Parcel EO-6. 
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preserves younger rocks in the center of this feature. The leading edge of the Whiteoak Mountain fault 
lies approximately 5500 f1 south of the parcel. A pm1 of the Whiteoak Mountain fault, known as the 
K-25 fault, has been mapped to within approximately 4500 ft of the southwestern corner of Parecl EO-6 
where it appears to terminate within the rocks of tbe nortb limb of the East Fork synclinc. Karst 
development is common in the carbonate rocks of the Knox Group throughout ORR. Lithologic and 
bedding variations in the Chickamauga Supergroup result in less dramatic karst development in these 
rocks, but it still occurs. Sinkholes and rclated sl\l'face depressions in the vicinity of Parcel EO-6 indicate 
that karst development is present. A cave exists at the base of the north slope of Blackoak Ridge 
approximately 3000 ft northwest of the parcel. A relatively large sinkhole locatcd approximately 1200 ft 
southwest is indicated on the U. S. Geological Sl\I'vey topographic map. This sinkhole has developed 
within rocks of the Chickamauga Supergroup. 

3.3.2 Soils 

Soils underlying Parcel EO-6 can be gencrally cbaracterized as well-drained residuum and colluvium 
derived from Knox Group dolostones and Chickamauga Supergroup limestones and shales. Depth to 
bedrock is typically 50 ft or more over the Knox Group with bedrock generally being shallower over the 
Chickamauga Supergroup rocks. The soils in the area have been mapped as primarily consisting of 
Fullerton cherty silt loam and Clarksville cherty silt loam with smaller areas of Dewey silty clay loam, 
Talbott silty clay loam, Colbert silty clay loam, and Roane gravelly loam (USDA 1942). Soils of the 
Fullerton and Clarksville series occupy the majority of the site and are found on the steep, hilly, and 
rolling portions of the parcel, while soils of the other series primarily occupy the low areas ncar streams 
and East Fork Poplar Creek. 

Soils of the Fullerton series arc described as being well-drained, strongly acid, moderately cherty, 
and moderately productive soils originating from the weathering of moderately cherty dolomitic 
limestone. In uneroded areas, Fullerton cherty silt loam has a brownish-gray loose silt loam surface 
soil about 10 to 15 in. thick. This layer normally contains a moderate quantity of chert fragments. 
Underlying tbe surface soil is the yellowish-red or pale-red silty clay or silty clay loam subsoil , about 
25 to 35 in. thick. This subsoil also contains a moderate quantity of chel1 fragments . Underlying the 
subsoil is the substratum consisting of reddish-yellow silty clay splotched with yellow, red, brown, and 
gray. This material is gcnerally tight, sticky, and plastic and contains a moderate quantity of chert 
fragments. The substratum continues to bedrock, which lies from 20 to 30 ft below the surface in most 
places (USDA 1942). The eroded phase of the Fullerton, which has also been mapped in the Parcel EO-6 
area, is similar to the above with the exception that most or all of the sl\l'faee soil is missing from this 
phase. Like the Fullerton soils, the Clarksville soils are developed from the residuum of cherty dolomitic 
limestone. These soils have similar characteristics; however, the Clarksville soils contain more ebert and 
have lighter colored surface soils and yellow rather than yellowish-red subsoils. 

3.4 WATER RESOURCES 

3.4.1 Groundwater 

The principal aquifers in the Oak Ridge area include two general hydrologic units, the Knox Aquifer 
and the ORR Aquitards. The Knox Aquifer includes the Knox Group, which underlies the northern 
two-thirds of Parcel EO-6, and the Maynardville Limestone of the Conasauga Group. Flow in the 
Knox Aquifer is primarily through solution cavities and enlarged fractures. The ORR Aquitards are 
associated with the remaining geologic units in the area, including the Chickamauga Supergroup that 
underlies the southern third of Parccl EO-6. Hydraulic conductivity and potential yield in the 
ORR Aquitards arc generally low and highly variable, depending on the density, width, and 
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interconnectedness of local bedrock fractures and solution cavities. Shallow groundwater is expected to 
follow topography and di scharge to the south into East Fork Poplar Creek. Groundwater fi ow in bedrock 
likely follows so lution-enlarged features, such as bedding planes and /i'aetures, with movement both 
along geologic strike and dip of the bedrock formations. 

Groundwater is not used for agricultural , drinking, or industrial purposes in Oak Ridge. All 
water users in the area obtain water directly from the Oak Ridgc municipal water system. There arc 
no groundwater wells that cxtract water for drinking water purposes within a 2-mile radius of 
Parccl ED-6. 

3.4.2 Surface Water 

Surface water fcatures on Parcel ED-6 are limited. Storm water 1111l0ff from thc parcel cither 
infiltratcs in the ground or drains to one of fom intermittcnt streams, which eventually discharge into 
East Fork Poplar Creek. These intermittent strea ms are dry for much of the ycar and typically have only 
ephemeral fiow after prceipitation events. 

3.5 FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS 

Parcel ED-6 is located outside of the East Fork Poplar Creek fioodplain and the publi shed Oak Ridge 
fiood ha za rd zone boundaries. A wa lkover survey of Parcel ED-6, conducted by wetland scientists in 
Octobcr 2004, did not identity the presence of any wetlands on the property. 

3.6 ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

3.6.1 Terrestrial Habitat 

Thc Oak Ridgc area provides a variety of habitat types that support a large number of plant and 
animal species. Vegetation on Parcel ED-6 includes mixed hardwood, mixed hardwood/pine, mixcd 
hardwood/cedar, pine, kudzu, prairie, and maintained lawn habitats (Fig. 3.2). 

Mixed hardwoods occm on the steeply sloping castern and wcstern portions of the parcel. This 
conlll1unity is characterized by dominant mature trees consisting of white oak (Quercus alba), black oak 
(Quercus velulilla) , southern red oak (Quercus falcale) , mockel'llut hickory (Cm:l'a lorlllelllosa), 
yellow-poplar (Uriodelldroll lulipi(em), sugar maple (AceI' saccila/'lllll) , and red maple (A ceI' /'IIb/'llIll). 
along with a variety of other trees and shrubs. 

The mixed hardwood/pine habitat type also occurs on the steeper slopes within the center and eastern 
portions of the sitc. Dominant spec ies of this plant conlll1unity include a variety of matme oaks, hickories, 
and miscellaneous other hardwood species in association with shortleaf pine (Pillus ecllillala) , Virginia 
pine (Pillus virgillialla) , and eastern white pine (Pi/illS slrobe). This habitat type also includes areas of 
mixed-aged (mature and immature) scrub hardwood stands that have developed where the mature pines 
were impacted by the Southern pine beetle. 

Mixed hardwood/cedar habitat occupies most of the south side of the parcel on gently sloping to 
nearly level land of lower elevations. Dominant species of thi s plant community include matme 
chinquapin oak (Quercus lIIuehiellbergii) , black walnut (Juglalls lIigm), American clm (Ullllus 
Alllericalla) , slippelY e lm (Ullllus /'II/)m), boxelder (AceI' lIegulldo), green ash (Fmxillus pelll/Sylvalica), 
and eastern redeedar (Jullipe/'lls virgillialla). 
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Fig. 3.2. Parcel ED-6 vegetation. 
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The loblolly pine (Pill liS laeda) habitat type is found in scattered areas throughout the site. In most 
cases, this type includes relatively homogenous stands of loblolly pine of varying age. This habitat type 
occurs in fanner mature pine plantations that were impacted by the Southern pine beetle infestation in the 
1990s, which have since regenerated back to pine via natural recruitment. In most cases, these are 
inunature stands (IOta 15 years), but there arc pockets of older trees that were not affected by the pine 
beetle. 

A fairly large (approximately 3 acres) patch of kudzu vine (Plleraria mOlilalla) has developed in the 
southeast corner of the parcel in the TVA ROWand along the North Boundary Road Greenway. 
Additionally, there arc a number of other exotic, invasive plants on the property. These plants occur 
throughout the parcel in all habitat types. Some of the prim3IY species observed include autunUl-olive 
(Elaeaglills IImbellale) , Chinese privet (Lillgllslrllm sillellse), English privet (Ligllslrllm vlIlgare), 
Japanese honeysuckle (Lollie'era japollica), bush honeysuckle (Lollicera maacaii), and Nepa l grass. In 
addition, several mimosa trees (Albizia jlllibrissill) are present along the gravel access road on the south 
side of the property. 

The prairie conununity type is present within and adjacent to the TVA power line ROW that crosses 
the southern portion of the site. This babitat is typically maintained by prescribed bUllling, but has 
developed in the TVA ROW because of periodical clearing to eliminate woody vegetation. Dominant 
species include big bluestelll grass (Alldropogoll gerardii), broomsedge grass (A lldropogill virgilliclls), 
and various other native warm-season grasses, along with scrubhy immature bard woods and shrubs 
(blaekbelTies and sumac). 

Maintained lawn occurs in areas that are frequently mowcd. Dominant plants include Kentueky-31 
fescue and various other lawn grasses, as well as herbaceous plants. This manmade landscape fcature is 
present near the water tower on the ridge top, the utility building on the east side, and along the roadside 
ROWs. 

3.6.2 Interior Forest 

As part of the ORR Land Use Planning process, an analysis was performed to determine the impacts 
of the land use scenarios that would result in the creation of an additional edge in forested areas and tbe 
loss of interior forest habitat. Interior forest habitat was defined as a forestcd area that possesses more 
than 70% canopy cover. For analysis purposes, the minimum acreage required by interior forest wildlife 
was defined as 50 contiguous acres (ORNL 2002). Interior forest habitat is important for many forest 
species, especially neo-tropical migratolY songbirds whose populations have bcen declining. Interior 
forest habitat on Parcel ED-6 was estimated to be about 141 acres, wbich are part of a largcr contiguous 
area (approximately 878 acres) of interior forest habitat located along Blackoak Ridge and which is part 
of the BORCE. 

Interior forest habitat was ca lculated by applying a 200-m edge around forested areas within the 
ORR Land Use Planning process study area. The edge was measured from any fcature that broke the tree 
cover, such as roads, rivers, ROWs, etc. Small streams and roads that exist under the tree canopy were 
deemed to not need a 200-1Il cdge. After defining the 200-m edge on all sides of the forested areas, the 
remaining forest habitat inside of the edge area was considered interior forest habitat. The 200-m edge 
effect is considered to be a very conservative measurement and many studies that have been conducted on 
the subject of how edge effects interior forest habitat use I OO-m as a guide. 
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3.6.3 Ten'cstl"ial Animals 

A terrestrial animal survey has not been conducted for Parcel ED-6. However, the availablc habitat 
on the parcel surely supports a moderately diverse group of animals. Wildlife species that would be 
expected to occur include those specics typically found in urban scttings (due to the close proximity of 
residential dcvelopments) and spccics that typically occur on ORR in less developed areas. 

Species typically found in urban settings include mammals such as the gray squirrel (Scilll"/ls 
cara/illiellsis) , chipmunk (Tamias slriallls), cottontail rabbit (Sy/vi/aglls .floridalllls), stripcd skunk 
(A1ephilis mephitis), groundhog (Marmola 1II0Ilax), and gray fox (Urocyoll cillereoargelllells). Animals that 
may inhabit other pOltions of Parcel ED-6 include small mammals such as the white-footed mouse 
(PeralllysclIs /ellcoplls), golden mouse (Ochralomys IIl1l1alli), and short-tai l shrew (B/arilla brevicallda), 
as well as the rcd fox (VII/pes wi/pes), coyote (Callis /alralls), white-tailed deer (Odocoilells virgillialllls), 
cotton rat (SiglllOdoll hispidIlS), and eastern harvest mouse (Reilhradolllolll),s IIIIIIIII/is). 

Nearly 200 species of birds have bccn documented on ORR, and the area plays an important role in 
nesting and migration of songbirds. Surveys of songbird populations on the Oak Ridgc WMA began in 
1993 and are conducted as part of the Partners in Flight (PlF) program. The PIF program was established in 
1990 to establish an international framework to conservc and manage bird populations, particularly 
Nco-tropical migrants--birds that nest in North America and spend thcir winter months in the New World 
tropics, south of the United States. 

PIF monitoring indicates that 23 of the top 27 priority species for conservation in this region are 
present on ORR during the breeding season and many of these species arc common or abundant. Thc 
wood thrush (Hy/ocicMa IIIl1sle/illa), a spccics VCIY high on the list of concern, is the second most 
abundant forest-breeding bird found on the Reservation . Other forest birds with conservation priority that 
nest on ORR include the worm-eating warbler (He/lll ilheros verlllivol"/ls), Kentucky warbler (Oporal'll is 
forllloslIs), chuck-will's-widow (Caprilll ll/glls caro/illellsis), eastern wood-pewce (COIIIopIIS virells), 
yellow-throat cd warbler (Delldroica domillica), prothonotalY warbler (Prololloloria cilrea), 
brown-headcd nuthatch (Silla pllsilla), yellow-throated virco (Vireo .flav!li'olls), yellow-billed cuckoo 
(COCG)'ZIIS alllericcllllls), and summer tanager (Pirallga o/ivacea). It is likcly that some of these specics 
occur within the interior forcst habitat located on Parcel ED-6. 

Birds conullonly found in urban areas of Oak Ridgc, including Parcel ED-6, arc the northern cardinal 
(Cardillo/is cO/'dilla/is), robin (Tllrcills lIIigralorills), eastcrn bluebird (Sia/ia sialis), tufted titmouse 
(Bae%plllls bic%r), black-capped-chickadee (Poeci/e carolillellsis), soug sparrow (Me/ospiza lIIe/odia) , 
nOlthern mockingbird (MiIllIlS po/yg/ollos), couulIon grackle (Qllisca/lls qllisca/a), starling (SIIII'I/lls 
vlI /garis), American crow (Corl'lIs b/'(/chyrhYllchos), house finch (Cmpodaclls lIIexicanlls), house sparrow 
(Passer domesliells), rock dove (Co/lll11ba /il'ia), mourning dove (Zellaida lIIacroll/'(/) , northern flicker 
(Co/aples allrallls), rcd-bellied woodpecker (Melallelpes cara/illlls), downy woodpecker (Pieoides 
pllbescells), blue jay (Cyallocilla crislala), and eastcrn towhee (Pipilo eIJ'IIII·opiltha/lIlIIs). 

Othcr species of birds that would likely be found at Parcel ED-6 are the Kcntucky warbler, ovenbird 
(Seill/'lls alll'Ocapilllls) , brown thrasher (Toxoslollla /'II/illl/) , wood tlmlsh, mfous-sided towhee (Pipilo 
eIJ'IIII'Opiltlw/IIII1S), Carolina wren (TIIIJ'Ollw/'lls /Ildovicialllls), eastern mcadowlark (SIII/'llel/a magI/a), 
indigo bunting (Passerilla cyallea), turkey (Me/eagri.\' gal/opavo), and quail (Co/iI/liS virgillimllls). Birds 
of prey that may nest or hunt on or near thc parcel are the red-tailed hawk (Bllleo jalllaicellSis), 
broad-winged hawk (Bllleo p/alyplerus), great horned owl (Bilbo virgillicIIIIIS) , screech owl (OlliS asio) , 
barred owl (Slri..- varia) , and Cooper's hawk (Accipiler cooperii). 
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Reptiles and amphibians that may inhabit Parcel ED-6 inelude the upland choms frog (Pseudacris 
Iriseriala), tree frog (Hyla versicolor), spring peeper (Hyla crucifer) , green frog (Raila cJall/ilalls), toad 
(8ufo spp.), various salamanders (EI/IJ'cea spp. and Desll/ogllathlls spp.), eastem box turtle (Terrapelle 
carolilla), northern copperhead (Agkistrodoll colltortix) , black rat snake (Elaphe obsolete), and fence 
li zard (Seelopol'lls IIl1dlllales). 

3.6.4 Threatened and Endangered Species 

DOE contacted the USFWS to inform them about the proposed action and to obtain the latest 
information on federally listed threatened and cndangered (T&E) species in the area of Parcel ED-6. 
Information received from the USFWS is summari zcd below and included in Appcndix B. 

According to the information provided by the USFWS, the gray bat (Myotis griseseells) and Indiana 
bat (lvJyolis sodalis), both fcderally listed endangered species, may occur on or near Parcel ED-6. The 
USFWS also recommended that a biological assessment be conducted to assess potential impacts and 
dctermine if the proposed action may affect the two bat species. 

DOE complctcd a biological assessment for Parce l ED-6 (Appendix C) that included two mist net 
surveys and a habitat asscssmcnt to determine the presence or probable abscnce of the gray bat and 
Indiana bat (DOE 2006). 

No Indiana or gray bats wcrc capturcd during the initial mist net survey conducted during 
August 2005. Sixty-seven bats of t1n'ce spccies were captured in the proposed project area: the big brown 
bat (EplesiclIs./ilsclls), red bat (Lasilll'lls borealis), and eastern pipistrelle (Pipistrelllls slIb/lal'lIs). None of 
the three species captured is fcderally or state listed as endangered or threatcned, and they are afforded no 
legal protection beyond measures that protect common species of wildlife. 

Results of the habitat assessment indicated nonc of Parcel ED-6 provides high-quality summer 
habitat for Indiana bats. The majority of the parcel only provides low-quality habitat, but approximately 
61 acres adjacent to Wisconsin Avenue provides moderate-quality sunUl1er habitat. The portion of the 
parce l located within the TVA powcr line ROW does not provide any suitable summer habitat for 
Indiana bats. 

Based on the review of the 2005 mist net survey and habitat asscssment, DOE and USFWS agrced to 
conduct another mist net survey at three additional sites within Parcel ED-6. This additional mist net 
survey was conducted during July 2006. Mist net locati ons were selected following an on-site meeting 
with representatives from USFWS and DOE in April 2006, and subsequent guidance from USFWS. Eight 
bats were captured during the survey. All of the captures were at one site and no bats were captured at the 
other two sites. Two species werc idcntificd during thc survey: big brown bats and rcd bat s. 

There arc currcntly 24 plant species listed by the state of Tennessce as tlucatened or endangered on 
tbe ORR; among them are the pink lady's slipper and Canada lily (Table 3.1). Two species occurring on 
tbe ORR, Carey's sax ifrage and the purple fringeless orchid, have bcen removed Ii'om the state list as of 
November 1999 (DOE 2004) . 

Literature searches of previous rarc plant surveys conducted on the ORR did not indicate any records 
of rare plants occurring on or in the inunediate vicinity of Parcel ED-6. No federal- or state-listed plant 
species were encountered during the October 2004 walkover of the property and the parcel does not 
contain, or only provides limited suitabl e habitat for, the specics listed in Table 3.1. 
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Table 3.1. Vascular plant species reported from the ORR listed by state or federal agencies 

Species Common name Habitat on ORR Status code" 
Aurea/aria palula Spreading false-foxglove River bluff T 
Carex gravida Heavy sedge Varied S 
Carex o.\)4epis var. JJUbescel1sb Hairy sharp-scaled sedge Shaded wetlands S 
Cilllici/ilga mbifolia Appalachian bugbane River slope T 
Cypl'ipediu11l acoule Pink lady's-slipper Dry to rich woods E-CE 
Delphinium exaltaltlllI Tall larkspur Barrens and woods E 
Diel1lilla /ollicel'G Northern bush-honeysuckle River bluff T 
Draba romosissima Branching whitlow-grass Limestone cliff S 
Elodea IIlIlIallii Nuttall's waterweed Pond, embayment S 
FOlhergilla major Mountain witch-alder Woods T 
Hydrastis caJwdellsis Golden seal Rich woods S-CE 
Jug/ails cinerea Butternut Slope near stream T 
JlIllells brachycepJw/lls Small-head rush Open wetland S 
Lilillm canoe/eJ1se Canada lily Moist woods T 
Lilium michigallel1se" Michigan lily Moist woods T 
Liparis loe,velii Fen orchid Forested wetland E 
Panax qllillqll{jolills Ginseng Dry, open woods S-CE 
Plalanlherajlava val'. hahiola Tlibercliled rein-orchid Wetland T 
Populus grandidel1lola" Large-tooth aspen DIY, woodlands S 
Ruellio jJlIrsltiono Push's wild-petunia Boggy wetland S 
Scilplis jlUl'iolilis River bulrush Rocky river bluffs S 
Spil'al1thes tucida Shining ladies-tresses Rocky woods T 
Thllja occidental is Northern white cedar Rocky river blutfs S 
Viola Iriporlila var. tripartilo Three-parled violet Rocky woods S 

"Status codes: 
E = Endangered in Tellnessee. 
T = Threatened in Tennessee. 
S = Special eoneem in Tennessee. 
CE = Status due to commercial exploitation. 

"Carex o.\)'/epis var. pubescel1s has 1I0t been located during recent surveys. 
<Lilium micliigollense is believed to have been extirpated from the ORR by the impoundment at Meltoll '·lill. 
"PoplIll/s grandiden/ata was reported in two ORR locations. One of the rep0l1s was confirmed, but the tree died during the 

year. 
ORR = Oak Ridge Reservation. 

3.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resources are defined as any prehistoric or historic district, sitc, building, stmcturc, or object 
considered important to a culture, subculture, or community for scientific, traditional, rcligious, or any 
other reason . When these resources meet anyone of the National Rcgistcr Criteria for Evaluation 
(36 CFR Part 60.4), they may be termed historic properties and, thereby, are potentially eligible for 
inclusion on thc National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

Based on previous surveys (DuVall and Souza \996), it was thought that Parcel ED-6 did not contain 
any intact cultural resources. However, because the area contains previously recorded and illventoried 
pre-World War II structures, DOE conducted an additional archaeological sUlvey of the area 
(DuVall 2005). The sUlvey consisted of backgroulld historical, archaeological research, and intcnsivc 
pedestrian inspcction of the parcel, including systematic shovel testing in areas of high resource probability. 

Prehistoric activity was limited to two prcviously idcntified sites (40RE134 and 40RE228) located 
within or near the southern pOl1ion of Parcel ED-6. These sites could not bc rclocatcd during the survey, and 
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no additional prehistoric sites werc identified. Both sites were rep0l1ed to have prehistoric and historic 
artifact scatters of a very disturbed naturc. 

Hi storic resources identified within Parcel ED-6 include the remains of five previously identificd 
prc-World War 11 stl1lctures. The remains of these stl1lctures were locatcd in the vicinity of the old 
Gallaher Feny Road (i .e., East Quarry Road). Surface rcmains include chimney fall s, foundation remains, 
and other historic debris. The sites date no earlier than thc late 19th century and were probably razed 
around 1942 when the government was acquiring thc land as part of the Manhattan Projcct. All of the 
sites were in velY poor condition and evidcnce of disturbance was well documented. Shovcl testing in the 
site areas produccd few artifacts associatcd with the 20th centlllY occupation of thc structures . The sites 
have limited potential for archaeological intcrpretation and would not be considered eligible for NRHP 
listing. 

Based on the survey findings and research at thc Tcnnessee Division of Archaeology and thc 
Tennessee Historical Commission, DOE has determined that the proposed action would have no impact 
on any site or property eligible for or inc ludcd in the NRHP pursuant to 36 CFR 60.4 and no further 
archaeological investigations are reconuncndcd . The Tennessee Historical Conunission concurred with 
DOE's determination that the area of potcntial effcct for this undertaking contains no cultural resources 
eligiblc for listing in the NRHP (Appendix B). 

3.8 SOCIOECONOMICS 

The region of influence (ROT) for tbe purpose of this analysis includes Anderson and Roane counties 
in Tennessee. Parcel ED-6 is located within the Roanc County portion of Oak Ridge, and the impact of 
.rcsidential development will primarily affect the city and Roanc County. Although business and industrial 
development affects a four-county or wider area, the impacts of residential development arc likcly to be 
limited to the inunediate Oak Ridge area . 

3.8.1 Demogral>hic and Economic Characteristics 

Table 3.2 summarizes population, per capita incomc, and wage and salary employment from 1999 to 
2004. Population has increased s lightly over the 5-year period, with Roane County accounting for most of 
the growth. Employment for the region declined from 74,997 in 1999 to 72,573 in 2004. Per capita 
income grew from $22,778 to $27,5 18 over the same period (Bureau of Economic Analysis 2006). 

3.8.2 Distribution of Minority and Economically Disadvantaged Populations 

For the purposes of this analysis, a minority population consists of any census tract in which 
minority representation is greater than the national average of 30.7%. Minoritics include individuals 
classificd by the U. S. Bureau of the Census as Black or African-American, American Indian and Alaska 
Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Hispanic or Latino, and Some Other Race. 
This providcs a conscrvativc estimatc consistent with recent Office of Management and Budget guidance 
(OMB 2000). Hispanics may be of any race and are excludcd from the totals for individual races to avoid 
double counting. 

The distribution of minority and economically disadvantaged populations changed little between 
1990 and 2000. Only onc of the ccnsus tracts that immediately SlllTOllllds ORR currently includes a 
minority population. As of the 2000 ccnsus, minorities represented 40.1 % of thc population in tract 20 I. 
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Table 3.2. Demographic and economic characteristics: Anderson and Roane counties 

Annual growth 
Coun~' 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 (%) 

Alldersoll 
Population 71,454 71,293 71,444 71,664 71,909 72,045 0.16 
Per capita income (S) 24,001 25,035 25,988 26,978 27,664 28588 3.56 
Total employment 50,387 50,961 50,975 50,601 51,907 51,967 0.62 

Roalle 
Population 51,736 51,954 51,976 52,225 52,487 52,781 0040 
Pc .. capita income ($) 21,091 22,339 22,638 23936 24949 26,051 4.31 
Total employment 24,610 23798 20,953 20,975 20,847 20,606 -3049 

Regioll Total.\' 
Population 123,190 123,247 123,420 123,889 124,396 124,826 0.26 
Pe .. capita income ($) 22,778 23903 24,583 25,587 26,512 27,518 3.85 
Total emElo~lllent 74,997 74,759 71,928 71,576 72.754 75,265 -0.65 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis 2006. 

As in 1990, Black 01' African-American residents compriscd the largest group (29.6%) of these minorities . 
The proportion of minority residcnts in all other Oak Ridge census tracts was below the national average, 
ranging from 17.4% in tract 205 to 8.8% in tract 206 (Census 2000). No federally recognized Native 
Amcrican groups live within 50 miles of thc project arca. 

According to the 2000 Census, 12.4% of the U. S. population and 13.5% of the Tennessee population 
had incomes below the poverty level in 1999 (Census 2000). In this analysis, a low-income population 
consists of any census tract in which thc proportion of individuals below the poverty level exceeds thc 
national average. Within the ROl, 13.1 % of the population in Anderson County had incomes below thc 
povcrly level in 1999. The proportion in Roane County was 13.9%. Within Oak Ridge, low-incomc 
populations were located in census tracts 201 (15.8% below poverty level) and 205 (27.9%). Tract 201 
roughly corresponds to the Scarboro community, and tract 205 includes the arca belwcen Oak Ridge 
Turnpike and Wcst Outer Drive, bounded on the west by Louisiana Avenue and on the east by Highland 
Avenuc and Robertsville Road. In other Oak Ridge census tracts, thc pcrcentages ranged from 12.1 % in 
tract 204 to 1.9% in tract 301 (Ccnsus 2000). 

3,8.3 Housing 

III OakRidge, there were 13,417 housing units in 2000, ofwbich 12,062 (89.9%) were occupied and 
1,355 (10.1%) were vacant. Of the occupicd units, 68.4% wcre owner-occupied and 31.6% were 
renter-occupied (Census 2000). Thc total numbcr of housing units represents a slow increase (0.6 pel' 
ycar) over the 12,694 housing units rcporled in the 1990 Census. City-wide, the mcdian asking price for 
Oak Ridge housing units in 2000 was $98,200 for owner-occupied units and $80,700 for vacant units 
(Ccnsus 2000). Among renter-occupied units, the median rent was $487/month for occupied units and 
$389/month for vacant units (Census 2000). 

3,8.4 Schools 

The Oak Ridge school system includes eight schools, which served a total of 4286 students in 2005. 
The city budget for 2007 includes $12.6 million allocated for school operations. Linden Elementary 
School and Robertsville Middle School serve the area that includes Parecl ED-6. In 2005, there were 
405 students enrolled in Linden, and 688 enrollcd in Robertsville (Tennessee Department of Education 
2006, City of Oak Ridge 2006). Oak Ridge has one high school. The city has recently begun a major 
renovation and upgradc to thc high school buiidings and infrastructure. 
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3.8.5 Police and Fire Protection 

The Police Department in Oak Ridge includes 58 uniformed officers and 12 non-uniform suppOtt 
personnel, with a 2007 budget allocation of $5.0 million. The Oak Ridge Fire Department maintains three 
fire stations, staffed by over 40 uniform personllel supplemcnted by fire specialists. The 2007 budget 
allocation for the fire depattment is $4.0 million. The city has mutual-aid agreements with DOE and with 
most surrounding agencies (City of Oak Ridge 2006). 

3.8.6 Fiscal Characteristics 

Oak Ridge City general fund revenues and expellditures for fiscal year (FY) 2005 and budgeted 
revenues and expelldihlrcs for 2006 arc presented in Table 3.3. The general nllld supports the ongoing 
operations of local goverm11ents, as well as community services, such. as police protectioll and parks and 
recreation. The largest revenue sources havc traditionally been local taxes (which include taxcs on 
propcrty, real estate, hotellmotel receipts, and sales) and intergovernmental transfers li-OI11 the federal or 
state government. Local property taxes account for nearly half (48.7%) of the current general fund 
revenues (City of Oak Ridge 2006). For FY 2006, the property tax rate is $2.55 per $100 of assessed 
value. The assessment rate is 40% for industrial and commercial property and 25% for residential 
property (City of Oak Ridge 2005). The city also receives a payment-in-lieu-of:tax (PTL T) for ORR 
acreage that falls within the city limits. The payment is based on its value as farmland alld assessed at the 
farmland rate of 25% (City of Oak Ridge 2005). In 2006, the payment was based on a value of $6,450 per 
acre (Hunter 2006). 

Local sales taxes were the second largest source of revenue for the city of Oak Ridge, accounting for 
23% of general fund revenues. In the Roane COUllty portion of Oak Ridge, the sales tax rate is at the state 
maximum of 2.75%. The rate includes a 2.50% tax collected by the county and shared with Oak Ridge 
City, and a 0.25% city of Oak Ridge rate (City of Oak Ridge 2005). 

Roane County's budget for 2006 estimates $80,842,538 in expendihlres and $77,687,382 in total 
revenues. Property tax revenues were estimated as $20,587,201, or about 25% of total revenues. Sales 
taxes were expected to be $11,435,000, or 14% of revenues (Moore 2006). As of 2005, the county 
property tax rate for the Roane COUllty pOltion of Oak Ridge was $2.02 per $ I 00 assessed value, 
(Tennessee Comptroller of the TreaslllY 2006). Roane County also receives PILTon ORR property 
within the county (Huotari 2006d). 

3.9 INFRASTRUCTURE 

3.9.1 Transportation 

Parcel ED-6 is well serviced by existing roads within the city of Oak Ridge. The main access to the 
parcel is from the Oak Ridge Turnpike (SR 95) on Wisconsin Avenue. The parcel can also be accessed 
adjacent to Wisconsin Avenue via the North Boundmy Patrol Road, which is also the North Boundmy 
Greenway. East Quarry Road, which is a gravel DOE-controlled access road, is located on the southern 
part of the propelty. The entrance to this road is off of the Oak Ridge Turnpike just west of 
Wisconsin Avenue. 
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Table 3.3. City of Oak Ridge revenues and expenditures, FY 2005 and budgeted FY 2007 ($) 

Re,'enues 
Taxes 
Licenses and permits 
Intergovemmenlai revenucsll 

Cbarges for services 
Fines and forfeitures 
Other revenues 

Total revenues 
Expendihll"es and other financing 

Expenditures 
Other financing usesh 

Total expenditures and other financing 

SOllrce: City of Oak Ridge 2006. 
"Includes paymcnt-in-licu-of-tax (PILT). 

2005 Actual 

19,915,688 
340,802 

10,574,555 
388,577 
238,503 
527,689 

31,985,814 

(14,737,841) 
(17,503,411) 
(32,241,252) 

2007 Bndgeted 

20,933,810 
220,000 

11,771 ,300 
346,000 
289,000 
558,500 

34,118,610 

(16,326,766) 
(18,997,273) 
(35,324,039) 

hIncludes items such as capital projects fund, solid waste fund, economic diversification fund, debt service, and schools. 
FY = Fiscal year. 

3.9.2 Utilities 

Major utilities from the city of Oak Ridge (e.g., electricity, water, and scwer) that currently servc the 
residential developments along Whippoorwill Drive and cast of Wisconsin Avenue would also be 
available for Parcel ED-G. Natural gas is also available from the Oak Ridge Utility District. 

3.10 NOISE 

The primary ' source of background noise on Parcel ED-G is associated with moving vehicles 
traveling on the Oak Ridgc Turnpike and Wisconsin Avenue. The traffic generally results in fluctuating 
noise levels above ambicnt noise levels for a short period of time. A source of stationalY noise is 
the residential development along the north boundmy of the parcel. Sensitive noise sources near or on 
Parcel ED-6 include the North BoundaIY Grecnway and thc homes along Whippoorwill Drive. 
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4.0 ENVmONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4.1 LAND USE 

4.1.1 Proposed Action 

Under the proposed action, the present land usc of Parcel ED-6 would change over time as the 
residential development occurs. The visual character of the majority of the parcel would change from a 
more natural to a more man-made-looking environment as developmcnt progressed. Conveyance of the 
property and the subsequent residential devclopment would also remove thc area from the NERP and the 
Oak Ridge WMA. 

Devclopmcnt would be compatible with local zoning requirements and would be subject to all local, 
state, and federal environmental laws and regulations. Currently, Parcel ED-6 is zoned by the city of 
Oak Ridge as FIR. This classification was established for ORR and opcrations within its boundaries. 
Whenever ORR land is transferred from DOE to the city or a private owner for purposes not directly 
related to the mission of DOE, the City of Oak Ridge Municipal Planning Conunission will study and 
make recommendations to City Council concerning the appropriate zoning district designation. Upon 
receipt of such rcconunendation, the City Council will, after public hearings as required by law, adopt an 
ordinance establishing the zoning district classification as other than FIR. Under the proposed action, it is 
assumed that, after the conveyance, the appropriate zoning district designation for the parcel would be 
oue of the single-family residential districts in the City of Oak Ridge Zoning Ordinance. 

Constraints on developing p0l1ions of the parcel include the TVA power line and ROW, steep 
topography (i.e., slopes> 10%), and the North Boundary Greenway Trail. Thus, all 336 acres are not 
equally developable and other complimentary uses (e.g., open space, recreational elements, etc.) may be 
incorporated into the future residential development. 

4.1.2 No Action 

Under the no action alternative, the existing land use at Parcel ED-6 would continue and the land 
would remain as DOE property until any future disposition could be decided (see Sect. 2.2). 

4.1.3 Mixed Development Altel'llative 

Land use impacts under this alternative would be similar to those dcscribed for the proposed action. 
Any conunercial use of the parcel in addition to residential devclopment would require the appropriate 
zoning designation by the city of Oak Ridge. The most likely location for any conunercial dcvclopment 
would be the portion of the parcel located between the Oak Ridge Turnpike (SR 95) and East 
Quany Road. 

4.1.4 Conservation Easement Altel'native 

J f the portion of Parccl ED-6 located west of Wisconsin Avcnue were included in the BORCE, land 
use would continue to be similar to cxisting conditions. Managcment of the area would bc by TWRA in 
consultation with the Tennessee Department of Environmcnt and Conservation, Division of Natural 
Heritage and would be consistent with the terms of an agreemcnt between TWRA and DOE. The BORCE 
is subdivided into two units. The East Blaekoak Ridge unit, which would include Parcel ED-6, would bc 
managed both as a WMA and a proposed state natural area. The draft management plan for the arca 
(TDEC 2004) states that permitted uses will include hiking and nature enjoyment. Conditional uscs 
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include hunting (in accordancc with thc Oak Ridgc WMA agreement), pets (leashed pets may be 
permitted), motorized vehicles (in accordancc with thc Oak Ridge WMA agreement), and prescribed fires 
(allowcd as per the agreement with DOE). Prohibited uses include horseback riding, camping, motorized 
and non-motorized off-road vehiclc riding, rappelling, fires, collection, and consumption or possession of 
alcoholic beverages and controlled substances. 

Under this alternative, the p0l1ion of Parcel ED-6 not added to the BORCE (located cast of 
Wisconsin Avenue) would be conveyed to the city of Oak Ridgc. Land usc for this area would also likely 
continue to be similar to cxisting conditions. Thc area currently contains part of the North Boundary 
Greenway Trail and is also used as a utility ROW. A city of Oak Ridge water pumping station is also 
located in the area. These uses, as well as topography and drainage constraints, would probably prohibit 
fill1her development for othcr uses. 

4.2 AIR QUALITY 

4.2.1 Proposed Action 

During preparation and construction, the use of hcavy equipment would generate combustion engine 
exhaust containing air pollutants associated with diesel combustion (NO" CO" SO" PM IO , and volatile 
organic compounds). Similar air emissions would be generated from delivery vehicles bringing supplies 
and equipment to the constl1lction site, and from constl1lction workers commuting in their personal 
vehicles. Emissions from site preparation and constl1lction would be short-term, sporadic, and localized 
(except for cmissions associated with thc pcrsonal veh.icles of construction workers and vehicles 
transporting constl1lction materials and equipment) . Dispersion would decrease concentrations of 
pollutants in the ambient air as distance from the constl1lction site increased. There would be a relatively 
limited amount of construction equipmelit and a small number of construction workers . The quantities of 
air pollutants produced by vehicles and equipment associated with construction would not be a substantial 
contribution to the total emissions from mobile sources already operating in the area, and would not be 
expected to adversely affect local air quality. 

In addition, constnlction activities could generate an increase in filgitive dust (i.e., airborne 
particulate matter that escapes from a construction site) from earthmoving and other eonstl1lction vehicle 
movemcnt. Not all of the area available for construction would bc under construction at anyone time. 
Rathcr, earthwork would likely be undertaken in increments, with the first phase being cxcavatcd for 
utility installation, road construction and upgrading, and grading/contouring. Increases in filgitivc dust 
would probably be noticeable at each site and in the immediate vicinity, and ambient concentrations of 
particulate matter could rise in the short-term. However, control measures for lowering filgitive dust 
emissions (i .e., covers and water or chemical dust suppressants) would minimize thcse emissions. 

4.2.2 No Action 

Under the no action alternative, air pollutants would continue to be emitted at current rates in the 
vicinity of each parccl , with the largest source being vehicle traffic. Vehicle emissions at the baseline 
level would continue to bc a source of 0 , in the surrounding arca. 

4.2.3 Mixed Development Alternative 

Construction-rclated air emissions under this alternative would essentially be identical to those 
described for thc proposed action and the addition of limitcd commercial facilities to the development of 
Parcel ED-6 would still not be expected to adversely affect local air quality. 
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4.2.4 Conservation Easement Alternative 

Because no additional dcvelopment would take place under this alternative, there would be no affcct 
on local air quality. 

4.3 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

4.3.1 Proposcd Action 

Site clearing, grading, and contouring would alter thc topography of Parcel EO-6 in the arcas that 
would be developed under the proposed action, but thc geologic formations underlying thosc sites should 
not be affected by proposed residential development. Construction would disturb soils, and some topsoil 
might be rcmoved in the process. Soil erosion and runoff would be minimized with thc use of appropriatc 
sedimentation and eros ion control measures. The potential for impacts to occur would exist until thc 
di sturbed areas were stabilizcd. 

Normally, a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating would be completcd to rate the relativc impact of 
the proposed action . The rating form is based on a Land Eva luation and Site Assessment (LESA) system, 
which measures the quality of farmland based on soil quality and other factors that would affect a farm 's 
viability. No LESA was complctcd for the proposcd action because the definition of prime farmland 
specifically exc ludes from considcration lands committed to urban development. Bccause Parcel EO-6 is 
within the city of Oak Ridge and has bcen zoned to inelude nonagricultural IIses (i.e., industrial and 
research), the parcel is cxempt from consideration as' prime farmland. 

4.3.2 No Action 

No impact to the local geology and soils of Parcel EO-6 would occur undcr the no action alternative 
because no developmcnt would take place. 

4.3.3 Mixed Development Altcl'llativc 

Potential geology and soils impacts under this alternative would be similar to those described for the 
proposed action. 

4.3.4 Conservation Easement Altel'llative 

Because no additional development would occur if Parcel EO-6 were added to the proposed BORCE, 
there would be 110 impact to the local geology and soils. 

4.4 WATER RESOURCES 

4.4.1 Proposed Action 

The greatest potential impact to suriace waters would originate during developmcnt from soil 
crosion, runoff, and sed imentation. Changes in surface topography during construction could alter the 
local hydrology, and covering large areas for roads and houses would reduce watcr infiltration, which 
could potentially affect off-sitc surface water featurcs. Impacts could also occur from a fuel or hazardous 
material spill. Surface water runoff from thc parcel eventually cnters East Fork Poplar Creek tln-ougiJ one 
of the intermittent strcams on the property. Construction activitics that could indircctl y impact East Fork 
Poplar Creek may rcquire that the appropriate permits be obtained prior to any disturbance. Uncontrolled 
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soil erosion would increase sedimentation and turbidity in thc rccclvlllg surface waters. So il erosion 
impacts would be mitigated through the use of best management practiccs and appropriate scdimentation 
and crosion control measures. The potential for adverse impacts to occur would exist until the disturbed 
areas were stabilized. 

Spills of fuel andlor hazardous material would have adverse impacts on surface waters if not 
controlled or contained. Impacts would primarily be a change to the water quality (e.g., pH, dissolved 
oxygen, and conductivity) that could affect vegetation and aquatic biota. The potcntial for spills could bc 
mitigated through the adherence to proper safety procedures and spill prevention plans. In thc evcnt of a 
spill from an accidcnt, spill response measurcs (e.g., sorbents, neutralizers, secondary containment, and 
mechanical removal equipment) would minimize potential adverse impacts. 

Storm detention basins used to capture and treat storm water runoff should be designed and 
constructed to handle the additional runoff associated with any new development to minimize impacts to 
the drainage system and, potentially, East Fork Poplar Creek. Storm water 111110ff would be dischargcd to 
surfacc water in accordance with limitations establishcd under statc or other regulatory permits. 

Impacts to groundwater quality could also occur as a result of a fuel or hazardous material spill and 
subsequent migration of contaminants through the soil profile to the groundwater table. However, it is 
expected that the quantities of materials with the potential to affect surface or groundwatcr (e.g., fllcl) 
would be transported or stored at the construction sites in the proper containers and according to all 
applicable regulations. The usc of local , state, or fedcral permits, safety procedures, spill prevention plans, 
and spill response plans in accordancc with statc and federal laws would minimize the severity of 
potcntial impacts from accidents. 

4.4.2 No Action 

Undcr thc no action alternative therc would bc no impacts to surface water or groundwater resources. 

4.4.3 Mixed Development Alternative 

Impacts would bc similar to those dcscribcd undcr the proposed action. 

4.4.4 Conservation Easement Alternative 

This alternative would have a positive impact on surface watcr and groundwater resources in the 
vicinity of Parcel EO-6 because no developmcnt would occur. 

4.5 FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS 

4.5.1 Proposed Action 

Parcel EO-6 is not located within any floodplain and no wetlands havc been identificd on tlIe 
property. 

4.5.2 No Action 

No impacts to floodplains or wetlands would occur. 

05 ·007(E)/050807 4-4 



4.5.3 Mhed Development Alternative 

No impacts would occur. 

4.5.4 Conservation Easement Alternative 

This alternative would not impact any floodplain or wetland because none are present at 
Parcel ED-6. 

4.6 ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

4.6.1 Proposed Action 

Development on Parcel ED-6 would have direct impacts on terrestrial plants and animals. 
Constl1lction impacts would include direct mortality or injtuy to biota and the elimination or further 
fragmentation of the majority of tbe existing habitat present on the parcel. Wildlife impacts would be 
minimal because many of the species that likely occur on the parcel are common in the Oak Ridge area 
aud some specics could relocate to similar habitats located immediately adjacent to the parcel. 

Development of Parcel ED-6 would rcsult in the elimination of interior forest habitat (see 
Sect. 3.6.2). If the entire parcel was cleared and developed, the maximum loss of interior forest habitat 
would be approximately 231 acres. This includes the potential direct loss of about 141 acres of interior 
forest habitat within Parcel ED-6 and an additional loss of approximately 90 acres adjacent to the western 
boundmy of tbe parcel. The forested area adjacent to Parcel ED-6 would uot be directly impacted but 
indirect impacts could result from any new edge habitat that would be created. It should be noted that is a 
velY conservative estimate of the total loss of interior forcst babitat tbat could potentially occur. It is also 
vcry likcly tbat development plans for tbe parcel would include somc additional buffer areas between the 
new residcntial dcvelopment and the western boundary of tbe parcel, which would reduce the potential 
net loss of interior forest habitat. 

Elimination of this habitat and the resulting increase in forest fragmentation would have an adverse 
impact on neo-tropical migratolY birds that use the area for both breeding and migration. Not only does 
forest clearing remove usable wildlife habitat, the removal of trees results in additional breaks in the 
forest canopy aud increases the amount of edge habitat. Increased edge means that predators such as 
domestic cats, snakes, aud raccoous that would not usually find bird nests within the interior forest can 
now gain access to nests aud either eat the eggs or young birds. Parasitism of nests also increases with the 
increase of edge for the same reason. For example, the brown-headed cowbird is notorious as a brood 
parasite. This means that it never builds a nest but, instead, lays its eggs in thc nests of otber specics of 
birds. 

Surface water features on the parcel are limited to intermittent streams. These intermittent streams 
are dty for mucb of the year and typically have only ephemeral flow after precipitation events. Direct 
adverse impacts to aquatic resources would be unlikely. 

Minimizing the amount of cartbmoving activities would rcduce the impacts to ecological rcsourccs. 
Natural habitat around areas of development shou ld be left as a buffer zone between the developed areas 
and other undeveloped portions of the site. Areas disturbed during development, but not used for housing, 
should be revegetated after construction is completed. The use of native species for revegetation would 
have a positive impact. 
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Conveyance of Parcel ED-6 would removc the area from the Oak Ridge WMA, and hunting would 
no longer occur on and in the inunediate vicinity of the propcrty. However, the removal of this property 
from the WMA would not adversely affect the management and control of the ORR deer population. In 
2004, no deer were killed within Parcel ED-6, and only tlu'cc dccr were taken from the area located 
immediately to the west. Since 1985, only 138 deer out of a total of 8865, or approximately 1.6%, havc 
been killed in the general vicinity of Parcel ED-6. 

No federal- or state-listed T &E plants or animals arc known to exist at Parcel ED-6. DOE concluded, 
based on the results of the mist net surveys and the information presented in the biological assessment 
prepared for the USFWS, that thc proposed conveyance of Parcel ED-6 is not likely to adversely affect 
either the gray bat or Indiana bat. Neither spccics appears likcly to be present on Parcel ED-6, and 
proposed or designated critical habitats for thc spccies are not present on or near the parcel. No caves, 
other suitable hibernacula, or roosting habitat for gray bats are present at Parcel ED-6. However, caves 
that could provide potential roosting habitat for the gray bat are present within 5 milcs of the property. 
Although the ultimate use of Parcel ED-6 would eventually requirc removal of trees, the majority of the 
potential summer roosting habitat on the parcel is considcred low to moderate quality for Indiana bats. 
Also, there is better quality sununer habitat and adequatc numbers of suitable and potentially suitable 
roost trees available inunediately adjacent to Parcel ED-6 in the BORCE area. Surface water resources on 
the parcel are limited to intermittcnt streams, but East Fork Poplar Creek provides a permanent source of 
water within 100 ft of Parccl ED-6. The USFWS, in a letter dated April 10, 2007, stated that the 
requirements of Scct. 7 of thc Endangered Species Act have been fulfilled for thc transfer of Parcel ED-6 
and that no further consultation is needed (Appendix B). 

4.6.2 No Action 

No additional impacts to terrestrial or aquatic habitats, plants, and animals would occur under the no 
action alternative. Parcel ED-6 would remain DOE propcrty and the current land use would remain 
unchanged until any future disposition could be decided (sce Scct. 2.2). 

4.6.3 Mhed Development Altel'flative 

Under the mixed development alternative, potential impacts to ecological resources on and adjacent 
to Parcel ED-6 would be s imilar to those described for the proposed action. 

4.6.4 Conservation Easement Altel'flative 

Thc conservation easement alternative would have a positive impact on the ecological resources of 
Parcel ED-6 bccause the property would be protected from development. The greatest beneficial impact 
of this alternative would be the protection of the interior forcst habitat of the parcel and its associated 
specIes. 

4.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

4.7.1 Proposed Action 

Based on the results of a Phase I archaeological survcy pcrfolmed on Parcel ED-6, DOE determined that 
no archaeological resources would be affected by the proposed action. It was also determined that none of 
the historical resources present on the parcel would be eligible for listing in the NRHP pursuant to 
36 CFR 6004 . The Tcnnessec Historical Commission reviewed the archaeological survey report and 
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concurred with DOE that no archaeological resources eligible for listing in the NRHP are located within 
the project area (Appendix B). 

4.7.2 No Action 

There would be no impacts on cultural resources under the no action alternative. 

4.7.3 Mixed Development Altel'llative 

Impacts under this alternative would be the same as those described under the proposed action. 

4.7.4 Conservation Easement Altel'llative 

Although Parcel ED-6 does not contain any sites or properties on or eligible for listing in the NRHP, 
this alternativc would serve to protect the remains of existing sites from any additional disturbance due to 
development activities. 

4.8 SOClOECONOlVnCS 

4.8.1 Proposed Action 

This section assesses the potential socioeconomic impacts of the Parcel ED-6 conveyance and 
residential development. Residential development is expected primarily to affect local tax revenues 
through incrcases in propelty values and the shift from governmcnt to privatc owncrship. This analysis 
assumcs that there would be no commercial or retail developmcnt on Parcel ED-6 and that residential 
development would have no direct impact on employment other than temporary constl1lction 
employment. 

Sociocconomic impacts are not only important in themsclves, but also for the secondary 
cnvironmental or distributional effects they may have. For examplc, economic growth can sometimes 
attract enough new people to an area that it places prcssurc on housing, schools, water supply, and other 
inti'ashucture. Environmental effects of any new construction, facility improvements required, or 
infrastl1lcturc overloads that result from such a population increase should also be cvaluated as induced 
effects of the devclopment. For this reason, the analysis below uses bounding assumptions to identifY the 
range of potential impacts. The purpose here is not to forecast economic activity but to make surc that 
reasonably forcseeable indirect effects are appropriately identified and considered. 

Because development plans have not been finalized or approved at tlils time, the number of new 
houses that could be constructcd on Parccl ED-6 is not known. The analysis in this EA assumes that the 
number of new units would range from a minimum of 315 to a maximum of 385 new units. This is based 
on informal conversations with developers and input received at the DOE public information sessions that 
were held on the EA. 

4.8.1.1 Demographics 

Population. Parcel ED-6 is located in Census Tract 301 within Oak Ridge, and new housing is 
expected to bc sinillar to existing housing in this area. The average household in this census tract 
consisted of 2.51 persons in 2000 (Census 2000). Assuming all units are occupied by a similar mix of 
residents suggests that thc local population would increasc by a maximum of 966 residents, which 
represents less than a 1 % increasc in popUlation for the ROI compared to the 2003 population. The samc 
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figure would represent a 3.5% increase in population for the city of Oak Ridge compared to 2000 Census 
figures. However, any increase in the Oak Ridge population may also represent a shift in relative 
population share from other parts of the region into Oak Ridge, rather than a net gain for the region. 

Envil'oJIIllental Justice. Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice 
in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations," requires agencies to identify and address 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects its activities may have on 
minority and low-income populations. Current assumptions suggest there would be no high and adverse 
human health or environmental impacts, and residential development does not normally result in such 
adverse impacts. Therefore, the proposed action is not expected to have a disproportionate adverse effect 
on low-income and minority populations. 

4.8.1.2 Employment and income 

As discussed earlier, this analysis assumes that developing Parcel EO-6 would create no direct, 
full-time-equivalent jobs. Therefore, no direct impacts on ROJ employment or incomc arc anticipated. 

4.8.1.3 Housing 

As discussed in Sect. 4 .8.1, the analysis of socioeconomic impacts in this EA is based on an 
estimated 315 to 385 new houses to be constructed on Parcel EO-6. This would result in a 2.3 to 2.9% 
increase in housing stock for the city of Oak Ridge. 

4.8.1.4 Schools 

The proposed action is likely to have limited impact on the local schools, but the actual impact 
would depend on the housing density of the final development and the age distribution of the new 
rcsidents. Based on the relatively small increase in Oak Ridge population, the expected number of 
additional students would also be small and there would be little or no impact on local schools. 

4.8.1.5 Police and fire protection 

The existing levels of police and fire protection are adequate for any future residential development 
on Parcel EO-6, and the proposed action is expected to have minimal impact on police and fire protection 
resources. 

4.8.1.6 Fiscal impacts 

The main impact of the proposed conveyance is likely to be its effect on city of Oak Ridge and 
Roane County finances. Potential positive impacts include additional tax revenues generated by private 
ownership and development of Parcel EO-6, increased land values in the developed parcel, and potential 
increases in sales tax revenue if new residents make enough purchases within the city. Potential negative 
fiscal impacts include loss of the DOE PILT revenucs for approximately 336 acres once they arc 
transferred into private hands, and any additional costs to provide services to a new residential area. 

Based on the information in Sect. 4.8.1. I, recent home sales in the adjacent area of Oak Ridge and 
current tax rates upper and lower bounds for potential impacts on property tax revenues in Oak Ridge 
were calculated, as shown in Table 4.1. 

At the lower bound, city of Oak Ridge revenues would increase by roughly 1.5% over actual 
revenues in 2005, while at the upper bound revenues would increase 3.2% over 2005 levels. Based on the 
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same assumptions and a tax rate of $2.02 per $100 asscssed value, Roane County would receive a similar 
increase in revenues, as shown in Table 4.2. For the county, potential revenues would represent a 0.5% to 
1.0% increase over revenues estimated in the 2006 budget. The costs of any additional services required 
for the new residential dcvelopment are unknown at this time. Both the city of Oak Ridge and 
Roane County would receive additional revenue fr0111 sales tax on purchases made by the new residents. 
However, the actual amount would depend on the specific spcnding pattems of the new residents. 

Table 4.1. Potential property tax impacts for Oak Ridge from Parcel ED-6 residential development 

Total Assessed Propert)' 
Housing hOllsing value tax I'ILT Net tax 
density units Value/unit·~ Total valne (X 0.25) revenue reduction revenue 

Lower bound 315 £245,000 S77,175,000 $19,293,750 $491,991 (SI3,816) $478,175 
UEEer bonnd 385 $417,000 $160,545,000 $40,136,250 $1,023,474 ($13,816) $1,009,658 

"ivtaximum and minimum vnlues of homes sold in the Westwood area in 2005 and carly 2006 (Crouch 2006 und 
Hanrahan 2006). 

Tax rale ~ $2.55/$ tOO ,ssessed v,llle (City of Oak Ridge 2006). 
Paymcnt-in-licu-of-tax (PIL T) reduction = 336 acres x S6,450/acre x 0.25 x S2.55/S 1 00 = S 13,816. 

Table 4.2. Potential property tax impacts for Roane Connty of Parcel ED-6 residential development 

Property 
Housing Assessed tax PILT 
density value revenue reduction 

Lower bound SI9,293 ,750 $389,734 SIO,944 
UEEer bOllnd S40,136,250 S810,752 £10,944 

Tax rnte = S2.02/S I 00 assessed value (Tennessee Comptroller of the Trc;lsury 2006), 
Assessment rate = 0,25 x total value. 
Paymellt-in-lieu-of-t;lx (PIL T) reduction = 336 acres x S6,450/acre x 0.25 x 2.02/S 1 00=$ 1 0,944, 

4.8.2 No Action 

Net 
tax 

revenue 
3378,789 
$799,808 

Under the no action alternative, there would be no change in anticipated population, cmployment, 
income, or fiscal characteristics, and no disproportionate effect on minority or low-income populations. 
The no action alternative would also not have any impacts on schools or policc and fire protection. 

4,8.3 Mixed Development Altel'llative 

Under the mixed development alternative, potcntial sociocconomic impacts would be similar to those 
described for the proposed action , but with additional positive impacts on employment, income, and city 
financcs. The analysis below uses the same assumptions as for the proposed altcrnative, with the 
following changes: 

I. Ten percent of the acrcage (34 acres) is used for conunercial development (office or retail). 

2. Property tax revenue from residential development would be reduccd by 10% Ii'om the value 
shown for the proposed alternative. 

3. Value of conunercially dcvelopcd land will range Ii'om $400,000 to $1,600,000 per acrc, as 
estimated in the Land Use Technical Report (ORNL 2002). 

4. Conunercialland is assessed at 40% of value. 
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5. Conunercial development will generatc scvenjobs per acrc, as estimated III the Land Usc 
Technical Report (ORNL 2002). 

4.8.3.1 Population 

Impacts under this alternative would be 90% of those described under the proposcd action for an 
increase of 869 residents. This represents a less than I % increase over ROI population in 2003 or a 3.1 % 
increase over Oak Ridge population in 2000. 

4.8.3.2 Employment and income 

Based on the assumptions above, successful commercial development would create an estimated 
238 jobs (7 jobs/acre x 34 acres), for a net change of 0.3% in ROI employment compared to the 2003 
baseline. The expected change in income would be similar to the change in employment. 

4.8.3.3 Schools 

Impacts to Oak Ridge City schools would be the samc as those described for thc proposed action. 

4.8.3.4 Police and fire protection 

The addition of commercial development would not impact police and fire protection resources 
provided by the city of Oak Ridge. 

4.8.3.5 Fiscal impacts 

Under the mixed development alternative, potential fiscal impacts would include the property tax 
revenue from both rcsidential and commercial development and sales tax revenue from any retail 
establishments in the developmcnt. Based on the assumptions above, estimated property tax for the city of 
Oak Ridge from commercial development could range from $138,720 to $554,880, as shown in 
Table 4.3. Table 4.4 shows the range of the potential impact on net revenues, using the assumptions 
identified above. The lower bound on net tax revenue would then bc an annual increase of $570, I 0 I or 
1.8% of city of Oak Ridge revenues in 2004. At the upper bound, $1,464,596 would represent an increase 
of about 4.5% in city revenues. Table 4.5 shows a similar increase in Roanc County revenues, for a 
change of 0.6% to 1.5% in annual county revenues compared to 2006 estimates. Sales taxes from 
conunercial sales would also increase tax revenues, but the amount would depend on thc specific types of 
commercial developmcnt and local residents ' actual buying patterns. 

4.8.4 Conservation Easement Altel'llative 

Under the Conservation Easement Alternativc, thcrc would be no changc in anticipated population, 
employment, income, or fiscal characteristics, and no disproportionate effect on minority or low-income 
populations. This altemative would also not have any impacts on schools or police and fire protection. 
DOE would rctain ownership of the land, and thcrc would be no change in the PIL T. 
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Table 4.3. Potential city of Oal' Ridge property tax revenne from 
Parcel ED-6 commercial development 

Assessed Property tax 
value revenue: 

Acres Valuelacre Total value (x 0.40) Commercial 
Lower bound 34 $400,000 £ 13,600,000 £5,440,000 $138,720 

Upper bOlilld 34 SI,600,000 £54,400,000 $21,760,000 £554,880 

Table 4.4. Potential city of Oal' Ridge net pl'opel't)' tax I'evenlle from 
Par'eel ED-6 with limited commercial development 

Residential Commercinl 
property tax property tax 

revclltlcQ revenue 
Lower bound $442,792 £ 138,720 

Upper bOllnd $921,127 S554,880 

"90% of resident in I tax revenues from Sect. 4.8.1.5. 
PlLT = paymcnt-in-lieu-of-tax. 

I'ILT 
reduction 
(SII,410) 

(£11,410) 

Table 4.5. Potcntial Roane County lIet property tax revenue from 
Parcel ED-6 with limited cOlllmercial development 

Residential COlllmercial 
property tax property tax 

revenllcQ revenue 
Lower bound £350,760 S 109,888 

U ppcr bOllnd £729,677 £439,552 

"90% of residential tax revenues u'om Sect. 4.8. 1.5. 
PILT = payment-in-lieu-of-tax. 

4.9 INFRASTRUCTURE 

4.9.1 Transportation 

4.9.l.I Proposed action 

PILT 
reduction 
($9,039) 

(S9,039) 

Net tax 
revenue 

S570,101 

£1,464,596 

Net tax 
revenlle 

£451 ,6 10 

£1 ,160,190 

New devclopment at Parcel ED-6 would not be large enollgh to have more than a minor increase in 
the amount of traffic entering ancl exiting Wisconsin Avenue and the Oak Ridgc Turnpike. A minor 
increase in the amount of traffic should also not substantially increase the chance ofaccidcnts occurring. 

4.9.1.2 No action 

Undcr the no action alternativc, thcrc would be little to no change from thc baseline level of vehiclc 
trips or the potcntial for accidents involving vchiclcs in thc vicinity of Parcel ED-6. At thc bascline level of 
activity, traffic volume is considered to be within the existing transportation intt-astructurc's capacity. 
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4.9.1.3 Mixed development alternative 

Potential transportation impacts under this alternative would be similar to those describcd for the 
proposed action. 

4.9.1.4 Conservation easement altel'llative 

Under this alternative, traffic on the Oak Ridge Turnpikc and Wisconsin Avenue would remain close 
to the baseline level. 

4.9.2 Utilities 

4.9.2.1 Proposed action 

Under the proposed action, utility impacts would be expected to be minimal. New development at 
Parcel ED-6 could connect to the existing city of Oak Ridge utility systems that already exist in the area. 
Construction of new utility infrastl1leture would be limited to the new housi ng development. The 
additional utility demand for the new residential development should not exceed the capacitics of the 
existing Oak Ridge utility systems. 

4.9.2.2 No action 

No additional utility impacts would occur under the no action alternative. 

4.9.2.3 Mixed development altel'llative 

Potential utility impacts under this alternative would be similar to those described for the proposed 
action. Utility demand could be slightly greater with the addition of some conunercial development along 
with the new residential development, but still would be within the existing utility capacity. 

4.9.2.4 Conservation easement altel'llative 

This alternative is similar to the no action alternative, and there would not be any additional utility 
impacts. 

4.10 NOISE 

4.10.1 Proposed Action 

Site preparation, road and utility installation, and constl1lction of new homes would gcnerate 
intermittent noise above the current background level. Potential noise sources include heavy eonstl1lction 
equipment, trucks, and power tools. Equipment , such as front-end loaders and backhoes, would produce 
noisc levels around 73 to 94 "A-weighted decibels" (dBA) at 50 ft from thc work site under normal 
working conditions (Magrab 1975, Cantor 1996). Noise from heavy equipment operation would primarily 
occur during the site preparation phase of constl1lction. House building would create noise levels slightly 
above normal background. Sound levels would be expected to dissipate to background level s within a 
relatively short distance and would be intermittent and temporaJy. Construction activities normally would 
be limitcd to daytime hours, and thus would not impact existing background noise levels at night. 
Sensitive noise sources ncar or on Parcel ED-6 inelude the North BoundaJY Greenway and the homes 
along Whippoorwill Drive. Although Parcel ED-6 is relatively isolated and not within an area of 
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extensive urban development, it is also impacted somewhat by nearby traffic nOIse generated from 
vehicles traveling on the Oak Ridge Turnpike. 

4.10.2 No Action 

Under the no action alternative, there would be no additional noise impacts above baseline 
conditions. 

4.10 .3 Mixed Development Altel'llative 

Under this al ternative noise impacts would be expected to be similar to those described for the 
proposed action. 

4.10.4 Conservation Easement Alternative 

There would be no additional noise impacts above baseline conditions because no development of 
Parcel ED-6 would oceul'. 
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5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative impacts are those that may result from the incremental impacts of an action considered 
additively with the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative 
impacts are considered regardless of the agency or person undertaking the other actions (40 CFR 1508.7), 
and can rcsult from the combined or synergistic effects of iudividually minor actions over a period of 
time. 

Identification of other actions that could result in cumulativc impacts when combined with the 
proposed action is based on actions likely to have similar potential impacts within the same geographic 
area and over the same timeframe. Ongoing actions near Pareel ED-6 that arc considcred pcrtincnt to the 
analysis of cumulative impacts include the BORCE, continued reindustrialization of ETTP 
(Hcritage Center), further development of the Horizon Center, Rarity Ridge, and other residential 
devclopment within the city of Oak Ridge. 

5.1 POTENTIALLY CUMULATIVE ACTIONS 

This section dcscribes present actions as well as reasonably foreseeable future actions that are 
considered pertinent to the analysis of cumulative impacts for the convcyance of Parecl ED-6. Thc actions 
are as follows. 

Horizon Center Industrial ParI< (also referred to as Parcel ED-I). DOE has transferred title to 
the developable portion of Parcel ED-l (approximately 426 acres) to Horizon Center LLC, a subsidimy of 
the Conullunity Rcuse Organization of East Tcnnessee (CROET), for the continued development as an 
industriallbusiness park for research and development, medical technology, manufachlring, distribution, 
and corporate headquarters office facilities. DOE maintains ownership of thc rcmainder of the parcel, 
which includes the Natmal Area (approximately 491 acres). Horizon Centcr LLC, under a lease 
agreement with DOE, leases the Natural Area. 

ETTP (Heritage Center) Reindustrialization . DOE has made some of its underutilized facilities at 
ETTP available for leasc to CROET, who in hIm is subleasing thesc facilities to private sector firms 
(DOE 1997). With the onset of the accclerated cleanup plan for ETTP, DOE has begun to transfer title to 
some buildings and land parcels to CROET. To date, six buildings, totaling over 300,000 ft', have been 
transferred and work is progressing on the transfer of additional facilities (CROET 2006). As cleanup is 
progressing, DOE and CROET are transitioning the former gaseous diffilsion plant to a private industrial 
park known as the Heritage Center. Commercial use of these facilities does not constitute a change of the 
primary use of the property, which has been industrial for about 60 years. 

Spallation Neutron Source Project. The Spallation Neutron Source (SNS) is a state-of-the-art, 
high-flux, short-pulsed neutron source facility occupying about 110 acres ncar the Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory (ORNL). The SNS is located within the ORR on Chestnut Ridge. About 15 permanent 
buildings covering about 6 acres have been constructed for the project. The SNS facility, which gcnerates 
subatomic particles called neutrons for materials testing and other research, began opcration in 
April 2006. At full operation, the facility is expected to employ about 500 people and generate over 
2000 user visits per year (Munger 2006). 

Y-12 Model'llization Program. DOE has issued a Final Site-Wide EIS and Record of Decision 
(DOE/EIS-0309) for the operation of tile Y -12 National Security Complex (Y -12) and modcrnization of 
facilities. Major actions include construction of a Highly Enriched Uranium Materials Facility, which will 

05-007(E)I050S07 5-1 



replace mulliple aging facilities within a single state-of-the-art storage facility; a Purification Facility, 
which was complctcd in 2004; a Uranium Processing Facility, which will replace currcnt em-ichcd 
uranium and other processing operations; and thc Bery llium Capability Project, which will upgrade an 
existing facility. Many cxisting facilities have been dcmolished to prepare for the new constl1lction that 
began in 2003. By 2013, when the Uranium Processing Facility becomes operational, Y -12 will have 
reduccd its defense manufacturing footprint by almost half. 

ORNL Revitalization Pl"ogram. DOE is implementing a Facilities Revitalization Program (FRP) at 
ORNL to modernizc some ORNL facilities, maintain ORNL's competitive research and dcvelopmcnt 
capabilitics, enhance worker health and safety, and reduce operating costs. The FRP includcs constructing 
new facilitics on brownfield land and remodeling numcrous existing facilities to relocatc ORNL staff 
currently houscd at Y -12, other ORR facilities, and in commcrcial office space. New facilities have been 
constructed in Bethel Valley near the main ORNL entrance, near the West Portal in Bethel Valley, and 
within the footprint for the SNS. Some of the new construction is being fundcd by the state of Tennessee 
and the private sector. About 20 acres of brownfield property in Bcthel Valley have been transfcrred Ii-Oln 
DOE to the privatc scctor in support of this proposed action. The environmental consequcnccs of this 
project were reviewed in an EA, and a FONSI was signed on Junc I, 200 I (DOE 200 I). 

Oal< Ridge Science and Technology Pal"i<. DOE has leased approximatcly 12 acres of underutilized 
property to Halcyon LLC, a subsidimy of CROET. The leased property is locatcd along Bethel Valley 
Road. The leased propcrty is part of the FRP at ORNL for which DOE completed an EA (DOE/EA-1362) 
and issued a FONSI in 200 I. It is expected that devclopmcnt of the area will include approximatcly 
150,000 ft ' of new research/office space. 

Roane Regional Business and Technology Parle This industrial park is located north of 
Interstatc 40 in Roane County approximately 3 mi les southwcst of the western portion of ORNL. Thc 
655-acrc site includes areas for industrial development and grecnbelluses. The park will bc dcveloped in 
three phases. Phase I dcvclopment of 200 acres was complctcd in late 200 I and is expected to housc 
industries that will providc about 500 jobs. Industrics locatcd at the site include instrumcntation, light 
metalwork, and materials handling. Additional types of industries expected to locatc at the park include 
information technology, automotive transportation, and corporate administrative offices (Human 2000, 
TECD 2006). 

Oai< Ridge Judustl"ial Centel". The Oak Ridge Industrial Center is located at the site partially 
developed by TVA for thc Clinch River Breeder Reactor prior to 1983. The I 245-acre property is for sale 
by TVA and has been considered for developmcnt by several manufacturing industries. TVA has graded a 
150-acrc tract on the property to <2% slopc. Thc rcmaining land is rolling to rough terrain, having an 8 to 
20% slope (ORCC 1999). Thc dcvelopable land contains tracts with hardwood forests and pine 
plantations impacted by the Southcrn pine bcetle. The si te also contains cu ltural rcsources. TVA has also 
designated a 103-acrc tract bordering Grassy Creek as the Grassy Creek Habitat Protection Area to bc 
reserved for protection of bugbanc (Cimic!/ilga I"IIbi/"olia) habitat (TV A 1988). A feeder road may bc 
constructed by TOOT to improvc access from SR 58, pcnding thc sale and further industrial developmcnt 
of the propcrty (ORCC 1999). 

Pine Ridge Development. In 1969, the city of Oak Ridge acquired 230 acrcs of property, identified 
as Site X, from the thcn Atomic Encrgy Commission. The property included the current Valley Industrial 
Park and a portion of Pine Ridgc. In 1999, the city transferred approximately 71 acres of Pine Ridge 
between South Illinois Avenuc, Union Valley Road, and Scarboro Road to the Industrial Development 
Board, which in turn sold the property to a privatc dcvcloper. The area is now being dcveloped for oflice 
space, light manufacturing, and storage facilitics. 
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Rarity Ridge Development. A private development company is constl1lcting a mixed, 
residentiallconunercial development project for the fonner Boeing property in westelll Oak Ridge 
(Roane County). The developer purchased about 1200 acres from the previous property owner and an 
additional 182 acres of adjoining floodplain from DOE. DOE completed an EA for the transfer of the 
floodplain (DOE/EA-1361) and issucd a FONSI on JanuaIY 31, 200 I. In February 2000, the Oak Ridge 
City Council votcd to rezone thc property from industrial to mixed use. The most recent Rarity Ridge 
plan calls for 3,000 to 4,000 new housing units and 500,000 to 1,250,000 ft' of conunercial space. More 
than 100 acres are planned for parks, 17 acres for active recreation, and more than 30 acres will be 
retained as a preserve with limited access. Tn addition, approximately 440 acres will be transferred to a 
third party for open space and recreational purposes. Up to 200 homes may be completed by the end of 
2006. 

5.2 CUMULA TlVE IMPACTS BY RESOURCE AREA 

5.2.1 Land Use 

Of the original 58,582 acres of land acquired in 1942 by the federal government, 24,860 acres have 
been conveyed and approximately 34,000 acres rcmain within ORR. The purposes for which ORR land 
has been conveyed include: 

• 16,855 acres for residential, conunercial, and conununity development; 
• 1,031 acres to federal agencies and for transportation casements; 
• 3,208 acres for preservation and recreation; 
• 3,755 acres for industrial dcvelopment; and 
• II acres for mission-related purposes. 

Currcnt land outgrants (lease/license/permit areas) include: 

• 2,966 acres for the BORCE, 
• 2,929 acres for the Three Bend Scenic and Wildlife Management Refugc Area, and 
• 491 acres for thc Parcel ED-I Natural Area. 

Title transfer of land and facilities at ETTP could potcntially remove an additional 1600 acres of 
land. However, the majority of the ETTP area bcing considered for title transfer has already been 
developed for industrial purposes 01' been impacted in some other way. 

A few changes in the acreage of NERP have occurred over the past 23 ycars. When designated in 
1980, the size of NERP was about 13,590 acrcs. Some research land was lost with the sale of the former 
Boeing property (Rarity Ridgc) and some othcr land areas. In 1998, the NERP designation was removed 
from the ETTP Area of Responsibility and the Horizon Centcr. Since tben, NERP has been expanded to 
include most of the undeveloped area of ORR and is currently about 20,000 acres. The BORCE resulted 
in approximately 3000 acres of ORR land bcing sct asidc for conservation and recreation purposes. It is 
assumed that the NERP designation for this area would remain. 

Conveyance of Parcel ED-6 would remove approximately 336 additional acres of land from ORR. 
Because the total area is small comparcd to the rcmaining ORR land (I %), the change in land lise would 
result in a minor cumulative impact to land usc. 
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5.2.2 Air Quality 

Although the proposed action evaluated in this EA does not have the potential to bring about major 
impacts to air quality, new industrial development, increased traffic, and general population growth in 
Roane and Anderson counties continues to adversely impact air quality in the rcgion. Construction 
activities can be a major source of emissions, particularly particulatcs in the form of fugitive dust. Such 
sources tend to be of short duration (during the construction period) and largely result in impacts of a 
localized nature that can be mitigated with appropriatc controls. 

5.2.3 Socioeconomics 

Nearby residential and industrial developments arc expected to increase population, employment, 
and income in the ROI, independent of any development on Parcel ED-6. Developers have begun or 
announced plans to build about 6000 new housing units in Oak Ridge during the next decade 
(Oak RidgeI' 2006). If all units arc completed as planned, the change would represent a 44.7% increase 
over the number of housing units in Oak Ridge in 2000. The proposed action would add an estimated 315 
to 380 units, or about 6% of that total. The new and proposed residcntial developments in the city of 
Oak Ridge are listed below (Huotari 2006a, b, c, e). 

• Rarity Ridge - mixed residential/commercial development. Plans include an estimated 3,000 to 
4,000 new housing units to be constructed over several years and 500,000 to 1,250,000 ft ' of 
cOllnnercial space. Up to 200 homes may be completed by thc cnd of2006. 

• Willow Place - 75 homes, nearing completion. 

• Rarity Oaks - 550 homes west of thc Country Club Estates. 

• Jackson Crossing - off the Oak Ridge Turnpikc in West Oak Ridge. 

• Park Meade Place - 12 acres of townhouses and executive homes. 

• Centennial Village - residential development off Edgemoor Road. 

• East Oak Ridge development - 34 single-level homes. 

• Bristol Place Apartments - intersection of EmOlY Valley Road and Lafayette Drive. 

Major industrial initiatives include development of the nearby Horizon Center, reindustrialization 
activities at the Heritage Center, the SNS project at ORNL, ORNL revitalization, and thc Roane Rcgional 
Business and Technology Park. 

Ifall ofthc proposcd housing units arc built, over the next 10 years, and all units are occupied in that 
time, a corresponding increase in population would be expected. While the achml impact will depend on 
the characteristics of the new residents, an increase in the need for schools, policc and fire protection, and 
city services could be expected. The cost of these additional scrviccs would be at least partially offset by 
additional tax revenue from the developed prope11ies. Actual tax revenuc will depend on the value of thc 
properties and future tax rates. Additional sales tax rcvcnue from proposed commercial development is 
also likely for both thc city of Oak Ridge and Roane County; the exact amount will depend on the amount 
and type of new commercial dcvelopment and residents' actual buying patterns. The final size of new 
developments will also depend on market conditions and may be somewhat smallcr or take a longer 
period of time to complete (Huotari 2006e). 
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There is not sufficient information availablc to project employment associated with the Rarity Ridge 
development and the Oak Ridge Industrial Center. A recent analysis developed for land use planning 
estimated that if ETTP redevelopment and other initiatives succeed during the ncxt 20 years, the 
cumulative impact could result in up to 25,000 direct and indirect new jobs or an increase of 33.9% ovcr 
2003 ROI employment (ORNL 2002). This rate is about 1.7% per year. Impacts would bc the same for 
the proposed action and thc no action alternative. The additional 238 jobs estimated for the mixed 
development alternative would change the estimated cumulative impact by less than 1 %. Given the 
uncertainties surrounding future success of any of these initiatives, this represents an upper bound on the 
cumulative employment impacts. This increase falls well within the historical growth rates for the region 
and is not expected to create an undue strain on local socioeconomic resources. 

5.2.4 Biodiversity 

The grcatest threat to reduced biodiversity of an area or region is convcrsion of cover types from 
natural systcms to completely different and maintained systcms. Growth and development in the region 
surrounding ORR is putting increased pressurc on the biodiversity of the Ridge and Valley Ecorcgion. 
Development within the ORR (e.g. , SNS and thc transfer of the Horizon Center) has removcd somc 
additional land from the Reservation. Howcver, much of thc core area of the ORR and most sensitive 
areas have been avoided or potcntial impacts have been mitigated. Also, much of the devclopment and 
reindustrialization on ORR is taking place within previously disturbed and/or developed areas within and 
surrounding tbe major plant areas. Actions such as the BORCE havc thc potcntial to provide long-term 
protection for some of the most ecologically sensitive areas on the Rescrvation, and ORR continues to be 
a biologically rich rcsource that provides protection for large land arc as and the biodiversity found within 
those protected areas. 
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6.0 LIST OF AGENCIES AND PERSONS CONTACTED 

The following agencies and persons were contacted for information and data used in the prcparation 
of this EA. 

Name Affiliation Location Topic 
Lee 8m'clay U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service Cookeville, TN Endangered Species Act, Sect. 7-

Informal Consultation 
Joyce Crollch Linda Brown Realty Oak Ridge, TN Socioeconomjcs 
Amy Fitzgera ld City of Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN Socioeconomics 
Joseph Garri son Tennessee Historical Commission Nashvi lle, TN National Historic Preservation Act, 

Sect. 106 - Compliance 
Peggy Hanrahan Realty Center Oak Ridge, TN Socioeconomics 
Alva Moore Roane County Kingston, TN Socioeconomics 
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Comment Response 

Advocates for the Oak Ridae Reservation (AFORR) (Jo Ann Thompson) - Email dated September 15. 2005 
AFORR continues to contend (as indicated in a January 2001 lener to DOE Comment noted. An EIS was not prepared because the proposed 
written on AFORR's behalf by the Southern Environmental Law Center) that action is not among the classes of actions listed in Appendix D to 
DOE should not continue to consider land-transfer proposals such as this one on Subpart D of the DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures (10 CFR 
a piecemeal basis because the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Part 1021) that typically require preparation of an EIS. In 
obligates DOE to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) that considers accordance with CEQ and DOE regulations, if DOE is unsure of 
the combined. long-range impacts of land-use decisions on the Oak Ridge the potential impacts of a proposed action, an EA is prepared to 
Reservation as a whole. However, the organization does not object in principle determine if an EIS is required. DOE bas historically prepared 
to this particular proposal because (1) it is an outgrowth of the Land-Use EAs to review the environmental impacts of previous land 
Planning Focus Group process that AFORR supported as the first stage of an transfers to the City of Oak Ridge. 
EIS-like assessment process and (2) earlier we agreed to acquiesce to the city's 
plans for a residential development in this area in exchange for the city's 
agreement to accept the establishment of the adjacent Black Oak Ridge 
Conservation Easement (BORCE). 

AFORR is. however. disappointed tbat the proposed transfer and development Changes to the proposed action. including the removal of new 
will reduce the conservation value of the SORCE. and our organization would boundary road and modification of the western boundary of 
like the proposal to be modified to reduce its adverse impacts. Parcel EO-6, were made to reduce potential adverse impacts to 

the conservation value of the BORCE. 

We bave identified two major objections to the specifics of the land-transfer The proposed size of Parcel ED-6 was reduced from 
proposal as presented in the draft EA: approximately 362 acres to about 336 and the new boundary road 

(J) The land area proposed for transfer is much larger than had been was removed from the proposed action. Additional information 
discussed previously. (2) The draft EA states that after tbe transfer DOE bas been provided on tbe potential impacts to interior forest 
would build a new gravel road on the eastern edge of the BORCE, near habitat. 
the new federal boundary. In addition, we believe that the draft EA is 
deficient in its assessment of impacts to deep forest-interior habitat. 

The two aspects of the proposal to which we object increase the ED-6 transfer's DOE has removed the new boundary road from consideration 
adverse impact on the large stand of deep forest-interior habitat that is the most and reduced the size of the area proposed to be conveyed. The 
significant ecological value of this portion of Black Oak Ridge. This forest discussion of interior forest impacts has also been revised. 
provides rare forest interior babitat. a type of habitat that some songbirds require 
for breeding and that is rapidly disappearing from OUI landscape. According to 
the draft EA. ED-6 contains 174 acres of this habitat type, part of an 863-acre 
contiguous tract that is mostly in the BORCE. The actual loss offorest interior 
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habitat would be much larger than 174 acres because the clearing afforest 
eliminates the "interior" attribute from remaining forest within a substantial 
distance of the new forest edge. To reduce the impacts of this proposal, DOE 
should withdraw plans for the road and reduce the size of the transfer area in 
keeping with the spirit of earlier discussions and agreements. 

During the DOE Land-Use Focus Group process in 2001 and 2002. city officials The proposed size of Parcel ED-6 was reduced from 
indicated an interest in a total of about 220 acres for residential development. not approximately 362 acres to about 336 and the new boundary road 
the 362 acres that DOE now proposes to transfer. When DOE reserved this large was removed from the proposed action. 
area from the SORCE for consideration of a possible transfer to the city. AFORR 
understood that a larger area had been reserved in order to allow more detailed 
study and the crafting of a transfer proposal (for the acreage desired by the city) 
that was sensitive to the special features of the land. (AFORR also understands 
that some of the 362 acres consists of state highway right of way that is not 
suitable for eitber conservation or development.) 

During informal scoping for this EA, our members asked DOE to survey tbe ED- DOE bas revised the proposed western boundary of the parcel to 
6 area for sensitive plants and other sensitive features. then present an additional exclude areas with steep slopes. The excluded area will remain as 
alternative in which the western boundary of ED-6 was redrawn to follow natural DOE property. At some time in the future this land may be 
topographic boundaries, excluding steep areas with little development potential considered for addition to the SORCE but tbat action is beyond 
and areas with sensitive vegetation. thus reducing the acreage of the transferred the scope of this EA and would occur separately from this NEPA 
parcel and allowing some of the land to be added to the adjacent SORCE. We action. 
were disappointed to see that this option is not considered in the draft EA and, 
indeed. that the EA does not even mention that this issue was raised. City The analysis in this EA takes the conservative approach that the 
officials have told us informally that if DOE transfers the entire parcel. they majority of the parcel would be cleared for future residential 
would consider reserving western portions of the parcel and giving them to the development. However, it is likely that not all areas of the parcel 
State of Tenoessee to be added to the Conservation Area. However, AFORR are equally developable and the City along with the developer 
would prefer that DOE (as steward of this land on behalf of the people of the may propose some of the western portions of the parcel to be a 
United States) assume the responsibility of identifYing some land for buffer between the development and the SORCE. 
conservation. thus respecting the basis for AFORR's and other groups' 
agreement not to object to a proposed transfer. 
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DOE's planned perimeter road does not appear to have any useful purpose. The The proposed action has been revised and the new boundary road 
draft EA states that DOE "would need"" to build a road "to provide continued bas been removed from consideration. 
security and fire suppression for that portion of the ORR" and to "separate the 
proposed residential development from the BORCE area." The need for 
"continued security access" is not apparent since the area to be secured bas no 
DOE programmatic function other than conservation. Public roads nearby and 
intersecting the existing boundary patrol road (including Wisconsin A venue and 
the new roads that would be built in the proposed residential development) 
should be more than ample to provide fire suppression access to the BORCE. 
Finally, it is difficult to conceive ofwby a residential development and a 
conservation area would need to be separated by a 20-foot-wide gravel road with 
5 feet of cleared space on either side. The road would substantially extend the 
adverse ecological impacts of the proposed ED-6 land transfer (by eliminating 
some habitat, extending the loss of forest interior habitat farther into the 
BORCE). would be considered an eyesore by adjacent residents. would increase 
DOE's management costs. and could increase trespasser access to both the 
conservation area and the residential area. This road should be deleted from 
DO E' s proposal. 

A serious flaw in the EA (one that must be corrected in the final EA) is its poor Information on the interior forest habitat present on Parcel EO-6 
handling of impacts to ""deep foresf ' (forest interior) habitat. In the final EA, and in the adjacent area has heen revised. 
please ( I) explain the methodology used to identify forest interior habitat (how 
far must an area be from a forest edge in order to qualify as interior). (2) 
acknowledge that the actual loss of forest interior habitat would be much larger 
than 174 acres because of the introduction of new "edge:' (3) provide a 
quantitative estimate of the amount of forest interior habitat that would be lost 
because of the new ""edge" created by tbe residential development and perimeter 
road (if the boundary distance from ""edge"" to ""interior" is 100 meters, the total 
interior habitat loss would increase by at least 40 acres, to about 214 acres). and 
(4) present the results in the context of the total amount of interior habitat in the 
adjacent BORCE and on the ORR as a whole. A 25% reduction in the 863-acre 
interior forest tract of which this area is a part may be a significant environmental 
impact. particularly considering the small total area of this habitat type on the 
ORR and the ongoing global decline in the songbird species that require this 
habitat type for nesting. 
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Vir"inia H. Dale - Letter dated September 13. 2005 

ED-6 is mostly forested, may contain some wetlands, and certainly provides Comment noted. 
habitat for species of special interest in the region. As part of the larger Oak 
Ridge Reservation (ORR). it has special value because of the rarity of contiguous 
large forest tracts in the region. 

It has never been explained why the ED-6 boundary to the west is a straight line The western boundary of the parcel has been revised to better 
when a contoured line following the slopes would make much more sense. It follow the topography of the area and to eliminate areas of 
looks like the lazy way of making land decisions (drawing a line in an office steeper slopes (> 10%). 
rather than surveying the area). 

I have specific comments on the EA: Change made. 
P. 1.1 - second paragraph in section 1.2 "encompasses" is the wrong word here. 
- saying ED-6 "is part of' the area included in the ORR Land use planning 
process is correct. 

P.2-1 - 1~1 sentence - 1 realize that the document uses "underutilized" here in the Parcel ED-6 has been determined by DOE to be '"excess" 
strange way that DOE has chosen to use this word. Since that is the case, I think property. This change has been made in the EA and a definition 
the document should italicize the word and provide DOE's defmition. In the is provided. 
everyday sense of the word, ED-6 is highly used and valued for recreation and 
conservation value. 

P. 4-4 Last paragraph - The sentence about "direct adverse impacts to aquatic This section bas been revised. 
sources should be last. The sentence about terrestrial impacts is more important 
and sbould be earlier in tbe paragraph. 

P~ 4-5 first paragraph - Change the second sentence to read 'The impact would This section has been revised. 
be the elimination of one or more terrestrial areas or narrowing ... " This is not a 
"most likely impact"' - it is a given. These areas are not now fragmented. 

-----
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P. 4-5 second paragraph - Please defme how the number 174 was derived. The discussion regarding interior forest habitat and edge effects 
"'Deep woods" is not a common ecological phrase. If this is meant to refer to has been revised. 
edge effects - then the document should say so. Also, all of the interior forest on 
this parcel could be lost. The developed area will comprise (174-x) acres that 
will be developed (the rest of the parcel). 
In second sentence replace "could" with "would" - since this will happen. 

P. 4-5 third paragraph - if the second paragraph is about fragmentation effects. This section has been revised. 
then the third paragraph is not valid, for large areas are required for some of he 
(sic) species subject to fragmentation effects. The argument falls apart here. 
Both sides of the arguments can be used. 

P. 5-1 - last sentence - the argument that ED-6 removes 1% of the ORR result in The discussion on land use relative to cumulative impacts has 
a "minor cumulative impact to land use" is invalid and ignores years of advances been revised. 
in landscape ecology. which document the position in tbe landscape as well as 
adjacent land parcels and land use practices are critical to consider. Also if DOE 
removes I % of land from the ORR every few years - then soon little is left. 

It has never been explained that when the City of Oak Ridge asked for 245 acres The City of Oak Ridges original proposal (July 1,2004) 
in August 2004. why DOE returned with a plan to transfer 362 acres. This is requested Parcel ED-6 with no specific acreage amount listed. 
more land that (sic) the Land-Use Planning Focus Group discussed. Once the property was surveyed. the total acreage was calculated 

at 362 acres. See response to comment No.3. 
DOE should be aware that a meeting was held on December IS, 2004 with For purposes of analysis, DOE assumed that the North Boundary 
members of the community and the Oak Ridge Mayor and other city officials in Greenway would not be altered or impacted from the conveyance 
which city officials gave assurances that the North Boundary Greenway would of Parcel ED-6 to the City. 
not be altered by the development and some land would be set aside for 
conservation. I am concerned that city officials never told DOE about this The analysis in this EA also takes the conservative approach that 
meeting. At that meeting. city officials said that they would sign a binding the majority of the parcel would be cleared for future residential 
agreement with the state to give reserved western portions of the ED-6 parcel to development. However, it is likely that not all areas of the parcel 
the state to be added to the Conservation Area. are equally developable and the City along with the developer 

may propose some of the western portions of the parcel to be a 
buffer between the development and the BORCE. It is also 
possible that other agreements between the City and the state 
may occur but these are outside of the scope of this EA. 
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Finally. I want to express my concern about piecemeal decision-making and Comment noted. An EIS was not prepared because the proposed 
illegal "segmentation"' since it is a violation ofNEPA to break a major federal action is not among the classes of actions listed in Appendix 0 to 
action into small pieces in order to avoid doing an EIS on that action. I raise this Subpart 0 of the DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures (10 CFR 
issue because I know that DOE and the City of Oak Ridge are discussing several Part 1021) that typically require preparation of an EIS. In 
different proposed transfers at the same time. In this case, it is quite apparent that accordance with CEQ and DOE regulations, if DOE is unsure of 
the proposals cannot be treated as separate and independent actions. the potential impacts of a proposed action, an EA is prepared to 

determine if an EIS is required. DOE has historically prepared 
EAs to review the environmental impacts of previous land 
transfers to the City of Oak Ridge. 

Amv Fit"oerald. CilV of Oak Ridoe - Email dated SeDlember 21.2005 
The City of Oak Ridge strongly supports the proposed action/preferred Comment noted. 
alternative evaluated in the draft environmental assessment (EA). The City 
appreciates the Department of Energy's (DOE) initiative to sponsor two meetings 
in order to solicit public input relative to the proposed conveyance. 

City officials have received several inquiries from Oak Ridge residents regarding DOE has adjusted the boundary line to include this property in 
the possible conveyance of a modest number of additional acres in a strip the transfer to the City of Oak Ridge. 
between the northern edge of the existing North Boundary Greenway and the 
private properties to the south of Whippoorwill Drive. The City is willing to 
support such a request, but would like to discuss the matter with DOE as a 
separate action, so as to avoid a delay in conveyance of the property evaluated in 
tbe draft EA. 

The draft EA correctly states that the City intends to utilize the property for the DOE understands that the after tbe conveyance the City will bave 
development of new housing. As stated in the City's proposal to DOE. however. the right to develop the parcel as it deems appropriate. For tbe 
wbile the City anticipates that the majority of tbe property is suited for residential analysis in this EA. DOE bas taken the conservative approacb 
development, the City reserves the right to maximize the use of the parcel to tbat the majority of the parcel would be cleared for future 
incorporate complementary uses, e.g. open space, recreational elements, etc. residential development. However, it is likely that not all areas of 
should these uses prove to be economical and compatible with residential use. the parcel are equally developable and other complementary uses 

may be incorporated into development plans. 
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Section 1.3 describes the scope of the EA and states that Section 120(h) This section has been revised. 
compliance is being addressed in a separate report. The final EA should update 
this section. and note that the City has formally requested indemnification for the The City of Oak Ridge 's original proposal requested 
real property pursuant to 10 CFR Part 770. et. seq., and 42 U.S.C. 7274 et. seq. indemnification. and DOE ORO is proposing indemnification to 
Indemnification is deemed essential for the purposes offacilitating reuse of the DOE Headquarters. 
property and meeting the objectives of both DOE and the City. 

Section 3.8 correctly states that Parcel ED-6 is located within the Roane County The socioeconomic analysis has been revised and now reflects 
portion of Oak Ridge. This section should acknowledge that positive fiscal impacts to Roane County as well as the City. 
socioeconomic benefits would accrue to Roane County in addition to the City of 
Oak Ridge. Similarly. Roane County should be included in Section 4.8.1.5 
entitled "Fiscal Impacts". 

The final EA should include current information in order to update and clarifY This information in the EA has been updated. 
Table 3.2 depicting City of Oak Ridge revenues and expenditures. 

In section 4.1.1 replace "City of Oak Ridge Regional Planning Commission" with Change made. 
"City of Oak Ridge Municipal Planning Commission". 

Frank Henslev - Email dated September 14.2005 

I have reviewed the subject EA on the conveyance of Parcel ED-6. Several The proposed action has been revised and several other revisions 

deficiencies have been identified in the document which relate to the planned and changes have been made to address specific comments. 

actions of DOE and the City. As it stands, the draft EA does not provide an 
adequate assessment of the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action. 
including impacts on the adjoining Black Oak Ridge Conservation Easement 
(BORCE). We request that Proposed Actions be changed and the EA be revised 
to reflect these changes as listed below. 

I) A thorough assessment of the area must be made to locate Coordination with the USFWS. TN Division ofNalUra1 Heritage, 
endangered or threatened plants. reviews of existing literature, and a site walkover were 

conducted for Parcel ED-6. It was determined that the presence 
of any listed threatened and endangered plants on the property 
was unlikely and a survey was not conducted. 
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2) The straight line boundary between Parcel ED-6 and the BORCE should be The western boundary of tbe parcel has been revised to better 
modified so that it follows the topograpby. The boundary was drawn arbitrarily follow the topograpby of the area and to eliminate areas of 
on a map used by the Land-Use Planning Focus Group and it was never intended steeper slopes (> 10%). 
to be used as a property line. This boundary line should be better defined to 
represent a reasonable boundary based on topography and development needs of 
the City of Oak Ridge and which also protects the most ecologically valuable 
land. 

3) The environmental impact of constructing a new boundary road should be The revised proposed action eliminates the new boundary road 
discussed. The report notes that construction of a 30-ft wide boundary-patrol and that was originally considered. 
fire-suppression road would be a direct result of the Proposed Action. However. 
the draft EA does not show the likely route of tbe patrol road and does not 
evaluate its environmental impact. Cutting a wide road through deep forest will 
also affect wildlife babitat on the BORCE as well as destroy the forested buffer 
zone between residential development and tbe BORCE. 

Since the City has agreed to not allow development on the western portion Changes to the western boundary and the elimination of the new 

ofED6 and has agreed to transfer 50 to 100 acres of this land to TDEC to be boundary road resulted in a reduction of the size of the parcel 

added to the BORCE, it is very important that this boundary- patrol road not be from approximately 362 acres to around 336. The excluded area 

constructed. Construction of this road would separate these 50 to 100 acres will remain as DOE property. At some time in the future this 

from the BORCE and negate their importance to wildlife since they would not be land may be considered for addition to the BORCE but that 

contiguous with the BORCE. It is not clear why a boundary road is being action is beyond the scope of this EA and would occur separately 

proposed since the BORCE is not critical to any active DOE mission. especially from this N EPA action. 

since this 30-ft wide boundary road will have substantial negative impacts on the 
east end of the conservation easement (BORCE). The EA notes that fire 
protection of Parcel ED-6 will be adequately covered by existing city 
resources. TDEC and TWRA should be responsible for making the decision on 
the need for this road since they manage the BORCE. 
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Bill Johllstoll - Email dated September 14. 2005 

The Cumulative Impacts analysis is incomplete and addresses only the fractionaL The cumulative impacts analysis has been revised. 
incremental impact of the ED-6 land transfer. The draft EA defmes cumulative 
impact as " ... the impact on the environment which results from the incremental 
impact of the action when added to other past. present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions (40 CFR 1508.7)". 

The draft EA mentions two recent land transfers. the Boeing property and the Additional infonnation about present and reasonably foreseeable 
Horizon Center. The draft EA fails to mention other recent land transfers, actions bas been added to Section 5.1. 
including Parcel A and the Bethel Valley Industrial Park. No acreage totals are 
provided for those transfers. The draft EA fails to provide the acreage of recent 
non-government residential development along tbe north boundary of ED-6, 
along Whipoorwill Drive. or to the south. across Oak Ridge Turnpike. Tbe draft 
EA fails to include the acreage or impact of DOE projects tbat use previously 
undeveloped land (eg., SNS and the K-25 demolition baul road). The draft EA 
fails to mention continued efforts by the City of Oak Ridge and its economic 
development associates to obtain additional DOE property for residential and 
industrial development. The draft EA should quantify the acreage of previous 
land transfers in order to present the cumulative impact of the present and past 
land transfers. 

The draft EA should quantify tbe anticipated acreage of "reasonably foreseeable" Disagree that the anticipated acreage of "reasonably foreseeable" 
future land transfer actions and future DOE project actions. The anticipated future land transfers and DOE projects can be calculated by 
acreage may be estimated by calculating the annual average rate of land transfers using an annual average rate of land transfers over some 
over some reasonable time period. The average annual rate of land use change undefined time period. This is beyond the scope of the 
from DOE projects can be estimated in similar fashion. Using the past average cumulative impact analysis for this proposed action since this 
annual rate of land transfer and the past average annual rate of development for action, while having an incremental impact, would not have a 
DOE projects allows tbe estimation of reasonably foreseeable future land use significant cumulative impact on the ORR. 
impacts in future decades. Only after those estimates of future impacts are 
summed with past and present impacts can the cumulative impact be estimated. 
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The final paragraph in Section 5.1.1 summarizes the incremental impact of the There would be no significant cumulative impact because the 
ED-6 land transfer. It does NOT summarize the cumulative impact. action would have a negligible incremental impact on the amount 

of land removed from the ORR when compared with the 
remaining acreage. 

James S. Johnson. Jr. - Letter dated September 5. 2005 
The main impact of the preferred alternative is clearly on the decreased acreage DOE has removed the new boundary road from consideration 
in the Black Oak Ridge Conservation Easement characterized as deep forest and reduced the size of the area proposed to be conveyed. The 
habitat. Deep forest habitat is vital to rare migrating songbird species, which discussion of interior forest impacts has also been revised. 
thrive only in forests with substantial buffers to the perturbations of humans and 
their pets. It is disappearing at alanning rates across the nation, and any chipping 
away of the remainder must cause concern. 

The history of the Oak Ridge Reservation and its National Environmental Comment noted. 
Research Park bas been just such chipping away of its area and resources, 
without any comprehensive environmental impact study. My memory may be 
incorrect. but I think classing the analyses of scenarios generated in the Land Use 
Planning Process as EISs is overstatement. The degradation of the corpus is 
likely to continue. Ciry and business officials rattle on about some vague self-
sufficiency obligations (conflicting with other commitments, even if they exist) 
of the Federal government to the ciry. They seem unable to comprehend value of 
open space. in spite of the nearby gross example of west Knox County. 
Environmentalists must be tempted to dig in their heels and vote for no action. or 
in this case the conservation easement option. 

However, Wisconsin Avenue is already there, and development around it may do Comment noted. 
little further damage. Such would not require 360 acres. I suggest the matter be 
shelved, until the city or its development customer come back with a detailed 
map of what they need for consideration. 

Acknowledgment of possible personal interest: I am a coowner of an 80-acre Comment noled. 
tract in western Oak Ridge zoned residential. Public entities making available 
land may impact the salability of this property, as I suspect Parcel A, Rariry 
Ridge. and the redeveloped city services area already have. 

0 
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Oak Ridqe Reservation Local Oversi&i1t Committee (LOC) (NormalZ MulvenolZ) - Letter dated Seotember 9. 2005 

The Citizens Advisory Panel (CAP) of the Oak Ridge Reservation Local The proposed action has been revised and several other revisions 
Oversight Committee (LOC) has reviewed the subject EA on the conveyance of and changes have been made to address specific comments. 
Parcel EO-6. The CAP has identified several deficiencies in the document which 
relate to the planned actions ofOOE and the City. As it stands, the draft EA does 
not provide an adequate assessment of the environmental impacts of the Proposed 
Action, including impacts on the adjoining Black Oak Ridge Conservation 
Easement (BORCE). We request that the draft EA be strengthened as noted 
below: 

A map showing the location of biologically sensitive areas on Parcel EO-6 This information has been incorporated into the EA. 
should be included in the EA to guide the involved parties in detennining noo-
developable land. 

The straight line boundary between Parcel EO-6 and the BORCE should be. The western boundary of the parcel has been revised to better 
modified so that it follows the topography. The boundary should conserve as follow the topography of the area and to eliminate areas of 
much developable land on Parcel EO-6 as reasonable (generally ridgetops and steeper slopes (> I 0%). 
gently sloping areas) while removing sensitive lands, tributary streams, and steep 
slopes from the west side of the parcel. It is our understanding that the boundary 
was based on a map discussed during the Land-Use Planning Focus Group with 
an example boundary drawn by hand. The proposed boundary should be better 
refined to represent a reasonable boundary based on topography and development 
needs of the City of Oak Ridge and which also protects the most ecologically 
valuable land. 

--
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The environmental impact of constructing a new boundary road should be The revised proposed action eliminates the new boundary road 
analyzed and discussed. The report notes that construction of a 30-ft wide that was originally considered. 
boundary-patrol and fire-suppression road would be a direct result of the 
Proposed Action as well as the Mixed Development and Conservation Easement 
Alternatives. However, the draft EA does not show the likely route(s) of the 
boundary road nor does it evaluate its environmental impact. If the boundary 
road crossed step ridges and stream tributaries. it will have a large impact on the 
watershed due to erosion of the steep terrain. Cutting a wide road through a deep 
forest will also affect wildlife habitat on the BORCE as well as destroy the 
forested buffer zone between residential development and the conservation 
easement. 
It is not clear. to the CAP why a boundary road is at all necessary as the BORCE 
is not related to any active DOE mission and considering that a 30-ft wide 
boundary road will have a substantial negative impact on the east end of the 
conservation easement. The EA notes that fire protection of Parcel ED-6 will be 
adequately covered by existing city resources. Because fires tend to spread uphill 
and downwind. the remainder of the BORCE is unlikely to be at risk from a fire 
originating in the residential area. The decision to build a road primarily for fire-
suppression should be ratified by the State, which has the responsibi lity for 
management of the BORCE. 

David M. McGintv - Letter dated September 13. 2005 
I. Limited notice on this proposed land transfer. A one day notice in local Comment noted. 
newspapers was not an adequate method of notification for this proposed action. 
If the city had made a local zoning request that would impact this area; then as a 
minimum, signs would have been posted on the land involved. DOE should have 
provided this type of notification so the majority of stakeholders for this 
proposed (sic) would have received timely notice of this proposed action. The 
limited notification appeared to be an effort to limit input for this proposed 
action. 

- . - --
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2. The land transfer will destroy an established greenbelt zone. Very frequently 
deer and other native animals are observed in this area. This proposed transfer to 
the city will allow for a developer to destroy this habitat. It is difficult to 
understand how a land transfer that is based on compensation for damage to the 
environment can be justified based on more damage to the environment due to 
economical development of this area. 
This greenbelt has been established for over 15 years. It was one of the drawing 
cards to attract home owners into this area. While the city now does not 
recognize this "greenbelt" status; they have relied on this aspect to attract new 
home owners into this area. To break faith with existing home owners in order to 
increase the tax base is wrong and should not be supported by the federal 
government. 
1 would recommend that the existing greenbelt that surrounds Wisconsin Avenue 
be maintained and any proposed development or land transfer be shifted further 
west. This would minimize the environmental impact and support the corrective 
actions for remediation of past environmental insult actions by DOE. 
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It is anticipated the existing North Boundary Greenway would 
not be disturbed as a result of the property conveyance. 

47. 13. The proposed land transfer negatively impacts the majority of homeowners on 1 Comment noted. 
Whippoorwill Drive. To allow only a limited number of home owners to acquire 
land during this proposed land transfer to the city as a buffer to the proposed 
development is unfair. All home owners that have property adjacent to the DOE 
land (security patrol road) should have the same opportunity. My property at 133 
touches the immediate area that will be turned over to a developer and I will not 
be allowed the opportunity to acquire land that has served as part of my backyard 
since this neighborhood was established. Everyone on Whippoorwill should be 
allowed this same opportunity. A proposed land transfer should provide the 
maximum benefit to all stakeholders and not to just a limited few. This "no 
man's land" adjacent to the DOE security fence has been maintained by almost 
everyone whose property is next to DOE property line. Therefore, I recommend 
that everyone on Whippoorwill be allowed this opportunity; that is, to acquire the 
land adjacent to their property that borders the DOE security fence as part of this 
land transfer agreement. 
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4. The draft EA contains language that suggests a decision has already been DOE has determined that Parcel ED-6 is excess property (i.e., 
made regarding the proper disposition of the land. For example, to characterize property not needed to fulfill DOE current or foreseeable future 
this land as " underutilized property" versus "scenic natural forest that has requirements). 
supported a greenbelt environment"' in the introduction of this report implies a 
decision has already been made regarding the proper disposition of this 
government land. This document should present facts and not conclusions based 
on their desired results. 

Lorene S;oal- Handwritten comments received on September 12. 2005 
As I remember, the acreage discussed in the FOCUS group was about 220 acres. Changes to the proposed action, including the removal of new 
Even if the areas between the North Boundary Greenway and the DOE boundary boundary road and modification of the western boundary of 
east of Wisconsin Avenue. and the TDOT right-of-way along State Route 95 Parcel ED-6. were made to reduce potential adverse impacts to 
[about 34 acres (362-328)] were added to the FOCUS group estimate. it is about the conservation value of the BORCE. The proposed size of 
254 acres. Thus. DOE is giving away about 30 percent more land (108 acres) Parcel ED-6 was reduced from approximately 362 acres to about 
than discussions in the FOCUS group. Furthermore. this 108 acres is west of 336. Additional information has been provided on the potential 
Wisconsin Ave. and is part of the deep forest-interior habitat of the BORCE. impacts to interior forest habitat. 
When I raised this issue at the ED-6 EA public meeting, the response was that the 
ED-6 area had not been surveyed at the time of the FOCUS group. Be that as it 
may. the land area proposed for transfer is larger than previously discussed. 
Furthermore, DOE intends to build a new boundary patrol road between the 
western boundary of ED-6 and the remaining DOE property (i.e., the BORCE) 
which wi ll further adversely impact the rare forest-interior habitat. 

I. Thus, I believe that the ED-6 EA is inadequate because it does not provide a DOE has provided information in the EA on the existing 
map that describes the Proposed Action. The map must locate and include condition of Parcel ED-6. If the parcel is conveyed, DOE would 
acreages for the: have no control over the development of the property. Proposed 

- proposed residential development plans, including roads residential development plans were not available during the 
- undevelopable land (i.e., slopes greater than 10 percent) preparation of the EA. 
- the new DOE boundary patrol road 

--- - ---------------------------------------------------------------------------
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2. Furthennore, there must be an evaluation of the amount (acres) offorest Additional infonnation bas been provided in Section 3.6.2 and 
interior habitat that will be lost. The evaluation must include tbe area that results 4.6.1 on the potential impacts to interior forest habitat. 
from clearing for residential development and the DOE boundary patrol road and 
include the edge effects of such activities (i.e. , about 300 feet from the 
development and the road). This area must also be sbown on the map. 

3. Include the separate CERCLA report mentioned on page 1-3. The conclusion of the CERCLA investigation and report has 
been added to Sect. 1.3. The complete report is available from 
DOE upon request. 

4. Explain why the Conservation Easement Alternative would require The revised proposed action eliminates the new boundary road 
construction of a new boundary patrol road (page 2-2) and where it would be. that was originally considered. The road has also been eliminated 
Sucb a road is unnecessary since Wisconsin Avenue bounds the property east of in the other alternatives considered in the EA. 
Wisconsin Avenue. 

5. Show the location of sink holes on the Geologic Map of Parcel ED-6. (see Tbe sinkhole described as being located approximately 1200 ft 
page 3-4.) southwest of the parcel is depicted on the geologic map. No 

major sinkholes are present on ED-6 but some shallow 
depressions are evident. 

6. How about calling "wet-weather conveyances" epbemeral streams? (Page 3-5) The "wet-weather conveyances" have been changed to 
"intermittent streams'~ and are further described as having 
ephemeral flow. 

7. Page 4-1. Delete "Regional" from Oak Ridge Plarming Commission. The City stated that the correct name is "Oak Ridge Municipal 
Planning Commission" and tbe change has been made. 

8. Page 4-5. It is not true that ·· ... many of the animal species could relocate to This statement has been revised to state that '"some" species 
similar habitats located immediately adjacent to tbe parcel." Adjacent habitat could relocate. 
accommodates existing species and no more. Please revise. 

9. Table 4.1. Revise; this table doesn't make sense! I don ' t know any developer Table 4. I has been revised. 
who would build 16 units for S90,000 each on that land. Nor would it be 
possible to build 156 units at $300.000 each on that hilly land. However, if there 
were a map of residential development to support the table, it migbt be more 
convincing. The upper bound of 156 units would probably be a mix of units. 
Not all would be valued at 5300,000. 
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10. Page 4-9. Sections 4.8.3 and 4.8.3.2 are unrealistic given the status of the Information presented in Section 4.8 has been revised. 
Horizon Center. Even with the economic growth that appears to be happening in 
Oak Ridge, much of it is still unrealized (e.g., Rarity Ridge). 

II. Page 5-1. Delete "proposed" from BORCE. Deleted. 

12. Page 5-1. Why only 3208 acres for preservation and recreation when the The 3208 acres is land that has been conveyed and DOE no 
BORCE and 3 Bends total about 6000 acres. Please clarify. longer owns. The property within the BORCE and the Three 

Bends area is sti ll DOE property. 
13. Page 5-1. What are "land outgrants" and what which such lands are included Revised. 
in the "3498 acres for preservation/recreation"? Please clarify. 

14. Page 5-1. While the loss of360 acres ofland (about one percent) is small Additional information has been provided in Section 3.6.2 and 
compared to the size of the ORR, it is not small when compared to the available 4.6.1 on the potential impacts to interior forest habitat. 
deep forest habitat on the ORR. Such a comparison is more realistic and must be 
included in Section 5.1.1. In addition, the cumulative impacts analysis must 
include estimates and location of the surrounding deep-forest habitat so that one 
can know the real impacts to species that depend on contiguous deep-forest 
habitat. 

15. Page 5-2. What and where is the "Oak Ridge Industrial Center"? Please The Oak Ridge Industrial Center is located in Roane County on 
identify. the approximately 1300 acre peninSUla that was the former 

location proposed for the Clinch River Breeder Reactor. The site 
is currently owned by TVA 

Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Plannin& (Frank Henslev and Jo Alii. TltomDson) - Letter to Gerald Boyd dated SeDtember 28. 2005 
The Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Planning (TCWP) and the Advocates for Comment noted. 
the Oak Ridge Reservation (AFORR) are writing you today about a number of 
the unassessed environmental impacts of the proposed land transfer and patrol 
road addressed in the Department ofEnergy"s recent ED-6 Draft Environmental 
Assessment. Of particular interest are effects on the Black Oak Ridge 
Conservation Easement (BORCE) State Natural Area. 

-- --- -
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The DOE is proposing to transfer 362 acres of land. identified as ED-6, to the Comment noted. 
City of Oak Ridge. The impacts of this transfer are supposed to be identified and 
assessed in tbe Environmental Assessment (DOE/EA-1514 Draft). In the belief 
that the environmental assessment (EA) would be thorough and that negative 
impacts on the adjacent SORCE State Natural Area would be mitigated. the local 
conservation community. represented by TCWP and AFORR, agreed to endorse 
the ED-6 proposal. although it encompassed more land than the Land-Use Focus 
Group discussed for residential development (220 acres) and was larger than the 
acreage initially requested by the City (Resolution 5-73-04, 245 acres). We also 
had been informed, by the Mayor and other City of Oak Ridge officials on two 
occasions (DOE ED-6 information meeting in November 2004 and a December 
18.2004, meeting with city officials), that the excess land (between 50 and 100 
acres) would be transferred to the State to become a part of and contiguous with 
the SORCE State Natural Area. 

The EA is not complete without having assessed the impacts oftbe ED-6 The revised proposed action eliminates the new boundary road 
development and construction of the patrol road on the deep forest habitat whicb that was originally considered. The road has also been eliminated 
they would destroy. Tbe additional loss of deep forest habitat as a result of in the other alternatives considered in the EA. 
creating the new edge around the 174 acres of destroyed deep forest has not been 
assessed in the EA. 

The destruction of the deep forest habitat could be reduced by relocating the Changes to the western boundary and the elimination of the new 
western boundary line farther east and allowing it to follow tbe natural land boundary road resulted in a reduction of the size of the parcel 
contours. This could save an estimated 50 to 60 acres of deep forest habitat. from approximately 362 acres to around 336. The excluded area 

will remain as DOE property. At some time in the future this 
land may be considered for addition to the SORCE but that 
action is beyond tbe scope of this EA and would occur separately 
from this NEPA action. 

Tbe construction of the proposed patrol road within the SORCE State Natural The revised proposed action eliminates the new boundary road 
Area is a part of tbe ED-6 proposed action. but it has not been analyzed for any that was originally considered. 
environmental impacts. This patrol road is not required for any DOE mission 
since this is supposed to be a State Natural Area. Fire protection sbould not be a 
problem since this area is accessible from roads in the proposed ED-6 
development. 
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The unnamed stream affected by this patrol road drains approximately 100 acres The term "wet-weather conveyance" has been replaced with 
of the BORCE State Natural Area. Approximately 50% of this unnamed stream "intennittent streams" to describe the surface water features 
[raverses parcel ED-6. with the balance located within the BORCE State Natural located on Parcel ED-6. These intermittent streams are dry for 
Area. This unnamed stream has been treated as a "wet weather conveyance" in much of [he year and typically have only ephemeral flow after 
the ED-6 EA and this is an inaccurate description of [his stream. precipitation events and during the "wet" seaSOD. 

The irreparable negative impacts of the proposed new patrol road are The new boundary road is no longer part of the proposed action 
summarized: I) It would severely degrade the ecological value of the unused or included in any of the alternatives. 
ED-6 land (50 to 100) acres the City would transfer to the BORCE State Natural 
Area because the acreage would not be contiguous with the primary State Natural 
Area acreage. The proposed patrol road cannot follow the arbitrarily drawn 
straight ED-6 boundary line because of steep terrain. It must meander through 
the BORCE. hence cutting off and isolating a portion of the BORCE State 
Natural Area. The excess City land would only be contiguous with [his small 
cut-off portion. 2) It would have a negative environmental effect on the unnamed 
stream draining [he valley within [he BORCE Slate Natural Area because its 
undefined route must meander off the hill and down through the valley. 3) It 
would subs[an[ially increase the estimated loss of deep forest habitat by as much 
as 100 acres (in addition to the 174 acres of deep foresl habitat loss within the 
proposed ED-6 boundary). Part of [his 100-acre loss would be due [0 the eastern 
end of the BORCE Slate Natural Area being isolated by the road. and hence 
separated and not contiguous with the deep forest section of the BORCE 
State Natural Area (see #1 above). 4) It would reduce the monetary value of the 
BORCE State Natural Area as compensation from DOE for pollu[ion ofWatls 
Bar Lake under the Na[ural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA). 5) New 
res iden[ial lots that back up on an unpaved gravel road would bave less value 
[han lots [hal back up on a natural area. 

----- ._--
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TCWP and AFORR request the following changes to the ED-6 EA: I) The proposed boundary road has been eliminated from 
I) The additional loss of deep forest habitat, due to the new edge created around consideration and is no longer part of the proposed actioD. 

the proposed ED-6. should be assessed. 2) Done. 
2) The proposed new patrol road should be deleted from the project. 3) Changes to the western boundary and the elimination of the 
3) The straight-line western boundary of ED-6 should be redrawn to follow the new boundary road resulted in a reduction of the size of the 

natural land contours, hence reducing the total acreage and allowing 50 to 60 parcel from approximately 362 acres to around 336. The 
acres of the deep forest to be left in the BORCE State Natural Area. excluded area will remain as DOE property. At some time in 

4) A complete plant survey should be done to determine if and where there are the future this land may be considered for addition to the 
rare and endangered plants on the property. BORCE but that action is beyond the scope of this EA and 

5) The DOE should provide a comprehensive analysis of cumulative impacts of would occur separately from this NEPA action. 
past. present and reasonably foreseeable DOE proposed land use changes on 4) It was determined that a complete plant survey was not 
the Oak Ridge Reservation. needed since it is unlikely that any listed threatened and 

6) The overall effect ofED-6 on the BORCE State Natural Area should be endangered plants are present on the parcel. 
assessed. 5) DOE has determined that the analysis of cumulative impacts 

is adequate for this EA. 
6) The removal of new boundary road, the reduction in the 

amount of acres, and the change to the western boundary 
would minimize any potential effect on the BORCE. 

Although we have provided official comments on the ED-6 EA. it is our Comment noted. 
obligation to alert you to serious deficiencies that could bring about legal 
challenges to this process and thus delay the ED-6 land transfer to the City of 
Oak Ridge. Our purpose is to see that DOE fulfills its responsibilities for the 
environment; we do not want to delay the proposal. 

We appreciate your continuing interest in protecting this unique and irreplaceable Comment noted. 
Oak Ridge Reservation. 
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Tell/leSSee Citizells (or Wilderness Plannina (Sandra Goss) -Email dated September 15. 2005 

The Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Planning (TCWP) has reviewed the The proposed action has been revised and several other revisions 
subject EA on tbe conveyance of Parcel ED-6. TCWP has identified several and changes have been made to address specific comments. 
deficiencies in the document which relate to the planned actions of DOE and the 
City. As it stands. the draft EA does not provide an adequate assessment of the 
environmental impacts of the Proposed Action, including impacts on the 
adjoining Black Oak Ridge Conservation Easement (BORCE). We request that 
Proposed Actions be changed and the EA be revised to reflect these changes as 
listed below. 

I) A map showing the location of biologically sensitive areas on Parcel ED-6 This information has been incorporated into tbe EA. 
sbould be included in the EA to guide the involved parties in determining land 
not suitable for development. 

2) A thorough assessment of the area should be made to locate Coordination with the USFWS, TN Division of Natural Heritage, 
endangered or threatened plants. reviews of existing literature. and a site walkover were 

conducted for Parcel ED-6. It was determined that the presence 
of any listed threatened and endangered plants on the property 
was unlikely and a survey was not conducted. 

3) The straight line boundary between Parcel ED-6 and the BORCE should be The western boundary of the parcel has been revised to better 
modified so that it follows the topography. The boundary should conserve as follow the topography of the area and to eliminate areas of 
much developable land on Parcel ED-6 as reasonable (generally ridge tops and steeper slopes (> 10%). 
gently sloping areas) while removing sensitive lands, tributary streams, and steep 
slopes from the west side of the parcel. The boundary was drawn arbitrarily on a 
map used by the Land-Use Planning Foclls Group and it was never intended to be 
used as a property line. This boundary line should be better defined to represent 
a reasonable boundary based on topography and development needs of the City 
of Oak Ridge and wbich also protects the most ecologically valuable land. 

-- -- ~-
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4) The environmental impact of constructing a new boundary road should be Tbe revised proposed action eliminates the new boundary road 
discussed. The report notes that construction of a 30-ft wide boundary-patrol and that was originally considered. 
fire-suppression road would be a direct result of the Proposed Action. However. 
the draft EA does not show the likely route of the patrol road nor does it evaluate 
its environmental impact. If the patrol road crosses steep ridges and stream 
tributaries. it will have a large impact on the watershed due to erosion of the 
steep terrain. Cutting a wide road througb deep forest will also affect wildlife 
habitat on the BORCE as well as destroy the forested buffer zone between 
residential development and the conservation easement. 

Since the City has agreed to not allow development on the western portion The new boundary road is no longer part of the proposed action 
ofED6 and has agreed to transfer 50 to 100 acres oftbis land to TDEC to be or included in any of the alternatives. 
added to the BORCE. it is very important that tbis boundary- patrol road not be 
constructed. Construction of this road would separate these 50 to 100 acres 
from the BORCE and negate their importance to wildli fe since they would not be 
contiguous with the BORCE. It is not clear why a boundary road is at all 
necessary as the BORCE is not related to any active DOE mission especially 
since this 30-ft wide boundary road will have substantial negative impacts on the 
east end of the conservation easement. The EA notes that fire protection of 
Parcel ED-6 will be adequately covered by existing city resources. The decision 
to build a road primarily for fire-suppression should be ratified by TDEC since 
they are responsible for management of the BORCE. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Lee A. Barciav) - Letter dated September 13. 2005 
The draft EA does not adequately describe potential Indiana bat maternity roost The completed Biological Assessment including the Mist Net 
habitats present on Parcel ED-6. Although the results of mist-net and habitat Survey and Habitat Assessment was transmitted to the FWS. 
surveys are briefly mentioned in Section 3.6.3, no data regarding the mist net Information from the Biological Assessment has been 
survey protocols and methods or results of the bat habitat assessments are summarized and included in the EA. 
provided. As presented in the draft EA, the Biological Assessment would not 
support a "not likely to adversely affect" fmding. The Service is unable to 
provide our concurrence at this time and we suggest that a more detailed report of 
the mist nel surveys and habitat assessments be provided. 

- - - -
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The draft EA adequately documents deep forest habitats present on Parcel ED-6 Additional information on the potential impact to interior forest 
and generally describes potential adverse effects associated with the envisioned habitat and migratory birds has been added to the EA. 
residential development under the proposed action. !yIore detailed information is 
needed, however, to adequately assess the potential negative effects of DOE's 
proposed action on migratory birds that utilize Parcel ED-6 and the contiguous 
Black Oak Ridge Conservation Easement. The cumulative effects of the 
continued loss of interior forest breeding bird habitat on the Oak Ridge 
Reservation and in the Ridge and Valley Physiographic Province are not 
adequately assessed in the EA. Based on our evaluation of the information 
presented in the draft EA, the Service can only support the conservation easement 
or no action alternatives. 

If DOE desires to proceed with the proposed transfer of Parcel EO·6 to the City Comment noted. 
of Oak Ridge, we believe that the development of an Environmental Impact 
Statement (ElS) is warranted. Reliance on the existing zoning regulations of the 
City of Oak Ridge to adequately protect threatened and endangered species and 
migratory birds that utilize this area is not feasible. Pursuant to the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186, DOE has a responsibility to protect 
and enhance the conservation of migratory bird resources on the ORR. 



;t-
o 

N 
V> 

Comment 
No. 

84. 

85. 

Comments on Draft ED-6 Environmental Assessment (EA) 
September 2005 

Pa2e 23 of26 
~ 

Comment Response 
J. Warren Webb - Email dated Aual/stU. 2005 

Section 1.1. Purpose and Need. sbould be revised and expanded to point the way Tbe proposed conveyance supports the purpose and need of the 
to the alternatives (see below). The first sentence of this section signals to this action which is to transfer property to the City of Oak Ridge for 
reader (and probably to the decision maker) tbat the decision to be made is economic development. 
simply whether to transfer 362 acres to the City of Oak Ridge. In fact, the 
purpose of the EA should be to consider whether to transfer ED-6 or some As stated in the response to comment No. 18, the City of Oak 
portion thereof to the City, and, ifsQ, how much and with what restrictions. Ridge's original proposal (July 1,2004) requested Parcel ED-6 
The need arises directly from a request by the City to transfer 245 acres, not 362 with no specific acreage amount listed. Once the property was 
acres, for residential development; indirectly. it arises from consideration by the surveyed. the total acreage was calculated at 362 acres. The 
Focus Group to make some acreage (about 220 acres in the majority report) proposed size of Parcel ED-6 was reduced from approximately 
available to the City for residential development. Tbe City, apparently, made no 362 acres to about 336 acres. and the new boundary road was 
mention of commercial development, and only a minority of the Focus Group removed from tbe proposed action. 
supported commercial development. Tbese circumstances should be made clear 
briefly in the need statement and fully explicated in the background section (no The City has requested conveyance of tbe property for residential 
acreages for Focus Group alternatives are given; a table would be appropriate). development purposes. 
Not raising and explaining these pertinent circumstances in the EA does a 
disservice to the decision maker and the public, and raises a possibility of legal 
action. 

Section 2. Description of Alternatives should be revised/expanded to include The alternatives do not reflect specific acreage because the 
reasonable alternatives and explain why the proposed action is reasonable. The environmental concerns for minor acreage fluctuations would not 
City's original request for 245 acres is a reasonable alternative. The Focus Group result in a significant change to the impacts being evaluated. 
recommendations could be considered reasonable. Thus, these alternatives should 
be included in the EA. The Proposed Action, Section 2.1 , to transfer 362 acres, 
seems to come out of nowhere. or at least left field. If it is a reasonable 
alternative. the reasons why it is reasonable should be explained. The City's 
subsequent position, that it would like all 362 acres but would sign a binding 
agreement. needs to be explained. Also. in Paragraph 2 of Section 2.1, DOE 
makes a number of assumptions; these are meaningless unless there is some 
assurance (e.g., deed restrictions) that they would be fulfilled. All of the 
subsequent analysis is predicated on these unsubstantiated assumptions. Again. a 
disservice to the decision maker and the public is perpetrated. 
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Section 2.3. the Mixed Development Alternative. includes some (unspecified as Mixed development was considered by the Focus Group and 
to amount, and only the "most likely" location specified generally) commercial DOE decided that including this alternative in the EA was 
development. Again, this seems to come out of nowhere, unless from a minority reasonable. 
of the Focus Group. For this alternative to be considered reasonable. more 
information is needed. 

Section 2.4, the Conservation Easement Alternative. presents an all-or-nothing This alternative was modified so the entire Parcel ED-6 or a 
alternative, when, in fact. some portion of ED-6 could be incorporated in the portion could be added to the BORCE. For analysis purposes the 
BORCE. entire parcel was considered for bounding purposes. 

Description of the Terrestrial Environment, Section 3.6.1 should explain the Section 3.6.1 has been revised and the discussion of interior 
value of the habitat. The key point is that 174 acres of the parcel are deep forest forest habitat has been revised based on changes in the Parcel 
habitat, and are part of a much larger block in the BORCE (863 acres). The FWS ED-6 boundary. The discussion of interior forest habitat is now 
noted this as a significant issue in its letter to DOE~ included in the EA. included in a separate subsection 3.6.2. 
Specifically, the FWS, quoting a University of Tennessee study, stated: "Iarge 
forested tracts are much less common on the ORR and more accurately meet 
habitat requirements for rare species." This large block (almost half of ED-6) 
should be brought forward at the beginning of the section and its characteristics 
thoroughly described. Much of the rest of the description can be shortened and 
incorporated by reference, thus focusing the attention of the reader on the key 
Issue. 

Similarly, Section 3.6.2 should focus on the animals using this deep forest block, The text describing terrestrial animals that likely inhabit Parcel 
rather than reciting '"typical" or "common" species expected to be found in the ED-6 includes common or typical species and sensitive species 
parcel. Such information can be presented in tables or incorporated by reference. like neo-tropical migrat~ry birds that can be found within the 
Incidentally. the EA presents mist netting for bats (without numerical results or interior forest habitat. The results of the bats captured during the 
citation) in the context of endangered species. In fact, findings on bats are Parcel ED-6 mist netting have been added to Section 3.6.4. 
indicative of general ecosystem health, and should be presented as such with 
locations and discussion in the context of deep forest and other habitats. 

-
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Discussion of Impacts in Section 4.6.1 to 174 acres of deep forest should be This section has been revised to better describe the impacts 
highlighted. The language of paragraph 2 of this section is far too weak: the associated with the removal of interior forest habitat. 
proposed action, in fact. would eliminate up to 174 acres (no potential about it) of 
deep forest that is a significant resource and part of a much larger block. 
Elimination of this habitat would adversely impact neolropical migrant birds and 
other wildlife. Because the reasonable option of combining all or part of this with 
the SORCE is not considered, it must be discussed in this section. In view of the 
significance of this habitat and its wildlife. the positive impacts of no action and 
the conservation easement alternative should be further explained. 

Section 5.1.4 should be revised and expanded. For starters. this section contains The first statement has been deleted. The second statement was 
two astounding. unsubstantiated statements: not changed. 

"As an example. the conversion of an upland hardwood forest to pasture 
or hayfield use can result in nearly the same loss of biodiversity as if the 
woodland were converted to industrial use." 
..... but the impact on biodiversity has probably been minimal since 
much of the core area of the Reservation and most sensitive areas have 
been avoided or potential impacts have been mitigated. Also, much of 
the development and reindustrialization on ORR is taking place within 
previously disturbed andlor developed areas within and surrounding the 
major plant areas." 

In any case. the section is totally inadequate in view of the 174 acres of deep Comment noted. 
forest (not mentioned) as part of a much larger block (863 acres); the unanalyzed 
impacts thereof (Section 4.6.1); the statement by the FWS regarding significance 
of the area; the actual impacts of past actions such as ED-I (as opposed to those 
asserted); and the. alas. possibility that DOE will continue to fragment the ORR 
by segmented actions, as here. Moreover, using the positive aspects of the 
BORCE as a substitute for explicating the negative impacts of the proposal is 
unconscionable and of no use to the public or the decision maker. 
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The preparers seem unaware of an important point about cumulative impacts: Comment noted. 
most of the changes we observe - to natural resources (e.g .. deep forest). social 
conditions, and land use - are the result of small, incremental changes that can be 
presented as inconsequential when viewed in a narrow context. Thus, the loss of 
174 acres of deep forest. for example, may be inconsequential, or it may be yet 
another contribution to a substantial trend. The decision maker must confront this 
conundrum. and the EA should assist himlher. This EA does not. 

An important omission is discussion of deed restrictions. DOE has a history of The total acreage to be conveyed was reduced by adjusting the 
turning over land without sufficient restrictions based on environmental findings alignment of the property boundary to reflect topograpby and 
(e.g .. the Boeing property).!n view of this sad history, and the unsupported protect interior forest habitat. No deed restrictions are necessary. 
assumptions made in the description of alternatives. tbe EA sbould indicate 
strong deed restrictions that would be incorporated in order to conform to the 
assumptions in Section 2.1 and to prevent later actions that would increase 
adverse impacts. These restrictions would include. but not be limited to. th~ 
City's willingness to enter into binding agreements concerning portions of the 
property. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

Mr. James 1. Elmore, Ph.D. 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Oak Ridge Operations Office 
P.O. Box 2001 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831 

Re: FWS#05-0436 

Dear Dr. Elmore: 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
446 Neal Sb'eet 

Cookeville. TN 38501 

January 19, 2005 

ArvlESH 
OFFICIA~ FI~E COpy 

DOCS NO. rhO\ 9/1~ 
DATE RECEIVED JAN 2 5 21m 
FILECODE __ 

Thank you for your letter and enclosures received December 20, 2004, regarding the preparation 
of an Environmental Assessment (EA) .bythe Department of Energy (DOE) for the proposed 
transfer of Parcel ED-6 of the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR), formerly kn<;>wn' as Self 
Sufficiency Parcel D, to the City of OakRidge in Anderson COlmty, Telmessee. U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service personnel have 'reviewed the information submitted and offer the following 
comments for consideration. 

According to our records, the following federally listed endangered species may occur on or near 
the Parcel ED-6 property: 

gray bat 
Indiana bat 

(Myotis grisescells) 
(Myotis sodalis) 

Qualified biologists should assess potential impacts and determine if the proposed land transfer 
may affect the species. We recommend that you submit a copy of your assessment and the draft 
EA to' this office for review and concurrence. A finding of "may affect" could require the 
initiation of formal consultation procedures. 

The EA should discuss the conclusions, recommendations, and resolutions that emanated from 
the Oak Ridge Land Use Planning Process which was conducted in 2001 and 2002. This 
strategic planning process sanctioned by DOE, which included the participation of a wide variety 
of stakeholders for the ORR, evalnated a variety of scenarios for potential uses of DOE lands in 
the western part of the ORR. Although the City of Oak Ridge has determined that the most 
likely use of .this property would be residential development, this statement diverges from 
consensus opinions expressed by the Oak Ridge Land Use Planning Focus Group. 
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During the development of the final report of the Oak Ridge Land Use Planning Focus Group, 
University of Tennessee personnel performed a sensitive habitat analysis of five key areas 
located in the western portion of the ORR. One of those areas, Area 7, included a significant 
portion of Parcel ED-6. Approximately 863 acres of deep forest habitat were identified in Area 
7. Area 7 was deemed a valuable source of deep forest habitat and the conclusion of the UT 
researchers was that "large forested tracts are much less common on the ORR and more 
accurately meet habitat requirements for rare species." A substantial portion of Parcel ED-6 
would be considered core interior forest breeding bird habitat . We believe that Parcel ED-6 
provides significant nesting habitats for a variety of neo-tropical migratory birds, of which many 
species are currently in decline. 

The EA should evaluate a variety of alternatives which closely resemble the four scenarios that 
were documented in the final report (i.e., greenspace emphasis, development emphasis, modified 
ED-3, and less development). The most current biological data, including surveys for 
endangered species and migratory birds, should be discussed in detail. The EA should also 
evaluate the cumulative effects of the continuing disposition of DOE ORR properties to the City 
of Oak Ridge for economic development purposes on legally protected species, including 
migratory birds. Tlus analysis should not only focus on DOE-managed lands on the ORR, but 
also include a larger geographic analysis which takes the ecological condition of the entire Ridge 
and Valley Physiographic Province into consideration. This may necessitate the development of 
an Environmental Impact Statement. . 

These constitute the comments of the U.S. Department of the Interior, provided in accordance 
with provisions of the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended: 16 U.S,C. 1531 et 
seq.), the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-71l),'the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), and the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 -4347; 
83 Stat. 852). We appreciate the opportunity to comment. Should you have any questions or 
need further assistance, please contact Steve Alexander of my staff at 9311528-6481, ext. 210, or 
via e-mail at steven_alexander@fivs.gov. 

xc' Pat Parr, ORNL, Oak Ridge 
Dave McKinney, TWRA, Nashville 
David Harbin, TDEC, Nashville 
John Owsley, TDEC, Oak Ridge 
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Sincerely, 

~a;!t 
Field Supervisor 



United States Department of the Interior 

Mr. Larry C. Kelly 
Department of Energy 
Oak Ridge Office 
P.O. Box 2001 
Oak Ridge, Tetmessee 37831 

Dear Mr. Kelly: 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
446 Neal Street 

Cookeville. TN 3850 I 

April 10, 2007 

On March 12,2007, a meeting was held at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Regional Office 
in Atlanta, Georgia. In attendance were representative from the U.S. Department of Energy at 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee, the Fish and Wildlife Service from Cookeville, Tennessee, and the Fish 
and Wildlife Service's Regional Office. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss and resolve 

. issues concerning section 7 Endangered Species Act consultation for the transfer of Parcel ED-6 
at the Oak Ridge Reservation in Roane County, Tennessee, to the City of Oak Ridge. 

After discussions at the meeting, and upon review of additional information concerning mist net 
surveys provided to us at the meeting, we believe that the requirements of section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act have been fulfilled for the transfer of Parcel ED-6, and that no further 
consultation is needed. Obligations under section 7 must be reconsidered, however, if: (I) new 
information reveals that the proposed action may affect listed species in a manner or to an extent 
not previously considered, (2) the proposed action is subsequently modified to include activities 
which were not considered during this consultation, or (3) new species are listed or critical 
habitat designated that might be affected by the proposed action. 

Discussions at the meeting revealed that, although there are a number of caves and areas of 
upland and riparian forest suitable for use as roosting and foraging habitat, there have not been 
any comprehensive bat surveys done on the Oak Ridge Reservation. Such surveys would 
provide valuable data concerning the use of suitable habitat on and the distribution of bats, 
including the gray bat and Indiana bat, on the Reservation; they would contribute toward 
fulfilling the Department of Energy's obligations under section 7(a)(I) of the Endangered . 
Species Act; and they would provide baseline data that would be useful during review of future 
actions. It . is our understanding that you have agreed to consider conducting Reservation-wide 
bat surveys: Biologists from my staff are available to partner with you and your staff in this 
effort. Also, we are available to partner with you to develop and implement surveys for ·other 
rare or federally listed plants and animals that might exist on Reservation lands. 
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Thank you for your cooperation in resolving the issues associated with the transfer of Parcel ED-
6. If you have any questions, or if we can be of further assistance, please contact me at 9311528-
6481, ext. 212. 

Sincerely, 

~:t 
Field Supervisor 
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TENNESSEE HISTORICAL COMMISSION 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION 

2941 LEBANON ROAD 

April 6, 2005 

Mr. Gary Hartman 
Department of Energy 
Oak Ridge Office 
Post Office Box 2001 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831 

NASHVILLE, TN 37243-0442 
(61 5) 532-1550 

RE: DOE, ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT, PARCELS ED-6 AND 7 TRANSFER, 
OAK RIDGE, ROANE COUNTY, TN 

Dear Mr. Hartman: 

At your request, our office has reviewed the above-referenced archaeological survey report in 
accordance with regulations codified at 36 CFR 800 (Federal Register, December 12, 2000, 
77698-77739). Based on the information provided, we find that the project area contains no 
archaeological resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. 

If project plans are changed or archaeological remains are discovered during construction, 
please contact this office to determine what further action, if any, will be necessary to comply 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Your cooperation is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

~-{J~<-----
Herbert L Harper I 
Executive Director and 
Deputy State Historic 

Preservation Officer 

HLH/jmb .AMESH 
OFFICIAL FI LE CQPY 

OOCS NO. ,;;7\1 W-f(L-
DATE RECEIVED 1 ~ ~ 
F!LE CODE __ fS!~.17 __ 
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TENNESSEE HISTORICAL. COMMISSION 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION 

2941 LEBANON ROAD 
August 31,2005 

MI', Gary S, Hartman 
Oak Ridge Operations Office 
Post Office Bo, 200 I 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee, 37831 

NASHVILLE, TN 37243-0442 
(615) 532-1550 

RE: DOE, CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY REPORT, TRANSFER/PARCELS EO-6, OAK 
RIDGE, ANDERSON COUNTY 

Mr. Hariman: 

Pursuant to your request, received on Thursday, August 18, 2005. this office has reviewed 
documcnt~tion concerning the nbo\'e~rerercn('cd undertaking. This review is a requirement of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for compliance by the participating federal 
agency or applicant for federal assistance. Procedures for implementing Section 106 of the Act flrc 
codified "t36 CFR 800 (Federal Register, Oecember 12,2000,77698-77739) 

Consitlcring the information provided, we find that the area of potential effects for this undertaking 
contains no cultural resources eligible for listing in Ihe National Register of Historic Places, You 
should notify interested persons and make the documentation associated with this finding available 
to the public, 

If your agency proposes any modifications in current project plans or discovers any archaeological 
remains during the ground disturbance or construction phase, please contact this office to determine 
what rurther action, ir any, will be necessary to comply with Section 106 or the National ~Iistoric 

Preservation Act. 

This office appreciates your cooperation. 

3;~ 

Herbert L. Harre;~ 
Executive Director and 
OCrut)' Stote Historic 

Preser"ation Officer 

H LH/j)'g 
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.. . . 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 4 

4WD-FFB 

David G. Page 
Department of Energy 
Oak Ridge Operations Office 
P.O. Box 2001 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831 

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLANT A. GEORGIA 30303·8960 

April 3, 2006 

SUBJ: Concurrence with Identification of Uncontaminated Property (Parcel ED-6) for Transfer 
Purposes under CERCLA § 120(h)(4)(B) 

Dear Mr. Boyd: 

In response to your letter of February 27, 2006, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
hereby concurs with the Department of Energy's (DOE) identification of Parcel ED-6 as 
uncontaminated property, in accordance with § 120(h)(4)(B) of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). 

Based on the information provided in the "Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act Section 120 (h) Report for the Title Transfer of Parcel ED-6 at 
the Oak Ridge Reservation, Oak Ridge, Tennessee" (February 2006), and data collected during 
the Remedial Investigation for the East Fork Poplar Creek Sewer Line Beltway, EPA believes 
Parcel ED-6 is properly classified as "uncontaminated" as that term is used in CERCLA § 
120(h)(4). ' 

If you have questions regarding this uncontaminated property determination, please do not 
hesitate to contact me at 404-562-8513. 

y~ 
Jennifer Tufts, Project Manager 
KYITN Federal Oversight Section 
Federal Facilities Branch 
Waste Management Division 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov 

Internet Add", •• (UAL). hl1p://www.epa.lI..v 
AecycledIRecycllble .Pf1nled w~h Vegelablo O. Based Inks on RecydGd Paper (Mil mum 30"/. Postconsumor) 
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--. 

cc 
Doug McCoy, TDEC 
Dave Adler, DOE 
Oak Ridge SSAB 
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BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT FOR 
THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

UNDER SECTION 7 OF THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 
FOR THE U. S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

CONVEYANCE OF PARCEL ED-6 
TO THE CITY OF OAK RIDGE, TENNESSEE 

1. SUMMARY 

This biological assessment (BA) assesses the potential for adverse effects on two federally listed 
anima l species that could rcsult from the conveyance of Parcel ED-6 by thc U. S. Department of Energy 
(DOE) to the city of Oak Ridge. Parcel ED-6 consists of approximately 336 acres locatcd on the eastern 
end of the Oak Ridge Rcscrvation (ORR) (Fig. I) within the city limits of Oak Ridge. The species 
discussed in this BA are those mentioncd in a Ictter from the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Scrvice (USFWS) to 
DOE, dated JanualY 19, 200 I, regarding thc preparation of an Environmental Asscssmcnt (EA) for the 
propos cd conveyance (USFWS 2005). USFWS dctermined that the gray bat ("'(),olis grisescel/s) and the 
Indiana bat (Myolis sodalis) might occur on or ncar the Parcel ED-6 property. Both spccies are federally 
listcd as endangered. 

Between July 29 and August 1,2005, BHE Environmental, Inc . (BHE), completed a mist net survcy 
to investigate the prcscncc of the Indiana bat and/or gray bat in Parcel ED-6 (BHE 2005). BHE surveycd 
three sites with mist nets and qualitatively assessed habitat suitabili ty for summering Indiana bats. 
Methods of the mist net survcy followed recommendations of thc Indiana Bat Recovery Tcam 
(USFWS I 999a) and guidance from the USFWS Tennessee Field Office. The timing of the survey, level 
of effort, and sUlvey conditions were appropriate for investigating presencc of the Indiana bat during the 
maternity season. The qualitativc habitat assessment was conductcd using principles of the Habitat 
Suitability Index (HSI) Model for Indiana Bat Summer Habitat (Rom me et al. 1995). 

No Indiana bats or gray bats were captured during the survey. Sixty-seven bats of thrcc species were 
captured in the proposed project area: the big brown bat (EplesiclIs./iISCIIS), red bat (Lasilll'lls borealis), 
and eastern pipistrelle (Pipislrellils sllbj7avlIs). Nonc of thc three species captured is federally or state 
listed as endangercd or threatened, and they are affordcd no Icgal protection beyond measurcs that protect 
common species ofwi ldlifc. 

Results of the habitat assessment indicated none of Parcel ED-6 providcs high-quality summer 
habitat for Indiana bats. Approximately 61 acres provide moderate-quality summer habitat, and 278 acres 
provide low-quality sununer habitat for Indiana bats. Approximately 16 acres do not provide suitable 
summcr habitat for Indiana bats. Note: At the time BHE conducted the habitat assessmcnt, thc acreage of 
Parcel ED-6 was about 360 acrcs. Subsequent to their initial work, the proposed western boundary of the 
parcel was changed, which rcsultcd in the parcel now being about 336 acres. 

Based on the review of the 2005 mist net survey and habitat assessment, DOE and USFWS agrecd to 
conduct another mist net survcy at three additional sites within Parcel ED-6. This additiona l mist nct survey 
was conducted by BHE during July 11 - 16, 2006 (BHE 2006). Mist net locations wcrc selccted following an 
on-si te meeting with rcprcscntatives fi'om USFWS and DOE ill April 2006, and subsequent guidance fi'om 
USFWS. Eight bats were capturcd during the survey. All of thc captures were at one site and no bats were 
captured at the other two sites. Two species wcre idcntified during the survey: big brown bats and red bats. 
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DOE concludes, based on the results of the mist nct surveys and the information prescnted in this 
BA, that the proposed transfer of Parcel ED-6 to the city of Oak Ridge is not likely to adversely affect 
either of the listed species. Neither species appears likely to be present on Parcel ED-6, and proposed or 
designated critical habitats for the species are not present on or ncar the parcel. No caves, other suitahle 
hibernaeula, or roosting habitat for gray bats is present at Parcel ED-6. However, caves that could provide 
potential roosting habitat for the gray bat are present within 5 miles of the property. Although the ultimate 
use of Parcel ED-6 would eventually require removal of trees, the majority of the potential summer 
habitat on the parcel is considered low to moderate quality for Indiana bats. Also, there is beller quality 
sununer habitat and adequate numbers of suitable and potentially suitable roost trees available 
immediately adjacent to Parcel ED-6 in the Blaekoak Ridge Conservation Easement area. Surface watcr 
resources on the parcel are limited to intermittent streams, but East Fork Poplar Creek (EFPC) provides a 
permanent source of water within 100 ft of Parcel ED-6. 

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

DOE proposes to convey Parcel ED-6 to the city of Oak Ridge for the development of new housing. 
Parcel ED-6 is being transferred because DOE has determjncd that the propelty is excess (i.e., propelty is not 
necded to thlfill DOE ClUTent or foreseeable future requirements). The need for DOE action is the result of a 
rcquest from the city of Oak Ridge to transfer Pm'eel ED-6 under 10 Code of Federal Regulatiolls Part 770. 
This regulation, entitled Tf'{fll~rer of Real Property at D~rellse Nue/ear Facilities/or Ecollomic Developmellt, 
allows DOE to transfer real property to local conununities for economic development pU11'0ses. 

For thc purposes of analysis, it is assumed that after the transfer, the city of Oak Ridgc would sell the 
propcrty to a private developer. City staff would review the residential development plans to ensure 
compliance with all applicable zoning ordinance requircments and other engineering-rclatcd ordinances 
and standards. For bounding purposes, it is also assumed that the new residcntial dcvelopment would be 
primarily concentrated on the pOltion of tbe parcel that is located west of Wisconsin Avenue and north of 
East Quarry Road. Constraints on dcveloping the other pOltions of the parcel include the Tennesscc 
Valley Authority (TVA) power line and right-of-way (ROW), steep topography (i.e., slopes > 10%), and 
the North Boundary Greenway trail. Thus, somc areas of the parcel are more conducive to development 
than others. 

3. STATUS AND BIOLOGY OF THE LISTED SPECIES 

The general ccology of the gray bat and Indiana bat is summarized below. Unless othenvisc noted, 
general biological illfol1nation on the species is derived from the published literature, reports, and Internet 
resources listed under each spccies hcading. 

3.1 GRAY BAT 

3.1.1 Status 

Gray bats were listed by the federal government as endangered on April 28, 1976. The total gray bat 
population across the species range has dcelined drastically since the early 1960s. Because gray bat 
colonies roost only in caves and cave-like habitats. the decline of thc species is attributed chiefly to 
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human disturbance and vandalism. Suspected contributing factors include contamination by pesticides, 
chemical pollution 01' siltation of waterways over which gray bats forage, and loss of foraging habitat. 

A recovety plan for gray bats was developed in 1982 (USFWS 1982). The primary objective of the 
recovety plan is to move the gray bat from cndangered to threatened status. In summary, objectives of the 
Gray Bat Recovcty Plan include: (I) prevent disturbance to impatiant roost habitat; (2) maintain, protect, 
and restore foraging habitat; and (3) monitor population trends. 

3.1.2 Biology 

Unless othcrwise notcd or referenced, the following general biological information on the gray bat is 
derived from USFWS (1991), Harvey (1992), and Kentucky Bat Working Group (KBWG) (2000). The 
corc range of the endangered gray bat encompasses the cave regions of Alabama, northern Arkansas, 
Kentucky, Missouri, and Tennessee, but a few occur illllorthwestern Florida, western Georgia, southwestern 
Kansas, southern Indiana , southern and southwcstern Illinois, northeastern Oklahoma, northeastern 
Mississippi, westem Virginia, and possibly western North Carolina. Gray bats are restricted to caves 01' 
cave-like habitats, and few caves meet their specific roost requirements. These restrictions result in about 
95% ofthc population ' s hibcrnating in only eight or nine caves. For hiberuation, the roost site must havc 
an average temperature of 5.6°C to 11.1 °C (42°F to 52°F) . Most of thc caves used by gray bats for 
hibernation have deep vetiical passagcs with large rooms that function as cold ail' traps. Summer caves 
must bc warm, bctween 13.9°C and 25.0°C (57°F and 77°F), or have small rooms 01' domcs that can trap 
the body heat of roosting bats. Summer caves are normally located close to rivers or lakcs where the bats 
fced. Gray bats have been known to fly 12 miles or more from thcir colony to feed. 

Gray bats roost, breed , rear young, and hibernate in caves year round. They migrate between summer 
and winter caves and will use transient or stopover caves along the way. Onc-way migrating distance 
betwecn wintcr and summer caves may Vaty from as little as 16.09 km (10 milcs) to well over 321.8 km 
(200 miles). Mating occurs as bats return to winter caves in September and Octobcr. By November, most 
gray bats are hibernating. Adult females begin to emcrge in latc March, followed by juveniles and adult 
males. Females store sperm over the winter and bccomc pregnant the following spring. A few hundred to 
many thousands of pregnant fcmalcs congregate to form maternity colonies. Males and nOlll'eproductive 
females gather in smaller groups to form what are known as bachelor colonies. A single pup is born in 
late Mayor early June. The young bcgin to fly 20 to 25 days after birth. Gray bats feed primarily on 
flying insccts ovcr lakes, rivcrs, and streams. Aquatic insects, particularly mayflies, makc up most of thcir 
diet. 

Information about the OCClllTence of gray bats on the ORR is limited. In November 1994, a single 
dead gray bat was found in a display cabinet in Building 9204-3 at the Y- 12 National Security Complex. The 
bat was probably an isolated individual juvenilc that bccame lost, disoriented, and trapped. Mist netting 
for bats was conductcd on thc lower EFPC and its tributaries in May 1992 and again in May through 
June 1997 (DOE 1997). The 1997 survcy included portions of 10IVer Bear Creek near its confluence with 
lower EFPC. The creeks in this area provided good gray bat foraging habitat at thc time of the surveys. No 
gray bats were recorded among the six species captured. More recent acoustic SlllVCYS bctwccn 2002 and 2004 
have found gray bats at Melton Hill Lake and the K-1007-PI Holding Pond near East Tennessee Technology 
Park (Harvey 2005). More than 20 caves have been idcntificd on the ORR. Mitchell et al. (1996) surveyed 
scven of the caves (Copper Ridge, Flashlight Heavcn, Walkcr Branch, Big T1ll11e, Little Turtle, Pinnacle, 
and Bull Bluff) but found no gray bats. There lVas an unverified report of ten gray bats roosting in Little 
Turtle Cave in Septcmbcr 1996. Thcse bats were observed roosting and were not further dishlrbed; 
thercfore, a definite, in-the-hand identification was not made (Webb 1996). Examination of photographs 
taken of the roosting bats indicate that they appeared to be Myolis and more than likely werc gray bats, but 
the species conld not be positively determined (Major 2000 and Hemy 2000). 
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None of the caves on the ORR has bcen completely and systematically surveyed for bats, except for the 
limited surveys reported in Mitchell et a1. (1996) and thc 1996 report of MyOlis roosting in Little Turtle 
Cave. The caves within the vicinity of the project area may not provide adequate hibernacula for gray 
bats, but they could provide transient or stopover roosting habitat for migrating gray bats. Suitablc foraging 
habitat for gray bats within thc vicinity of Parcel ED-6 includes EFPC. 

Because no caves are present within Parcel ED-6, none would be distUl'bed as a result of the transfer. 
Development of the parcel would also not directly impact any potential foraging habitat that exists in the 
vicinity or indirectly affect aquatic insect fauna on which thc gray bats would prey. Thus, the proposed 
transfcr is unlikely to adversely affcct the gray bat or its habitat. 

3.2 INDIANA BAT 

3.2.1 Status 

Indiana bats were listed by the federal government as endangered on March II, 1967. Populations 
across the species range (as recorded from counts in hibernacula) have declined since the late 1950s. A 
principal cause of decline is destruction of hibernacula 1"0111 collapse, flooding, or vandalism by humans. 
Suspected contributing factors include loss of suitable summer habitat and contamination by pesticides 
(USFWS 1999a). 

A recovery plan for Indiana bats was developed in 1983 (USFWS 1983). An Agency Draft Revised 
Recovery Plan was distributed by USFWS in 1999. 1n sunUllaJY, objectives of the Indiana Bat RecovelY 
Plan include: (1) protect hibernacula; (2) maintain, protect, and restore summer matel11ity habitat; 
(3) monitor population trends through winter eensusing; (4) educate the public; and (5) continue research. 

3.2.2 Biology 

Unless otherwise noted or referenced, the following general biological information on the Indiana 
bat is derived from USFWS (1991, 1999a, 1999b, 2000), Harvey (1992), and KBWG (1997, 2000) . The 
Indiana bat is a migratOlY species found throughout much of thc eastern half of the United States from 
Oklahoma, Iowa, and Wisconsin east to Venllont and south to northwestcrn Florida. For hibel11ation, 
Indiana bats prcfer limestone caves with stable tempcratUl'es of 3.3 to 6.1 °C (38 to 43°F) and high relativc 
humidity. As with the gray bat, few caves meet the specific roost requirements of the species. 
Subsequently, more than 85% of the population hibernates in only nine sites. However, Indiana bats have 
been found hibernating in a few abandoned mines, a tunnel, and a hydroelectric dam. The bats hibel11ate liOill 
October to April, depending on e1imatic conditions. Density in tightly packed clusters is usually estimated at 
3228 bats per square meter (300 bats per square foot), although as many as 5165 bats per square meter 
(480 per square foot) have been rep0l1ed. 

Female Indiana bats dcpm1 hibcmation caves before males and arrive at sununer maternity roosts in 
mid-May. A single offspring is born between late June and early July. The young bats can fly within a 
month of birth. Early researchers considered floodplain and riparian forest to be the primary roosting and 
foraging habitats used during the summer by the Indiana bat, and these forest types unquestionably arc 
important. More recently, upland forest has been shown to be used by Indiana bats for roosting. Within 
the range of the species, the existence of Indiana bats in a particular area may be governed by the 
availability of natural roost stl1lctures, primarily standing dcad trecs with loosc bark. Thc suitability of any 
tree as a roost site is determined by (1) its condition (dead or alivc), (2) thc quantity of loosc bark, (3) the 
tree's solar cxposure and location in relation to other trecs, and (4) the trec's spatial relationship to water 
sourccs and foraging areas. Thc most important characteristic of roost trees is probably not species but 
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structure (i.e., exfoliating bark with space for bats to roost between the bark and the bole of the tree). To a 
limited extent, tree cavities and crevices are also used for roosting. Maternity colonies use multiple 
primary roost trees, which are used by a majority of the bats most of the sununer, and a number of 
"secondary" roosts, which are used intermittently and by fewer bats, especially during periods of 
precipitation 01' extreme temperatures. The sununer roost of adult males is often ncar maternity roosts, but 
where most spend the day is unknown. Others remain near the hibernaculum, and a few males are found in 
other caves during sutluner. Researchers have found that primaly roosts are generally in openings or at the 
edge of forest stands, while alternate roosts can be either in the open 01' in the interior of the forest stands. 
Indiana bats usc roosts in the spring and fall similar to those selected during the summer. During the fall, 
when Indiana bats swann and mate at their hibernacula, male bats roost in trees nearby during the day and 
fly to the cave during the night. 

Indiana bats forage in and around the tree canopy of floodplain, riparian, and upland forest. In 
riparian areas, Indiana bats forage primarily around and ncar riparian and floodplain trees (e.g., sycamore, 
cottonwood, black walnut, black willow, and oaks) and solitaty trees and forest edge on the floodplain. 
Streams, associated floodplain forests , and impounded bodies of water (e.g. , ponds, wetlands, and 
reservoirs) arc prcfclTed foraging habitat for pregnant and lactating Indiana bats, some of which may fly 
up to 1.5 miles from upland roosts. Indiana bats also forage within the canopy of upland forests, over 
clearings with early successional vcgctation (e.g., old fields), along the borders of croplands, along 
wooded fencerolVs, and over Iimll ponds in pastures. Indiana bats return nightly to their foraging areas. 
Indiana bats feed strictly on flying insects, and their selection of prey items reflects the environment in 
which they forage. Both aquatic and terrestrial insects arc consumed. Moths, caddisflies, flies , 
mosquitoes, and midges are major prey items. Other prey includes bees, wasps, flying ants, beetles, 
leafhoppers, and trcehoppers. During September, the bats depart for hibernation caves. 

Information about the occurrence of Indiana bats on the ORR is limited. Mist netting for bats was 
conducted on lower EFPC and its tributaries in May 1992 and again in May through Junc 1997 
(DOE 1997). The 1997 survey included portions of lower Bear Creek near its confluence with lower 
EFPC. Thc creeks in this area provided Indiana bat summer roosting and foraging habitat at the time of 
the surveys. No Indiana bats were recorded among the six species caphlred. More recent acoustic surveys 
bctween 2002 and 2004 did not find Indiana bats in the area (Melton Hill Lake or the K-I007-PI Holding 
Pond near the East Tennessee Technology Park) (Harvey 2005). 

In Tennessee, the nearest hibernating population of Indiana bats cxists in White Oak Blowhole Cave, 
located in Blount County in the western end of the Great Smoky Mountains National Park. This cave has 
been designated as critical habitat for this species. A few Indiana bats also hibernate in Bull Cave, also 
located in Blount County. No maternity roosts have been located on the ORR 01' as yet in Tennessee. 
Howevcr, in July 1999, a small colony of Indiana bats was discovered roosting in a dead hemlock tree on 
the Cheoah Rangel' District of the Nantahala National Forest in Graham County, North Carolina. This 
discovery represents the first record of a reproductivc female Indiana bat being found south of Kenhlcky. 
Recent collections of individual Indiana bats have also been recorded from the Cherokee National Forest 
near Tellico Lake in Monroe County, Tennessee. These rcports indicate that summer colonies of the 
species may be present in east Tennessee. The habitat from which these individuals were eollectcd is 
similar to suitable habitat found on the ORR. 

4. ECOLOGICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE 

The majority of the parcel is undeveloped and serves multiple uses that include utility easement , 
limited security and facility buffer, wildlife management, forestly, and environmental monitoring. The 
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parccl is currently zoned as Federal IndustIy and Rcsearch. Development on the property includes a TVA 
power linc and ROW, three roads (Wisconsin Avenue, North Boundaty Patrol Road, and East Quany 
Road), a water pump station, and water tank. The North Boundary Patrol Road also serves as thc North 
Boundaty Greenway Trail through a license DOE granted to the city in 1999. Wisconsin Avenue is 
maintained by the city and provides acccss to thc residential development located along Whippoorwill 
Drive. Land uses immediately adjacent to Parcel ED-G are varied. Residential developments arc located to 
the north and east of the parccl. The area to the west of the parcel is part of the Blackoak Ridge 
Conservation Easement. Although not immediately adjacent to Parcel ED-G, thc Horizon Center Industrial 
Park is locatcd west of the parcel. Oak Ridge Turnpike (Statc Route 95) runs along the southern pOl1ion 
of the parcel. Land usc further south of the highway is primarily agricultural, with some limited 
residential developmcnt. 

Vegctation on Parcel ED-G includes mixcd hardwood, mixed hardwood/pine, mixed hardwood/ccdar, 
pine, kudzu, prairie, and maintained lawn habitats. 

Mixcd hardwoods occur on the steeply sloping castcrn and western p0l1ions of the parcel. This 
conullunity is characterized by dominant mature trees consisting of white oak (Quercus alba), black oak 
(Quercus velulilla) , southern red oak (Quercus falcale) , mockernut hickory (C{ff),a lorlllelllosa) , 
ycllow-poplar (Liriodelldroll lulipi{era), sugar maple (AceI' saccila/'lllll), and red maple (AceI' /'IIbrulII), 
along with a variety of other trees and sbmbs. 

Thc mixcd hardwood/pine habitat type also occurs on thc stccper slopes within the center and eastern 
portions of thc site. Dominant species of this plant conullunity include a variety of mature oaks, hickories, 
and miscellancous other hardwood species in association with shortleaf pine (Pillus eeilillala), Virginia 
pine (Pi/illS virgillialla), and eastern white pine (Pillus slrohe). This habitat type also includcs arcas of 
mixcd-agcd (mature and immature) scrub hardwood stands that have developed where the mature pines 
were impacted by tile soutllern pine bcctle. 

Mixed hardwood/ccdar habitat occupies most of the soutll side of tllc parcel on gently sloping to 
nearly level land of lower elevations. Dominant species of this plant community include mature 
chinquapin oak (Quercus lIIuehiellbergii), black walnut (Juglalls lIigra) , American elm (UIIIIIIS 
alllericalla), slippery elm (UIIIIIIS /'libra) , boxelder (AceI' lIegulldo), green ash (Fraxillus pelll/sylvaliea), 
and eastern red cedar (Jul/ipe/'lls virgil/ial/a). 

The loblolly pine (Pil/us laeda) habitat type is found in scattered areas throughout the site. In most 
cases, this type includes relatively Ilomogenous stands of loblolly pine of vmying age. This habitat type 
occurs in former mature pine plantations that were impacted by the southern pine beetle infestation in the 
1990s and that have sincc regenerated back to pine via natural rccl1litment. In most cases, these are 
inunature stands (10 to 15 years), but there are pockets of older trees that were not affected by the pine 
beetle. 

A fairly large (approximately 3 aercs) patch of kudzu vine (Pueraria 1II01l1alla) has developed in the 
southeast corner of the parcel in the TV A ROW and along the Nortll Boundary Road Greenway. 
Additionally, there are a number of otller exotic, invas ive plants on the property. These plants occur 
throughout the parccl in all habitat types. Some of the primmy spccies observed include autumn-olive 
(Elaeagll/ls /llIIbellale), Chincse privet (Lillgusl/'l/ll/ sillellse), English privet (Ligusl/'llll/ vulgare), 
Japanese honcysuckle (Lollieera japouiea), bush honcysuckle (Lollieera lIIaacaii), and Nepal grass. In 
addition, severa l mimosa trees (Albiziajulibrissill) arc prescnt along the gravel access road on tile south 
side of the propcrty. 

05·007(E) /050807 C-7 



The prairie conummity type is present within and adjacent to the TVA power line ROW that crosses 
the southem portion of the site. This habitat is typically maintained by prescribed burning, but it has 
developed in the TVA ROW because of periodical clearing to eliminate woody vegetation. Dominant 
species include big bluestem grass (Alldropogoll gerardii), broomsedge grass (Alldropogill vil'gil1iclIs), 
and various other native warm-season grasses, along with scmbby immature hardwoods and shrubs 
(blackberries and sumac). 

Maintained lawn occurs in areas that are frequently mowed. Dominant plants include Kentucky-31 
fescue and various other lawn grasses, as well as herbaceous plants. This manmade landscape feature is 
present near the water tower on the ridge top and the utility building on the cast side, as well as along the 
roadside ROWs. 

Surface water features on Parcel ED-6 arc limited. Storm water runoff from the parcel either 
infiltrates into the ground or drains to one of four intermittent streams, which eventually discharge into 
EFPC. These intermittent streams are dlY for much of the year and typically have only ephemeral flow after 
precipitation events. Parcel ED-6 is located outside of the EFPC floodplain and the published Oak Ridgc 
flood hazard zone boundaries. A walkover survey of Parcel ED-6, conducted by wetland scientists in 
October 2004, did not identify the presence of any wetlands on the property. 

5. MIST NET SURVEYS AND HABITAT ASSESSMENT 

5.1 MIST NET SURVEYS 

BHE was retained to conduct two mist net surveys to identify the presence of summering Indiana 
bats andlor gray bats and to assess habitat suitability for the species within Parcel ED-6 (BHE 2005, 
2006). The results of the mist net surveys and habitat suitability assessment arc summarized below. 

The level of survey effort for this project was established using survey guidelines developed by the 
Indiana Bat RecovelY Team (USFWS I 999a). Potential areas for mist net placement were identified by 
BHE using a topographic map of the proposed project area and through coordination with the USFWS 
Tennessee Field Office. Achml locations of the sites werc selectcd during field rec0lll1aissance. To the 
extent practicable, mist net sites were distributed so as to sample forestcd habitat throughout the parcel 
(Fig. 2). 

The initial mist net survey was conducted between July 29 and August I, 2005. Mist net site 
selection was based upon extent of canopy cover and presence of an open flyway. Two net sets were 
erected at each site and spaced at least 100 ft apart. At each site, 2 net sets were cach operated for 2 nights, 
resulting in a total of 12 net nights for the entire survey [2 nets x 2 nights X 3 sites = 12 net nights). A "net 
night" is defined as the operation of one set for one night. To the extent possible, nets were placed so as to 
be bordered on top and sides by vegetation to create a funneling effect to facilitate caphlre of bats. Mist 
nets were deployed at dusk and monitored every IS to 20 min for at least 5 hI'. 

Sixty-seven bats of thrce species were caphlred during the survey (Table I). No Indiana bats or gray 
bats were caphlred. The big brown bat (Eplesic/ls /ilsC/ls) was the species most commonly encountered, 
making up 75% of the total eaphlre. The other two spceies were the red bat (Lasill{'lfs borealis) and the 
eastern pipistrelle (Pipisirelllls sll~flavlIs). Post-lactating adult females and juveniles of all three species 
were caphlred. 
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Fig. 2. Location of six mist net sites 
and vegetation cover in Parcel EO-6 
on the Oak Ridge Reservation 
in Roane County, Tennessee. 
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Table I. 2005 Mist netting resnlts frolll Parcel ED-6 

Big Brown Bat 
Site Date Surveyed EpfesiclI . ." lil.\'CII.\' 
No. (2005) PLF NRF M J 

I 7/29,7/30 3 I 2 4 
2 7/29,7/30 22 4 5 
3 7/31,811 I I 

Totals 50 

E = csenpe before age or gender dctcnnincd. 
J = juvenile (either gender). 
M = adult male. 
NRF = nOll-reproductive adult female. 
PLF= post lactating adult femllie. 

E 
I 
4 
2 

Red Bat 
LasiuJ'fls borealis 

PLF NRF J 
I I 3 

3 
2 2 

12 

Eastern Pipistrelle 
PipistJ'elllls slIb(hlJ'uS 
PLF J E 

I 
2 
5 

Total 
16 
40 
II 
67 

BHE conducted a second mist nest survey for Parcel EO-6 during July 11-16, 2006. This survey 
consisted of sampling thrce additional locations on the parcel. The three additional locations were 
selected bascd on USFWS recommendations and field reconnaissance. The level of effort was identical to 
the initial mist net survey. 

Eight bats were caphll'ed during the 2006 survey (Table 2). No Indiana bats or gray bats wcre 
caphlred . All of the captured bats were from Site 4 . Only big brown bats and red bats were captured and 
identified during the survey. 

Table 2. 2006 Mist netting resllits frolll Parcel ED-6 

Site 
No. 
4 
5 
6 

Totals 

Date SlIrveyed 
(2005) 

7111,7/12 
7/13,7114 
7115,7116 

J = juvenile (either gender). 

Big Brown Bat 
EplesiclIs (USCIIS 

PLF LF J 
122 

5 

LF = lactating adult femule. 
PLF= post lactating adult female. 

Red Uat 
Las;II"lIs borealis 

LF J 
2 I 

3 

Total 
8 

8 

At tlle request of USFWS, BHE biologists also noted bat activity in the general vicinity of the net 
sites, as a qualitat ive indicator of potential bat activity on the parcel. Small numbers of bats were 
observed flying over the gravel road at Site 4. No bats were observed flying at or ncar Sites 5 or 6. 

5.2 HABITAT ASSESSMENT 

On July 29 through August I, 2005, BHE conducted a pcdcstrian survey of Parcel EO-6 . 
Experienced biologists qualitatively assessed suitability of habitat for sunnnering Indiana bats. Habitat 
suitability was evaluated based upon estimates for the following components ofsulllmer habitat: 

• percent overstory canopy cover, 
• avcrage diameter at breast height (dbh) of ovcrstory canopy trees, 

• average height to bottolll of canopy, 
• density of subcanopy vegetation, 
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• prcscnce of potential roost trees, 
• distance between the project site and a permanent watcr sourcc, and 
• percentage of forested land in the 74 acres surrounding the project area. 

These parameters are some of the factors used in the sununer HSI model, which was developed to 
quantify suitability of an area to support Indiana bats. In general, high-quality habitat occurs in relatively 
mature forcst where overstOlY canopy cover is between 60 and 80%, subcanopy vegetation is relatively 
open, and potential roost trees are present. Estimatcs of the average diamcter of canopy trees and height to 
the bottom of the canopy reflect the maturity of the trees . Densc vcgctation in the subcanopy may impede 
the flight of foraging bats or obstl1lct acccss to roost sites. Habitat suitability is moderate or low whcn one 
or more parameters are suboptimal. 

Potential Indiana bat roost trees include trecs grcatcr than 6 inches dbh. As defincd by the HSI 
model, high-quality potential roost trees have greatcr than 25% exfoliating bark. Low- and moderate­
quality potcntial roost trees have 0 to 10 and II to 25% exfoliating bark, respectively. Suitable sununer 
habitat also includes availability of a permanent water source within 2.5 miles and forest covering at least 
5% of thc 74 acres surrounding the projcct area. 

Landscape-scale characteristics of the parcel arc suitablc for summering Indiana bats. EFPC provides 
a permanent sourcc of water within 100 ft of Parcel ED-6, and Watts Bar Lakc is approximately 5 miles 
southwest of thc parcel. Topographic maps indicate approximately 80% (60 acres) of the 74 acres 
surrounding thc projcct area is forested. 

None of Parcel ED-6 providcs high-quality summer habitat for Indiana bats. BHE found moderate­
quality summer habitat for Indiana bats in approximately 61 acres of Parcel ED-6 (Polygons 2 and 6). 
Moderate-quality habitat contains moderate- or high-quality potential roost trecs and forest characteristics 
suitable for sununcring Indiana bats. Two areas providc relatively large oak and yellow poplar trees in the 
overstOlY, including scveral potential roost trees. Canopy cover is 85 to 90%, and density of understory 
vegetation varies from moderately densc to opcn. 

Low-quality summer habitat occurs within 278 acres (78%) of the parcel. Areas that providc low­
quality habitat are less likely to be used by roosting Indiana bats. Low-quality habitat contains no 
potential roost trees or contains several low-quality roost trees. Forest characteristics in low-quality 
habitat, including density of undcrstory vegetation and average diameter of canopy trccs, arc generally 
suboptimal. Low-qua lity roost trees have less than 10% exfo liating bark. A singlc high-quality potential 
roost tree was idcntificd in one area; however, that arca provides low-quality roost habitat because the 
forest is primarily eastern red cedar and pines growi ng in dense stands. Understory vegetation in that area 
generally is dcnse, providing little space through which bats could fly. 

6. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ON LISTED SPECIES 

Based on the information presented in this SA, DOE concludes that thc proposed transfer of 
Parcel ED-6 to the city orOak Ridge is not likcly to adversely affect ei ther of the li sted species. Results of 
the mist nct surveys did not confirm presence of the Indiana bat or gray bat in Parcel ED-6. Parcel ED-6 
docs not provide high-quality sununcr habitat for Indiana bats. Approximately 6 1 acres provide modcratc­
quali ty su mmer habitat, and 278 acrcs provide low-quality summer habitat for Indiana bats. No cavcs or 
other suitable hibernacula or roosting habitat for gray bats is present in Parccl ED-6. 
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